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1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

(703) 696-0504 

February 17, 1993 

Ms. Sylvia Minkwitz 
6860 Woodcrest Parkway 
Rockford, Illinois 61109 

Dear Ms. Minkwitz: 

Thank you for your letter of January 12, 1993 which was 
forwarded to us by the Defense Conversion Commission. The Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, as set out in Public Law 
101-510, is responsible for the review and analysis of 
recommendations made by the Secretary of Defense to close or 
realign military installations within the United States. 

The Secretary of Defense's recommendations are due to this 
Commission by March 15, 1993. If the Secretary of Defense 
recommends that the reserve forces at Chicago-O'Hare International 
Airport be relocated to the Greater Rockford Airport and that the 
installation be closed, then it would be included in this March 
report. 

If that recommendation is proposed, your comments will be 
considered as part of the base closure process. In fact, your 
individual comments and those of your community are always most 
welcome. 

Thank you again for your input and your interest in the base 
closure process. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

ref: 930202-6 
Cirillo 
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a DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

Arlington, Virginia 22209 
(703) 696-0504 JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
WILLIAM L. BALL. 111 
HOWARD H. CALLAWAY 
GEN. DUANE H.  CASSIDY. USAF IRET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
JAMES SMITH 11. P.E. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. February 26, 1993 

Mr. Doug Hansen 
Director of Base Closure and Utilization 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 

for Production and Logistics 
The Pentagon, Room 3D-814 
Washington, D.C. 20301-8000 

plaas rcfa: ta this wW~ 
when tep ndirn-21 

Dear Doug: 

During the 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commissionts review and analysis process the Air Force provided 
Ease Fact Sheets on each of the closure and realignment 
recommendations. The fact sheets were a valuable tool in assisting 
the Commissionls process. We are again requesting these documents 
be included with the submission of the Air Force data. 

We would also like to have fact sheets on any installations 
that would be added to or substituted on the DOD recommendations 
list by the Commissioners. Although the add/substitute list will 
not be known until late May, we are making a formal request at this 
time to facilitate short notice telephonic requests when the need 
arises. 

Your assistance and cooperation, and that of the Air Force, 
are greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

MATTHEW P. BEHRMANN 
Director'of Staff 



Feb 25, 1993 

Memo for Matt, 

This letter constitutes a formal request for ~ i r  Force Base 
Fact Sheets that would be useful for our review of the AF 93 BRAC 
submission. The ~ i r  Force office responsible for producing the 
fact sheets asked us to submit a formal request for the documents 
so we would have oertified data which could be releasable to the 
public. These fact sheets were used by the 1991 commission staff. 

Rick DiCamillo 



1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

(703) 696-0504 

March 19, 1993 

Mr. Thomas A. Ferguson 
Chief, Strategic Nuclear Forces Branch 
Defense Intelligence Analysis Center 
Bolling Air Force Base 
Washington, D.C. 20340 

Dear Mr. Ferguson: 

I am writing to express my appreciation for the March 9, 1993 
visit by Ms.   ill Rabenold and Mr.  arti in Gorman to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

As you know, the Commission is charged with independently 
examining closures and realignments proposed by the Secretary of 
Defense against the current force structure plan. Ms. Rabenold and 
Mr. Gorman provided members of the Commissionfs analytical staff a 
valuable insight and perspective on the requirements of the START 
I and START I1 treaties. Their discussion on the ABM Treaty was 
also very useful. 

Please convey to Ms. Rabenold and Mr. Gorman my thanks for 
a job well done. 

Sincerely, 

MATTHEW P. BEHRMANN 
Executive Director 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

Arlington, Virginia 22209 
(703) 696-0504 JIM COURTER, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 

mfsr to !hi nurnbel 
+&.3n rm~ing9%32Zz I2 

March 22, 1993 

The Honorable Michael B. Donley 
Acting Secretary of the Air Force 
Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20310 

Dear Secretary Donley: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners, I would like to thank you 
for appearing before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission and explaining the Air Force's recommendations. I would 
also like to express our appreciation to Mr. James Boatright for 
his testimony. 

As I mentioned at the conclusion of your testimony, attached 
are a number of additional questions that the Commissioners and the 
Commission staff would like answered for the record. I would 
appreciate the Air Force's response to these questions by April 1, 
1993 so that the Commission can consider them early during its 
deliberative process. 

Additionally, we are requesting manpower authorizations, if 
different from the questioeire data, and real property 
information in the form of the Alr Forcers Speci 1 Building Square 
Foot/Cost Report. We are also requesting&epot Maintenance 
Industrial Fund Costs associated with the Air Logistics Centers. 
This is a follow-up to Commissioner Johnsonls request for detailed 
backup data which was addressed to Mr. James Boatright during the- 
hearing on March 16th. We ask that this information be provided to 
the Commission by March 29, 1993. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and 
cooperation. 

JI COURTER id-- 
jac:fac 
encl . 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

The Honorable Michael B. Donlev, Acting Secretary of the ~ i r  Force 

Force Structure 

1. For the record, what Force Structure baseline did the Air 
Force use in its analysis for the 1993 round of base 
closures? Is this the same force structure used in the 
1991 process? If the force structure is the same, then 
why is the Air Force closing more bases? 

2. What impacts have the Force Structure reductions had on 
the Reserve Components and have these impacts resulted in 
any base realignments or closures during this round? 

3 .  OSD directed the Air Force to cut its FY 94 budget by 
$2.8 billion. What impact has this had on the Air 
Force's Force Structure? On its basing infrastructure? 

Base Infrastructure - Ca~acity Analysis 
4 .  In the 1991 Base Closure and Realignment recommendations 

the Air Force indicated a continuing evaluation of 
"...the possible relocation of one or more product 
divisions ... to enhance the relationship between product 
divisions and laboratory activities." Please comment on 
how this evaluation impacted the 1993 recommendations. 

Process 

5. Under the provisions of the 1972 ABM Treaty, the Grand 
Forks, N.D., llICBM-silo-launcher deployment area" was 
designated as the site for deployment of an ABM system. 
To what extent has this influenced the review process for- 
Grand Forks AFB as a potential closure candidate, and is 
this specifically why Grand Forks did not make the list? 

6 .  Are you confident that the Air Force made sufficient cuts 
in its base structure? 

7. In considering bases for closing, what factors were 
considered? Were any factors weighted heavier than 
others? If so, which factors, and how were they weighted 
differently? 

8. The Major Commands (MAJCOMs) do not budget for the excess 
cost of environmental cleanup associated with range 
closure. In the 1993 BRAC deliberations, did the Air 
Force consider training ranges for closure and inclusion 
in the BRAC process? 



9. Were any bases for closure or realignment added by the 
Secretary of Defense after receipt of the service 
recommendations? If so, which one(s) and what was the 
rationale? 

Environmental 

10. Many environmental-protection statutes, regulations, and 
associated permit requirements impact the Services' 
capability to conduct military training, particularly at 
range complexes. Commanders are faced with maintaining 
and enhancing war-fighting capabilities within 
environmental guidelines enacted by Congress, the states, 
and local authorities. How did you balance the Services' 
operational training needs against these environmental 
requirements, and did environmental restrictions 
affecting ranges influence the selection of a particular 
base for closure? 

11. Do any of the bases on the SECDEF's 1993 base closure and 
realignment list have burial sites, critical habitats, 
national historical sites or endangered species on their 
real property? If so, what considerations have been made 
to protect these resources during and after closure? 

Recognizing that the "Environmental ImpactN is of 
secondary importance to military value, please give any 
instances where this criterion resulted in direct impact 
on the military value of an installation. For instance, 
one example might have been where an installation was in 
an Air Quality Non-Attainment Area which could impede its 
future growth or even its actual Military Value for the 
existing mission. 

13. Were any bases rated as more supportable for closure 
because those bases had worked very closely with 
regulators and the communities to clean up environmental- 
dumpsites? 

14. Conversely, were any bases kept open because they were 
too dirty or too costly to clean up? 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

James Boatriaht; Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) and Co-Chairman of the Air Force Base Closure 
Executive Group 

Force Structure 

1. How did the withdrawal from overseas Air Force bases 
affect recommended U.S. base closures? 

Process 

2. What did the Air Force learn from the 1991 base closure 
process that was applied to the process used to create 
the 1993 base closure recommendations? What did you 
learn from the 1993 process that you would recommend for 
the 1995 round? 

3. Explain your reason for grouping the installations into 
the categories chosen in the base closure proceedings. 
Why were categories changed from the 1991 process? 

4 .  What other categories were considered? 

5 .  What was your rationale for not using those categories? 

6 .  Explain your process for assessing a base in one category 
for possible use of missions from another category? 

7 .  What process did the Air Force use when considering 
economic impact on local communities? 

8. Describe the process the Air Force used to assess 
economic impact to include the cumulative effect of prior 
base closings and/or multiple service base closures in- 
the same area. 

Environmental Im~act 

9. How did the Air Force determine the environmental impact 
on bases when considering them for closing? 

10. Please identify any installations where military value 
was subordinate to environmental impact in considering 
that base for closure. 

11. According to the July/August 1992 edition of Defense 92, 
the Air Forcers five air logistics centers alone account 
for more than 50 percent of the Service's hazardous 
waste. Can you comment on how these five maintenance 
depots ranked in terms of hazardous waste disposal and 
how this impacted the base closure selection process? 



1993 Report Specifics 

12. Please comment on why the report indicates that the City 
of Chicago is expected to cover the full cost for the 
environmental cleanup of OfHare Air Reserve Station, even 
though those costs are normally the responsibility of the 
Department of Defense whether an installation is closed 
or not? 

13. McGuire Air Force Base is in an air quality non- 
attainment area for ozone. Were your recommendations for 
McGuire based significantly on this factor in considering 
its feasibility as the large mobility base in the 
Northeast? 

14. The report says that the Air Force Reserve will operate 
McGuire Air Force Base. It also says that the Air 
Reserve Components will remain as tenants if McGuire 
becomes a civil airfield. Is this an implication that if 
the field does not become a civil airfield that the base 
will be recommended for closure in another closure round? 

15. In the report, the Air Force recommends moving 16 
training courses to Naval Air Station, ~emphis, Tennessee 
from Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois without benefit of 
Military Construction (MILCON). Considering that the 
projected move to Sheppard Air Force Base Texas as a 
result of the 1988 Commission was estimated to cost $17.5 
million in MILCON, is this redirect coordinated with the 
Navy and will such an effort compromise training 
standards, conditions and results? 

16. The report states that the Air Force has one more small 
aircraft base than is required to support the fighter 
aircraft in the force-structure plan. Is that a direct 
result of the inability to close Moody Air Force Base in 
the 1991 base closure process? If that is the case, does. 
this mean that there were no further changes in either 
force-structure or your top-down method of determining 
base requirements in the 1991 process? 

17. The report recommends redirecting the 940th Air Refueling 
Group to Beale Air Force Base, California vice McClellan 
Air Force Base, which was recommended by the 1988 
Commission. It also calls for the temporary relocation 
of the Group to McClellan AFB, due to the imminent 
closure of Mather AFB. The stated rationale is a 
projected savings of $21.2 million in MILCON. Does this 
include any construction requirements for the temporary 
relocation of the 940th to McClellan Air Force Base? 
What are the construction costs at McClellan for this 
temporary move? 



18. Will the proposed relocation of the 178th Fighter Group 
from Springfield Municipal Airport, Ohio to Wright- 
Patterson AFB, Ohio preclude further consideration of 
moving the refueling units from Rickenbacker Air National 
Guard Base to Wright-Patterson? 

19. In your analysis of the proposed changes to the 1991 
Commission, did you consider the Rickenbacker Port 
Authority's past record of inability to generate revenue 
and any resultant impact on operating costs of the ~ i r  
National Guard units? 

The cost of the 1991 Commission recommendation to close 
Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base and move the Air 
National Guard refueling units to Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base was estimated at $37.9 million. The estimated 
cost of the redirect to retain those units at 
Rickenbacker is $26.2 million for a net savings of $11.7 
million. Does this $26.2 million in MILCON costs include 
the relocation and bed-down of the 907th Air Reserve 
Airlift Group to Wright-Patterson? 

21. What is the total cost of the 907th Airlift Group move to 
Wright-Patterson and the MILCON costs for moving the ANG 
refueling units into a cantonment area at Rickenbacker? 

22. Considering the apparent air space availability at 
K. I.Sawyer, please comment why you did not make use of 
excess capacity resulting from the decision to retire the 
B-52Gs that had been scheduled for relocation to the base 
from the 1991 Commission. 

23. Considering the recommended closure of Homestead Air 
Force Base, what is the military value and, specifically, 
your plans, on retaining the Avon Park Range? 

24. The report states that the Air Force plans to establish. 
a large air mobility base in the Northeast to support the 
Major Regional Contingency strategy. It says that 
Griffiss AFB, ~ c ~ u i r e  AFB and Plattsburgh AFB competed 
for selection. could you please explain the selection 
process? 

25. The report recommends closing OIHare Air Reserve Station 
if the unit can be moved to Greater Rockford Airport or 
to another installation at no cost to the federal 
government. Could you please explain the feelings of the 
community in Greater Rockford? 

26. The report states that the long-term military value of 
Newark Air Force Base is low because it does not have an 
airfield. Was this factor considered for other bases 
such as Los Angeles Air Force Base, Onizuka Air Force 
Base and Francis E. Warren Air Force Base? 



27. The closure of Newark AFB, OH, will reduce the Air 
Forcers excess capacity by 1.7 million Direct Product 
Actual Hours. This suggests that the Newark depot alone 
accounts for nearly 20% of the Air Force's total depot 
excess capacity, despite its relatively small size. Is 
this an accurate assessment? 

28. The Newark AFB, OH, depot performs maintenance on ICBM 
guidance and control equipment. Where will these kinds 
of commodities be serviced if the Newark depot is closed? 

29. At MacDill AFB, FL the AFRES I1will temporarily operate 
the airfield, not open to civil use, until it can be 
converted to a civil airport." Explain this action and 
the affect of future operations and force structure if 
the community does not operate the airfield as a civil 
airport. 

30. One category excluded from closure consideration was 
"Other category - Major Headquarters Subcategorym. The 
base capacity analysis indicated there was not sufficient 
excess capacity to move these functions to other bases, 
but was there also analysis of excess capacity of those 
bases to move force structure in and close to another 
facility? 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
Room 4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

This letter is in response to your March 22, 1993L letter to Secretary Donley requesting 
Air Force Special Building Square Foot/Cost Report, and Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund 
Costs. Requested information is attached. To provide concise data on Depot Industrial Costs, 
we summarized information from several sources into a point paper. Should additional detail 
be needed, we will be happy to provide it. None of the information attached was used in the 
Air Force's analysis nor is it certified. 

Other material requested in your letter is being provided under separate cover. - - 
I hope this information is useful. 

of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

2 Atchs 

1 - AF Special Building SFICost Rpt 
2 - Point Paper on AF Depot DBOF 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  +' OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A l I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST --------.,-------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................................... 
ELLSWORTt4 M S L  03 MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 0  4 4 3 8  4 8 2  

ELLSWORTH M S L  0 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 7  5 4 3 8  4 8 3  

ELLSWORTI I  M S L  0 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 5 8  1 2  4 3 8  4 9 0  

ELLSWORTI I  M S L  0 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 8 2  3 4 5 5  4 9 8  

ELLSWORTt I  M S L  0 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 3  6 4 3 8  4 8 4  

ELLSWORTl l  M S L  0 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 7  4 4 5  1 4 9 5  

ELLSWORTI i  M S L  09 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 2  1 5 4 4 0  4 8 5  

ELLSWORTI i  M S L E  A 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 1 7  1 0 1  16 3 4 9  1 1 8 2  

ELLSWORT(1 MSLE A 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 2  6 4 4 0  4 8 6  

ELLSW0RT)- I  M S L E  A 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 4  5 4 5 3  4 9 8  

ELLSWORTJI  M S L E  A 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  120 5 4 4 2  4 8 7  

ELLSWORTI i  MSLE A 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 3  8 4 4 0  4 8 8  

ELLSWORT( i  M S L E  A 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 4  4 4 4 2  4 8 6  

ELLSWORTI i  M S L E  A 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 6  5 4 4 0  4 8 5  

E L L S W O R T ~ ~  TRANS COM - 0 - 0 2 5 4 1 5  1 2 2  1 2  2 2 9  1 5 3  

E L L S W O R T ~ ~  0 2  FHG 1 6  1 8 3 4 8  16 2 1 6  4 5 4 0  100 38 4 69 3 8 9  

ELLSWORTt i  0 4  FHG 1 6  1 8 7 0 8  1 6  2 1 6  6 11 1 9  70 4 1 4 1 5 2  4 4 2  

ELLSWORTJi  06 RRL - 0 - 0 1 1 6  3 - - - 3 

ELLSWORTl i  0 7  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 - 0 

ELMENDORY AFB 3 7 4  3 2 1 2 5 3 5  1 7 8 0  4 5 9 6 5  4 5 6  6 1 8 5 4 8 4  2 2 6 3 4 1  1 3 0 3 5  2 5 5  I f 9 3 1 2  3 9 1 8 7 3  
I I  G9 

ELMSRA G'#EN 8 5 8  COM - 0 - $  ' 0  - 4 - - 1 1  0 7 3 7 3 
I 

E L Y  RRL 0 4 6970 4 3 4  50 0 4 3 4  8 6 8  - 0 - 

E M P I R E  

ENGLAND 

B C N  - 0 0 1 66 1 5  2 4 7  

AFB 2 9 4  8 1 6 8 9 4  5 9 8  1 3 9 8 2  2 0 5  1 6 8 5 8 0 1  6 4 0 8 4  

P C N  - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 :  13 AM PAGE 2 4  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
ENKENBACH 

I 
E R D I N G  . 
ERHAC 

E R I S W E L L  

E R P  R R L  

E SCANAB A 

ESSEX GWEh 871 

EWVRA SHEFHERO F D  

F E WARREh 

F E WARREh 

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST . ............................................................. - -  

WSS - 0 - 0 I 297 I 50 

ABS - 0 - 0 28 168448 1736 

R R L  - 0 - 0 17 2725 I 2358 

FHG 144 723183 570 0 - - - 
R R L  - 0 - 0 1 946 400 

D F P  - 0 - 0 8 4062 113 

COM - 0 - 0 - - - 

F L D  - 0 0 29 269943 11031 - 

A F B  474 1655416 831 20209 317 2962558 144432 

R R L  - 0 - 0 1 1904 8 6 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
ACRES COST COST COST ................................... 

5 2 2 5 4 

F E WARREK MS A10 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 457 46 1 

F E WARREk MS A I I MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 130 10 4 58 468 

I 
F E WARREh MS B I O  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 128 8 458 4 66 

F E WARREQ MS B 1  1 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 151 13 458 47 1 

F E WARRE? MS 65 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 124 9 458 467 

F E W A R R E ~ !  MS B6 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 120 7 457 464 

F E WARREK MS 87 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 127 10 460 4 70 

F E WARREa MS 8 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 132 10 462 472 

F E WARREN MS B9 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 119 7 456 463 

F E WARREN MS C 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 2 834 1 888 3 1 7 263 1158 

F E WARRE? MS C10 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 122 8 4 56 464 

F E WAR RE^ MS C11 MSL - 0 - 0 - t - - 121 7 456 463 

F E WARREh MS C2 MSL 
I r  C - 0 - $  b - 4 -  - 129 10 458 468 

F E WARREN MS C3 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 117 7 459 466 
1 

F E WARREV MS C 4  M S L  - 
4 
t 

P C N  - S R L P A ~ C  
03/18/1993 ?0:13 AM PAGE 25 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTl lER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A 1  I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
--------I-------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F E WARREN MS C 5  MSL - 0 - - - - 0 1 2 3  7 4 5 9  4 6 6  

F E WARRtN MS C 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 7  7 4 5 9  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS C 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 8  8 4 5 8  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS C 8  MSL - 0 - - - - 0 1 2 7  9 4 5 9  4 6 8  

F E WARREN MS C 9  MSL - 0 - - - - 0 1 2 8  8 4 5 8  4 6 6  

F E WARR6N MS D l  MSL - 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  1 8 8 8  2 8  8 2 5  1 1 1 4 7  

F E WARRSN MS 0 1 0  MSL - 0 - - - - 0 1 1 4  4 4 8 5  4 8 9  

F E WARRt N MS D l  1 MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 1 0 7  4 4 5 7  4 6  1 

F E WARRLN MS 0 2  MSL - 0 - - - 0 - 1 2 6  9 4 6  1 4 7 0  

F E WARRLN MS D 3  MSL - 0 - - - 0 - 1 2 8  9 4 5 9  4 6 8  

F E WARRtN MS D 4  MSL - 0 - - - - 0 1 1 9  9 4 5 9  4 6 8  

F E WARRfN MS D 5  MSL - 

F E WARRfN MS D6 MSL - 

F E WARRkN MS 0 7  MSL - 

F E W A R R ~ N  MS 0 8  MSL - 

F E W A R R ~ N  MS D 9  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS E l  MSL - 

F E WARRgN MS E l 0  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS E l  1 MSL 

F E WARRGN MS E 2  MSL - 
F E W A R R ~ N  MS E 3  MSL - 

I r  #?' 
F E'  WARRCN MS E 4  MSL - 
F E WARRSN MS € 5  MSL - 
F E WARRFN MS E 6  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS E7 MSL - 

P C N  - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 .  1 0 :  1 3  AM PAGE 2 6  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7 1 1 5  A S  OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N D  * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST 
ACRES COST COST COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - - _ - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - _  _--_----__--------------------------- 
F E WARREF! MS € 8  M S L  _ 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 1  7 4 5 8  4 6 5  

F E WARREPI MS E 9  

F E WARREN MS F 1 

F E WARREtl MS F 1 0  

F E WARREPl MS F l l  

F E WARREN MS F 2  

F  E WARREN MS F 3  
, 

F E WARRE$! MS F 4  

F E WARREPI MS F5  

F  €'WARREP! MS F 6  

i 
F E WARREN MS G 3  

F E WAR RE^^ MS 6 4  

F E WARREN MS G 5  

F E WARREPI MS G 6  

F E WARREN MS G 9  

MSL 

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

F E WARREV MS H I  MSL - 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  1 8 8 8  3 9 1 0  2 4 6  1 1 4 4  

PCN - SRLPAPjC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  ,10: 1 3  AM 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME - - - --------------  
F E WARREbs MS J 3  

F E WARREN MS J 4  

F E WARREN MS J5 

F E WARREN MS J6 

F E WARREN MS J 7  

F E WARREN U S  J 8  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLDGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -- 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T 4 L  
ACRES COST COST COST . .................................. 

1 2 5  8 4 5 8  4 6 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARREN MS J9 

F E WARREN MS K 1  

F E WARRE? MS K 1 0  

F E WARREV MS K 1 1  

F E WARREN MS K 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

MSL - 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  1 8 8 8  

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WAR RE^ MS K 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS K 4  MSL - 0 0 - 

F E WARREW MS K 5  MSL - 0 0 - 

F E WARREh MS K 6  MSL - 0 0 - 
! 

F E WARREN MS K 7  MSL - 0 0 - 

F E WARRE? MS K 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - 

F E WARREN MS K 9  MSL - 0 0 - 
F E WARRE? MS L 1  MSL - 0 - 0 2 

F E WARREk MS L10 MSL - 0 0 - 
F E WARREh MS L 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - 

F E WARRE? MS L 2  MSL ,; Wb 0 - 0 - 

F E WARREN MS L3 MSL - - f i b  - 
O \ 

F E WARREFf MS L 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - 

P C N  - SRLPAhsC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BCDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - _ - - - - - _ - - - - _ - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F E WARREN MS H I 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 6  8 4 5 7  

4 6 5  

F E WARREN MS H I 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  8 4 6 6  4 7 4  

F E WARREN MS H 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 123 9 4 5 7  4 6 6  

F E WARRtN MS H 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 8  9 4 5 7  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS H 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  9 4 5 7  4 6 6  

F E WARRFN MS H 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 3 0  9 4 5 8  4 6 7  

F E WARRCN MS H 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 9  7 4 6 4  4 7  1 

F E WARREN MS H 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  1 0  4 5 8  4 6 8  

F E WARRCN MS H 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 8  1 0  46 1 
4 7  1 

F E WARRCN MS H9 

F E WARRFN MS I 1  

F E WARRFN MS I 1 0  

F E WARRqN MS I 1 1  

F E WARREN MS I 2  

F E WARRiIN MS I 3  

F E WARRtN MS I4 

F E WARRCN MS 15 

F E WARRCN MS I 6  

F E WARREN MS I 7  

F E WARREN MS I 8  

F E WARRTN MS I 9  

F E' WARRfN MS J 1 

F E W A R R ~ N  MS JIO 

F E WARREN MS J 1 1  

F E WARREN MS J 2  

MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL _ 
MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL 

1 1  - &' 
MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

PCN - SRLP4NC 
n3fqRllqq? 1 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 2 8  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST _______- - - -_ - - - - -  - - -  _ _ _  
F E WARREN MS L6 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST ................................... 

1 3 4  5 4 5 8  4 6 3  

F E WARREN MS L 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
F E WARREN MS L 8  MSL 0 - - - 0 - 

F E WARREN MS L9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARREN MS M 1  MSL - 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  1 8 8 8  

F E WARREN MS M I 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
F E WARREN MS M I 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
F E WARRFN MS M 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
F E WARRIN MS M 3  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARREN MS M 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - .  

F E WARRfN MS M 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARRFN MS M 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARRtiN MS M 7  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARRb:N MS M 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARRKN MS M 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
F E WARREN MS N 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  1 8 8 8  

F E WARRtN MS N I O  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
F E WARRCN MS N i l  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
F E W A R R ~ N  MS N 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARREN MS N 3  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARRkN MS N 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 - t -  - 
I f  $' 

F E '  WARRYN MS N5 M S L  - - 8  ' 0  - 4 - - 

F E WARRFN MS N 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARREN MS N 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
f 

P C N  - SRLPPNC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 :  1 3  AM PAGE 30 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T  l ON NAME BLOCS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO F E E T  COST ACRES COST 
COST COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ..................................... 
F E WARREN MS N 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 5 3  1 4 5 7  4 5 8  

F E WARRE! MS 0 6 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 3  
5 4 5 8  4 6 3  

F E WARREN MS 0 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 1  6 4 5 6  4 6 2  

F E WARREN MS 0 2  MSL - 0 _ 0 - - - 1 3 0  4 4 5 8  4 6 2  

I 
F E WAR RE^ MS 0 3  MSL - o - o - - - 1 3 1  7 4 6 4  4 7  1 

F E WARREN MS 0 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 7 6  3 4 5 8  4 6  1 

F E WARRE4 MS 05 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 2  6 4 5 7  4 6 3  

F E WARREh MS 0 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 8  3 4 6 5  4 6 8  

F E WARRE; MS 0 8  MSL - o - o - - - 1 5 5  4 4 5 8  4 6 2  

F E WARREV MS 09 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 3 5  7 4 5 7  4 6 4  

F E WARREN MS P I  MSL - 0 - ,O 2 8 3 4  1 888 
4 5 1 I 2 5 2  1 1 5 1  

F E WARRE$ MS P i 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 292 1 1  9 2 6  9 3 7  

F E WARREh MS P 1 1 MSL - 0 - 0 - _ - 1 6 8  7 8 1 4  8 2  1 

F E WARRE$' MS PZ 

F E WARREN MS P 3  

F E WARRE? MS P 4  

F E WAR RE^^ MS ~5 

F E WARREN' MS P 6  

F E WARRE MS P 7  1 
F E WARREP: MS PB 

4 

F E WARREN MS P 9  

F E WAR RE^.^ MS QI 

F E WARREF) MS QIO r 
P C N  - SRLPANC 
0 8 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  ! 0 : 1 3  AM 

MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 
M S L  - 

I I 
MS L - 
M S L  - 

M S L  - 

PAGE 3 1  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  f *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F E WARREN MS 0 1  I MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 4 8  2 2 6 6 7  689 

F E WARREN MS 0 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 3 3 4  1 7  685 7 0 2  

F E WARREN MS Q3 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 5 3  1 5  7 4 9  7 6 4  

F E WARREN MS 0 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 2  7 7 0 2  7 0 9  

F E WARREN MS Q 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 3 2  2 9 7 8 5  8 1 4  

F E WARREN MS 06 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 6 3  6 9 1 2  918 

F E WARREN MS 0 7  MSL -. 0 - 0 - - - 1 5 3  5 886 8 9  1 

F E WARREN MS 0 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 4  1 2 0  6 7 9  ' 6 9 9  

F E WARREN MS 09 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 3 9  1 7  656 6 7 3  

F E WARREN U S  R 1  MSL - 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  1 8 8 9  8 2 1 9  2 5 6  1 1 6 4  

F E WARREN MS R 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 3 7 6  2 4 9 2  1 9 4 5  

F E WARREN MS R 1 1  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS R2 MSL - 

F E WARRFN MS R 3  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS R4 MSL - 

F E WARREN MS R 5  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS R 6  MSL - 
F E WARREN MS R 7  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS R 8  MSL - 
F E WARREN MS R 9  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS 5 1  MSL - 
I ,  5' 

F E WARREN MS S 1 0  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS S 1 1  MSL - 

F E WARREN MS 5 2  MSL - 
F E WARREN MS 5 3  MSL - 

P C N  - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 3 2  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F E WARREh MS 5 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 2 4 0  5 1 6 4 7  698 

F E WARREh. MS 5 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 4 4  3 2 6 4 5  6 7 7  

F E WARRE\! MS 5 6  MSL - 0 - 0 
- - - 2 4 5  1 6  6 4 5  66 1 

F E WARREh MS 5 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 9 3  1 4  6 4 5  6 5 9  

F E WARREh MS 5 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 3 9  1 6  6 4 4  660 

- 0 - 0 - - - 2 3 8  1 7  6 4 2  659 F E WARREh, MS S 9  MSL 

- 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  I 8 8 8  3 9  8 2 6 5  1 1 6 1  F E WARREN MS T I  M S L  

F E WARRE@ MS T I 0  M S L  

F E WARREP, MS T I  1 M S L  
: 

F E WARREh MS T 2  M S L  

F E WARREh MS T 3  M S L  

F E WARREY MS T 4  M S L  

F E WARRE& MS T 5  M S L  

I F E WARREh MS T 6  M S L  

F E WARREh MS T 7  M S L  

F E WARREb MS T 8  MSL 

F E WARREF MS T 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 0  5 690 6 9 5  

F E WARREh MSL A 1  MSL - 0 - 0 2 8 3 4  1 1 0 0 5  7 2 1 8  6 0 0  1 6 2 3  

- 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 4  8 1 1 0 3  1 1 1 1  F E WAR RE^ MSL A 2  M S L  

F E WARREh MSL A 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 2  8 4 6 0  4 6 8  

F E WARREN MSL A 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 8  9 4 5 8  4 6 7  

F E WARRE& MSL A 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - t - - 1 2 5  9 4 6 9  4 6 9  

11 iP 
' F E WARREY MSL A 6  MSL - 0 - $  b - 4 -  - 1 2 1  8 4 5 <  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MSL A 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 
I - 1 2 7  8 4 6 5  4 7 3  

F E WARREV MSL A 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 8  6 4 5 7  4 6 3  

P C N  - 5iRLPAh.C PAGE 3 3  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  ? 0 : 1 3  AM 
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+ * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 S E P  9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
I N S T A I  I - A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F E WARREN MSL A 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 

F E WARREN MSL B 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 

F E WARREN MSL 8 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 

F E WARREN M S L  83 M S L  - 0 - 0 

F E WARREN MSL 8 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 

F E WARREN 03 RRL - 0 - 0 

F A I R C H I L O  A F B  7 7 7  1 3 2 8 7 6 1  1 1 9 7  1 7 0 4 8  

F A I R C H I L L I  F H G  1 6  1 8 9 0 4  16 2 5 2  

F A I R C H I  LI) I MM - 0 - 0 

F A I R C H I L Q  I OM - 0 - 0 

F A I R C H I L O  REC - 0 - 0 

F A I R C H I L O  SWG - 0 - 0 

F A I R C H I L D  TNG - 0 - 0 

F A I R C H I L L !  CEMETRY ANX - 0 - 0 

F A I R C H I L C j  0 1  WSS - 0 - 0 

FAIRCHILR 02 wss - o - .O 

F A I R F O R O  RAF 3 3  1 4 9 6 5 2  105 8 5 8  

F A L C O N  AFB - 0 - 0 

FARGO C A P  FHG 1 9 1 5  1 0 

FELOBERG RRL - 0 - 0 

F E L I X S T O W E  FHG 2 4  2 4 0 1 4  24  0 
I t  C 

F E L T W E L L  R AF 9 7  2 6 4 3 1  1 
I 

193 $ 1 6 1  

F I N L E Y  AFS 0 0 - 

F I N L E Y  COM - 0 0 

F I N L E Y  F HG 2 1 2 3 1  1 9  2 1 2 7 8  

+ *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR SQ F E E T  COST 
. ------_--------r-_____ -- 

P C N  - SRLPANC 
03/18/1993 1 0 : 1 3  AM 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1 2 7  8 4 5 7  

T O T A L  
COST ------- 

4 6 5  

1 1 5 4  

4 6 2  

4 6 6  

466 

0 

2 7 3 2 9 3  

3 1 9  

2 2  

7 2 

1 7 9  

6 2 8  

I 

9 

8 9 5  

7 9 

3 4 8 7 7  

2 0 5 5 2 8  

0 

2 2 6 7  

0 

5 9 7 6  

3 4 9 5  

2 1 2  

4 5 4  

PAGE 3 4  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E O  ***  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F I N L E Y  WSS - 0 - 0 1 112 2 6 3 162 167 

F I S H  SPR I~IGS RRL - 0 - 0 _ - - 10 0 - 0 

F I S H  SPRIF'IGS F L A T  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - I0 0 - 0 

F I S H S P R I N G S 0 2  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 - 0 

FLAGSTAFF STE 885 COM - 0 - 0 - - - - - 2 9 2 9 

FLAXMAN I S L A N D  DEW - 0 - 0 8 22798 3039 620 0 2446 5485 

ABS - 0 _ 0 2 12837 0 FLESLANO ASS - - 0 0 

FLOBECQ I RRL - 0 - 0 3 7564 206 1 0 50 I 707 

FLORENNES ABS - 0 - 0 48 332897 15229 223 0 3529 18758 

I 

FONT I N H A S  WSS - 0 - 0 3 609 26 1 2 0 9 270 

FORBES , F LD - 0 - 0 39 489576 10888 . 200 68 5245 16201 

FORESTPORI T ST - 0 - 0 4 16264 612 184 90 183 885 

FORNEBU A F T  STG - 0 - 0 1 1678 3 1 - - 17 4 8 

FORSYTH Fk:G F HG 2 6 78557 50 3274 6 18968 1444 5 8 510 1452 6680 

FORSYTH R ~ S  RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 - 0 

FORSYTH T R A I N I N G  TNG - 0 - 0 1 6843 1205 6 6 382 1593 

FORT DRUM ' WRG - 0 - 0 4 7698 652 8188 0 7 7 7 29 

FORT MACAPTHUR FHG 271 1007049 572 29198 87 283661 3955 128 403 5886 39442 

FORT P I E R C E  RRL - 0 - 0 I 400 112 2 8 7 8 198 

FORTUNA AFS 45 58056 4 5 573 67 1 1  1842 5243 125 6 1268 7090 

FORTUNA COM - 0 - 0 1 2730 124 15 2 4 3 169 

FOUR LAKE5 COM - 0 - 0 17 6558 1 1891 156 29 1058 2978 

1 1  b?' 
' FOURTH C L I F F  REC - 0 - C  b 25 h3546 i 280 5 6 177 478 1935 

FRAMLINGHbM STG - 0 _ 0 3 5 1058 1089 6 0 
\ 

197 1286 

FRANCES S GABRESK APT - 0 - 0 40 318880 96 17 7 1 0 1854 11471 

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
F R A N C I S  PEAK 

FREDERICK 

FREDERICK WAE 

FRESNO 

F T  CARSON 

F T  CHAFFEE 

F T  D I X  COMM COM 

F T  DODGE 

F T  F I S H E R  REC 

F T  INOIANTOWN GAP 

F T  LEONARD WOOD 

F T  LONESOME 

F T  S M I T H  

F T  T U T H I L L  

F T  WAYNE 

F T  YUKON 

FUCHU 

FUKAY A 

FUNKSTOWN 

FYLINGOALES 

GALENA 

GARLAND 

GATEWAY GARDENS 

G E I L E N K I R C H E N  ABS 

G E I L E N K I R C H E N  STG 

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLOGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -_ 

AGS - 0 - 0 3 8 508 5 0 8  

MPT - 0 - 0 3 3 6 5 0  5 0  

WAE - 0 - 0 - - - 
AGB - 0 - 0 3 6  2 8 2 9 5 5  1 2 6 3 8  

WRG - 0 - 0 - - - 
WRG - 0 - 0 4 4 2 7 9  2 9 6  

COM - 0 - 0 1 1 9 2  2 4  

MTK - 0 - 0 1 2  4 1 2 7 7  7 4 5  

REC - 0 - 0 7 3  1 3 4 7 8 8  4 3 3 5  

AGS - 0 - 0 6 7  1 7 4 2 3 6  5 5 4  

WRG - 0 - 0 1 5 5 6 5  0 

BCN - 0 - 0 - - - 
MPT 

REC 

I A P  

COM 

COM 

COM 

COM 

COM 

APT 

AGS 

F HG 

ABS 

STG 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 

2 0  0 52 

TOTAL 
COST 

.----- 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _  -_---  -- 
GEN M I T C H  I N T  ANG 

GENERAL LYMAN 

G E N T I L E  

GEORGE ' 

GEORGE 

GEORGE 

GHEDI  

G I  BBSBORO 

G I L A  BEND 

G I L Z E  R I J E N  

GLADMAN P a  I N T  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - -  
AGB - 0 - 0 29 238435 7999 

F LO - 0 - 0 31 319723 14950 

F L O  - 0 - 0 - - - 
OEC 1 365 1 1 6 5 47 1904635 22919 

AFB 424 1993884 1639 26351 333 2651853 108660 

RRL - 0 - 0 1 160 5 

WRG - 0 - 0 1 8760 1278 

RRL - 0 - 0 5 5584 91 1 

AFS - 0 - 0 2 3 35876 1338 

AAF 76 127498 98 2293 77 201581 9163 

ABS - 0 - 0 47 207031 112 

DEW - 0 - 0 6 37462 4775 

* *  L A N 0  * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 1  1 0 2221 10220 

103 255 4803 20008 

I 0 4 1 4 1 

165 225 2969 26178 

5339 If46 49881 186038 

- - - 5 

48560 0 502 1780 

1 0 6 4 975 

2 3 29 563  1930 

1886 1 4213 15670 

- - 14 126 

1648 0 1009 5784 

- 0 - 0 - - - 9 0 GLENDIVE RB S - 0 

GLENWOOD CON S I T E  COM - 0 - 0 1 90 354 0 0 160 5 14 

G L F P T - B I L  REG APT MPT - 0 - 0 139 386663 7 198 2 14 0 6964 14 162 

GLYNCO ANG AGS _ 0 - 0 4 48074 4357 16 0 30 1 4658 

GOLD K I N G  CREEK 

GOOOFELLOW 

GOOOFELLOW 01 

GOOOFELLOIS 02 

GOOSENECK 

GOSHUTE 

GOURNES ; 

GOUVES 

GOUVES STG 

RRL - 0 

AFB 27 137500 

REC - 0 

WSS - 0 

RRL - 0 

RRL - 0 
I l  #' 

STG - 0 

FHG - 0 

STG - 0 

PCN - SRLPANC 
03/18/1993 10:13 AM 
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. . 
* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  

S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * + +  
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND **  
NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

4 2 7 2  1 6  1 3 6 8  8 6 4  83 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

.---------------- 
1 3 6 5  2 8 1 6  

l o 0 1  1 2 2 1  

9 7 6 1 4  2 9 6 4 6 7  

3 3 7 4  4 1 7 6  

- 0 

- 0 

6 5 2  7 0 2  

7 6 8  2 2 3 7  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 5 0  9 5 4  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 5  1 9 5 5  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

7 7 0  2 2 4 2  

7 7 9  2 2 5 3  

7 9 7  2 2 8 2  

7 6 8  2 2  1 9  

7 7 3  2 2 4 4  

9 4 8  95 1 

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  95 1 

I N S T A L L A 1  I O N  NAME ----------- ------ 
GOVERNOR' B R I D G E  COM - 0 - 0 

GRAND B A \  WRG - 0 - 0 

GRAND FOLKS 

GRAND FOF'KS 

AFB 758 3 3 4 5 0 4 4  2 2 7 1  3 0 1 3 5  

DFP - 0 - 0 

GRAND FORKS 

GRAND FOF'KS 

RRL - 0 - 0 

STG - 0 - 0 

GRAND FOCKS 

GRAND F O ~ K S  MS AO MSL - 0 - 0 

GRANO FOF4KS MS A 1  MSL - 0 - 0 

GRAND FORKS MS A 2  MSL - 0 - 0 

GRAND FOF!KS MS A 3  MSL - 0 - 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 GRAND FOCIKS MS A 4  

GRAND FOCKS MS A 5  MSL - 0 - 0 

GRAND FORKS MS A 6  MSL - 0 - 0 

GRAND FO$KS MS A 7  MSL - 0 - 0 

GRAND FO K S  MS A 8  MSL 9 - 0 0 

GRAND FOUKS MS A 9  MSL - 0 - 0 

GRAND 

GRAND 

GRAND 

GRAND 

GRAND 

GRAND 

GRAND 

GRAND 

F O ~ K S  MS BO MSL - 0 - 0 

FOIIKS MS CO MSL - 0 0 

FOIIKS MS DO MSL - 0 - 0 

FOPKS MS EO MSL - 0 0 
I I  R* 

FOftKS MS FO MSL - 0 - $  ' 0  
I 

FORKS MS F 1  MSL - 0 0 

FORKS MS F 2  MSL - 0 0 

FOIZKS MS F 3  M S L  - 0 0 

PCN - S R L P I N C  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 ;  10:13 AM PAGE 38 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FDOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T J O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
---------;---*--- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................................... 
GRAND FORKS MS F 4  MSL - 
GRAND FORKS MS F 5  MSL - 
GRAND FORKS MS F 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MS F 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 5 0  9 5 4  

GRAND FORKS MS F 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  3 950 9 5 3  

GRAND FOR$S MS F 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MS GO MSL - 0 - 0 4 8 0 8 3  1 4 1 5  1 4 8  2 9  7 5 5  2 199 
t 

GRAND FORKS MS HO MSL - 0 - 0 4 8 0 8 3  1423 1 6 3  3 2 7 7 3  2 2 2 8  

GRAND FORk.;S MS K 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORE,;S MS K 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORCS MS K 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FORkiS MS K 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND F0RC.S MS K 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MS K 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MS K 7  MSL - 
GRAND FORCS MS K 8  MSL - 

L 

GRAND FORKS MS K 9  MSL - 
GRAND FORk;S MS L O  MSL - 0 - 0 5 8 6 5 2  1 4 4 0  1 6 3  3 2  7 6 8  2 2 4 0  

GRAND FORkiS MS MO MSL - 0 - 0 4 8 0 8 3  1 4 0 9  1 4 1  2 9 7 6  3 2 2 0 6  

1, Bas 
GRAND FORKS MS NO MSL - 0 - f i  '0 4 4 8 0 8 3  14  1 8  1 6 8  3 7 7 7 0  2 2 2 5  I 

: 
GRAND F O R ~ S  M S A I O  MSL - 0 - 0 - .. - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

PCN - SRLPAb!C 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  :0: 1 3  AM PAGE 3 9  

* * *  UNCL F I E 0  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  :10UTJING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A  T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _____------------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
GRAND F O ? K S  M S B I I  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  952 

GRAND FO,2KS MSB12 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  952 

GRAND FOYKS M S B I 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSB I 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FOPKS M S B l 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSB16 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FO2KS MSB17 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS M S B l 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 9 4 8  953 

GRAND FORKS M S B 1 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSBPO MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSC21 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSC22 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FORKS MSC23 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  952 

GRAND FORKS MSC24 

GRAND F W K S  MSC25 

GRAND FORKS MSC26 

GRAND FORKS MSC27 

GRAND FORKS MSC28 

GRAND FORKS MSC29 

GRAND FORKS MSC3O 

GRAND FORKS M S 0 3 1  

GRAND FORKS M S D 3 2  

GRAND FORKS MSD33 

GRAND FORKS MSD36 

GRAND FCRKS MSD37 

P C N  - SRLFANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

M S L  - 
Ir dF5 

MSL - 

M S L  - 

M S L  - 
M S L  - 

PAGE 4 0  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................................... 
GRAND FORKS MSD38 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORkS M S 0 3 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4  8 9 5 2  

GRAND FORCS M S 0 4 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 5 0  9 5 4  

GRAND FORkS M S E 4 I  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  952 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 5  1 9 5 5  

GRAND FORhS U S E 4 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND F0Rlr.S U S E 4 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 8  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FOR&S MSE45 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSE47 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  5 9 4 8  953 

GRAND F0RK.S MSE48 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  3 9 4 8  9 5  1 

GRAND FORhS MSE49 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  3 9 4 8  95 1 

GRAND FORKS MSE5O MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  952 

GRAND F0Rb;S M S F I O  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 950 9 5 4  

GRAND F0RC.S MSG11 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  7 9 4 8  9 5 5  

GRAND FORKS MSG12 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 9 4 8  953 

GRAND FOR~:.S MSG13 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FORMS MSG14 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  7 9 4 8  9 5 5  

- 0 - 0 GRAND FORKS MSG15 MSL - - - 1 0 4  

- 0 - 0 GRAND FORKS MSG16 MSL - - - 1 0 5  

GRAND FORKS MSG17 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 950 9 5 5  

- 0 - 0 GRAND FORKS MSG18 MSL - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

- 0 - 0 - f -  GRAND FORkS MSG19 MSL - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  
Ir P' 
- - 9  '0 - 4 -  GRAND FORKS MSG20 M S L  - 1 0 5  3 9 4 8  9 5  1 

I 
GRAND FORES MSH21 MSL 

O 1 - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  ' 3 9 4 8  95 I 

GRAND FORKS MSH22 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  3 9 4 8  9 5  1 

P C N  - SRLPAIIC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  10: 1 3  AM PAGE 4 1  

* * *  UNCL F I E D  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F h M I L Y  HOUSING * A *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND **  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_____----r------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
GRAND FORSS MSH23 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSH24 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FOR<S MSH25 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORXS MSH26 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORFS MSH27 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  3 9 5 0  9 5 3  

GRAND FORKS MSH28 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND F O ~ S  MSH29 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSH3O M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  3 9 4 8  9 5  1 

GRAND FORKS M S I 3 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS M S I 3 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 9 4 9  9 5 3  

GRAND FORKS M S I 3 3  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 5 0  9 5 4  

GRAND FORUS M S 1 3 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  3 9 4 8  95 1 

GRAND FORKS M S I 3 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS M S I 3 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS M S I 3 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS M S 1 3 8  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  3 9 4 8  95 1 1 I 
GRAND FORKS M S I 3 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  3 9 4 8  95 1 

GRAND FORKS M S I 4 0  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRANO FOFKS M S J 4 1  MSL 

GRAND FOKKS M S J 4 2  MSL 

GRAND FOLKS M S J 4 3  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S 3 4 4  MSL 

GRAND FOqKS M S J 4 5  MSL 

GRANO F O ~ K S  U S 3 4 6  MSL 

GRAND FO$KS M S J 4 7  M S L  

PCN - SRLPniNC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 4 2  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * +  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  " OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - _ _ - - - _ - - - - _ - - - _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
GRAND FORKS M S J 4 8  MSL - 0 - 0 

- - - lo5 4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRANO FORKS M S J 4 9  MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSJSO MSL 

GRANO FORKS M S K I O  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S L I I  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S L l 2  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S L I 3  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S L 1 4  MSL 

GRANO FORKS M S L 1 5  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S L 1 6  MSL 

GRANO FORKS M S L 1 7  MSL 

GRANO FORKS M S L 1 8  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S L 1 9  MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSL2O MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSM2f  MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSM22 MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSM23 MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSM24 MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSM25 MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSM26 MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSM27 M S L  

GRAND FORKS MSM28 MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSM29 MSL 

GRANO FORKS MSM3O MSL 

GRANO FORKS M S N 3 I  MSL 

PCN - SRLPAt iC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

* *+  IINC~ A I E D  *+*  

PAGE 4 3  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST 4CRES COST COST COST - - - -____-- - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - _ _ _ _ ^ - _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - _ - - - - _ - - - - - - -  

GRANITE MTFI RRL - 0 0 7 1 9 6 6 0  3 5 4 5  2 5 8  0 5 7 2 4  9 2 6 9  

GRANT T NG _ 0 0 1 4 3 0 0 0  0 - - - 0 

GRASMERE TNG - 0 0 3 5 6 7 9  1 6 3 2  7 0 8 0 8  2 4 4 0  

GRASSY MTN RRL - 0 0 3 3 2 0 0  7 0 5 1 0 4 2 1 1 2  

GRASSY MTN 0 2  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

GREAT BEND 

GREAT BROWLEY 

GREAT F A L L S  

GREAT F A L L S  

GREAT STIRRUP CAY 

GREATER P E O R I A  

GREATER P I T T S B U R G  

GREELEY 

GREENHAM W M / R A F  

GREENHAM COMMON 

G R I F F I S S  

RBS 

RRL 

I AP 

RRL 

NA F 

APT 

I AP 

AGS 

FHG 

R AF 

AFB 

G R I F F I S S  - F HG 

G R I F F I S S  0 1  COM 

G R I F F I S S  02  COM 

GR I SSOM AFB 

GROOME ANNEX RRL 

GROSSLITTGEN STG 

' GROSSLITTGEN WSS 

GRUNDISBURGH F HG 

GULKANA V I L L A G E  MEW 

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

4 

3 

4 5 

1 

2 

3 7 

9 1 

4 

1 3  

2 3 3  

2 6 3  

1 0  

1 

1 

2 1 7  

- 

2 

1 

2 

- 

UNCLA I E D  * * *  

PAGE 4 5  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A 1  I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................................... 
GRAND FORKS MSN32 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND F0F:KS MSN33 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FOQKS MSN34 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FOI:KS MSN35 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FOI!KS MSN36 

GRAND FORKS MSN37 

GRANO FOI jKS MSN38 

GRAND FOIZKS MSN39 

GRAND FOl lKS MSN4O 

GRAND FOUKS M S 0 4 1  

GRAND FOkZKS M S 0 4 2  

GRAND FORKS M S 0 4 3  

GRANO FO!ZKS M S 0 4 4  

GRAND FOIZKS M S 0 4 5  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

1 0 5  

Ill 

1 0 4  

1 0 4  

1 0 4  

1 0 4  

1 0 4  

1 0 4  

1 0 5  

1 0 4  

GRAND FOPKS M S 0 4 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 50 9 5 4  

GRAND FOQKS M S 0 4 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND F 0 9 K S  M S 0 4 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 950 9 5 4  

- 0 - 0 GRAND FOI.ZKS M S 0 4 9  MSL - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

- 0 - 0 GRAND FOkIKS M S 0 5 0  MSL - - - 1 0 4  3 9 4 8  9 5  1 

GRAND FOGKS SMD34 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 95 1 9 5 5  

GRAND F O ~ K S  SMD35 M S L  - 0 - 0 - I - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  
1 1  at" 

GRAND F0'7KS SME46 MSL - - i t  ' 0  - t - - 104 4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

O 1 
- - 0 1 6 4  8 1 ' 0 GRAND FOPKS 02 RRL o - 8 

- - 0 1 6 4 8 I 0 GRAND FORKS 0 3  R R L  0 - 8 

- 0 - 0 1 1 8 6  4 7 G R A N D V I E 4  0 2  BCN - - 25 7 2  

PCN - SRLPANC _ . .- q n . 1 7  AM PAGE 44 



***  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS 5 0  F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
GUT HUSUM AMMO S T G  - 0 - 0 2 I 45480 134 - - - 134 

HACKLEBERG G 886 COM - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 37 3 7 

H A H N  ABS 0 533 2956321 69433 1251 0 19328 8876 1 - 0 - 

HAHN 

HAHN 0 1  

F HG 42 1213885 672  3208 36 372364 15590 135 0 2288 2 1086 

WSS - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 0 0 

HAHN 0 2  WSS - - 0 - 0 - - I 0 0 0 

HAHN 0 3  WSS - - 0 - 0 - - 1 0 0 0 

HAHN 0 4  WSS 0 1 4 4 5  0 2 0 0 0 - 0 - 
HAHN 0 5  WSS - - 0 - 0 - - 5 0 0 0 

H A H N  0 6  

HAKONE 

WSS - 0 - 0 3 1647 9 20 0 1 10 

R R L  - 0 - 0 4 255 1 151 2 0 134 285 

H A L L  AGS - 0 - 0 9 38245 7 19 15 0 27 1 990  

H A L L  B E A C H  DEW - 0 - 0 2 1 130967 13818 2880 0 4969 18787 

HAMMOND ' COM - 0 - 0 5 23392 775 2 2 0 276 105 1 

HAMMOND 

HANCOCK 4 N G  

HANSCOM 

HARDWOOD WRG(ANG) 

H A R R I S B U R G  

HARTFORD 

H A S T I N G S  

H A S T I N G S  

HAVRE 

HAVRE ( 1 7 M M I )  

HAVRE ( 17MM3 ) 

PCN - S R L P I N C  
03 /18 /1993~  10: 13 AM 

RBS 

F L O  

AFB 

WRG 

I A P  

F H G  

BHG 

RBS 

AFS 

RBS 

RB S 
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I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME _____------------  
HAVRE ( 179M4 3 

HAVRE TNG 

HAWK RUN :WEN 8 1 0  

HAWTHORNE 1 

HAYWARD 

HECTOR AIRPORT . 
HECTOR I A P  

H E L L E N I K O ?  

HEPTNER . 

HEREFORD GWEN 892 

HERFORST 

H I  CKAM 

H I  CKAM 

H I G H  WYCOYBE 

H I G H  W Y C O F E  STG 

H I L L  

H I L L  
i 

H I  LO 1 

HOCHSPEYER 

HOHN ABS 

HOLBROOK 

HOLLOMAN 

HOLSTEBRO 3 6  

P C N  - SRLPA C 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  $0: 13 AM 

* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 

BLDGS 50 FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ - - _ _ - _ _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ^ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 1 5  0 - 0 

TNG - 0 - 0 1 6 8 4 3  1 0 5 2  9 1 0  2 4 0  
1 3 0 2  

COM 

RBS 

MPT 

CAP 

ANG 

AB S 

FHG 

RBS 

COM 

F HG 

AFB 

POL 

ASN 

STG 

REC 

AFB 

I MM 

COM 

AM0 

ABS 

RBS 

AFB 

HSP 

PAGE 4 7  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  
BLOGS 50  F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  __ -__ - -____ - -_ -_ - -_ -  

COM - 0 - 0 1 3 3 7 5  4 3 0  1 1  1 

IMPROV 
COST - - - - - - - - - -  

8 3  

TOTAL COST 

. - - - - - - 
5 1 4  

I N S T A L L A I ' I O N  NAME 
- -  . - -------- 
H O L T V I  LLE GWEN855 

R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 

HOMESTEAQ 
! 

HOMESTEAp 

A F B  8 9 2  2 1 2 1 6 1 4  1 6 1 3  2 7 2 7 4  3 7 3  3 2 4 0 6 6 3  1 2 5 3 9 7  3 3 4 6  3 1 9 4  

COM - 0 - 0 I 1 7 8 5  7 1 2 0 1 3  

DOC - 0 - 0 2 2 9 2 2  5 2 7 1 

I MM - 0 - 0 .  - - - 1 1 

T N G  - 0 - 0 8 1 3 3 5 5  3 1 9  3 0 

HOMESTEACI WSS - 0 - 0 1 3 9 0  1 5 0  2 2 2  

MPT - 0 - 0 8 3 3 8 6 8  1 0 3  8 5 9  0 
6 

HONOO 

HOONAH R R L  - 0 - 0 1 1 3 8 1  7 9 .  1 9  1 

HORMAN ( ;! 1 MM4 ) 

HOT SPGS ANG 

HOUTEM 

HOWARD 

H U L L E T T  

HULMAN REGIONAL 

HUMOSA 

HUNOHE I M 

HUNTER OP 

IDENHEIM. 

I D E S U N A  3 I M A  

 GEL STG-  

I N C I R L I K  

I N D I A N  M T N  

I N D I A N  M T N  

R B S  

MAP 

R R L  

A F B  

RBS 

APT 

R R L  

ANX 

AGS 

COM 

WRG 

STG 

ABS 

COM 

RSC 

P C N  - SRLPbNC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 4 8  



I N S T A L L A T I  ON NAME 
--_-------.------- 
I N D I A N  SPRINGS 

INGOLSTADT 

INOGES 

INOGES BH? 

I P S W I C H  

I P S W I C H  

* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  
BLDGS S O F E E T  U N I T S  COST ...................................... 

AAF 47 84376 70 967 

AB S - 0 - 0 

RRL - 0 - 0 

BHG - 0 - 0 

FHG 1 1  13812 13 0 

TST - 0 - 0 

**  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
86 176762 7162 

3 81 16 122 

5 7525 920 

8 35556 583 

- - - 

5 11285 1080 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST ----------------- 

2300 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2 15726 23857 

- 7 129 

0 905 1825 

0 294 877 

- - 0 

0 8 5 1165 

I R A K L I O N  . ASN 51 235299 180 5231 . 130 542750 13533 197 0 3673 22437 

I R A K L I O N  COM - 0 - 0 1 1809 6 4 26 0 1 1  75 

I R A K L I O N  

I SKENDERUN 

I SKENDERUIl 

I T A Z U K E  

I WAKUNI 

I Z M I R  

I Z M I R  

I Z M I R  

R R L  

BHG 

PRT 

AAF 

COM 

ANX 

ASN 

F HG 

I Z M I R  PRT - 0 - 0 5 67540 0 
- - 0 0 

I Z M I R  02 F HG 2 9028 2 0 - - - - - - 0 

I Z M I R  02 . STG - 0 - 0 2 1 1 26286 27 1 I 0 273 300 

I Z M I R  03 STG - 0 - 0 1 1 158637 5 8 5 0 21 79 

3ACKSON CAP - 0 - 0 1 465 0 - - - 0 

JACKSON BI,RRACKS AGS - 0 - 0 5 2$720 643 4 0 1 1 1  754 

JACK$ONVI LLE COM - 1 "  2 ) 3393 167 45 3 48 2 18 

JACKSONVI \ L E  I A P  - 0 I - 0 33 305347 10346 332 0 3042 13388 

JARAMA WSS - 0 - 0 1 540 170 2 4 0 77 247 

PCN - SRLPAIIC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLkEAR7 115  AS  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  IMPROV TOTAL * *  LAND * *  
I N S T A L L A T  I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - -  

JASPER GWEN 8 9 1  COM - 0 - 0 I 4 4 5  6 12 0 37 4 3 

JEDBURG BCN 0 1 1 9 0 0  114  1 0 - 0 - - 1 1 4  

J E D E D I A H  RRL - - 0 - 0 - - 1 0  0 - 0 

JEFFERSOh BRK AGS 0 2 8  2 2 2 5 4 7  0 1 3 5  0 0 0 - 0 - 

JEFFERSO@ WRG WRG - 0 - 0 6 5 5 9 6  0 1 0 3 3  0 - 0 

JENNY L I h D  I S L A N D  

JEVER ' 

JOE FOSS 

JOHNSTON ATOLL 

JONATHAN/DICKISNS 

3UAB ANNEX 

K I SAWYER 

KAALA 

KADENA . 
KADENA I 

KAENA POINT  

KAHULUI  

KAISERSL9UTERN 

KAISERSL4.UTERN 

DEW 

ABS 

F LD 

AFD 

MT K 

RRL 

AFB 

AFS 

ABS 

AM0 

MTK 

COM 

STG 

wss 

KAISERSLAUTERN 0 2  FHG 

KAISERSLAUTERN 0 2  STG 

KAISERSLAUTERN 03 FHG 

KAISERSLfUTERN 03 STG 

KAISERSL4UTERN 0 4  FHG 

KAISERSLAUTERN 0 5  FHG 
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* * *  U t l L i _ h _ J l i  . . *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

***  .FAMILY HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
KAISERSLAl,,TERN 06 FHG 12 305139 264 0 - - - - - 1 1  1 1  

KAISERSLAUTERN 08 

KALAKAKET !CREEK 

K A L I S P E L L  . 
K A L I S P E L L  

KALKAR 

KALKAR S I ~ E  

K A M l  SEYA , 

KAMP ALPHEN 

F HG 

RRL 

AFS 

F HG 

COM 

F HG 

COM 

AM0 

KAMP VAN Z E I S T  SVC _ 0 - 0 5 142335 11896 5 9 0 1104 13000 

KAPAUN ADM - 0 _ 0 53 551017 91 1 1  155 1 1719 1083 1 

KARAMURSEL ASN 154 625061 501 10693 537 901035 15105 589 0 5900 3 1698 

KARATAS , RRL - 0 - 0 4 29004 2324 17 0 1431 3755 

ABS - 0 - 0 2 1 44989 0 KARUP 
- - 368 368 

146725 7 4 0 KASTELLAUN FHG 3 1 - - - - - - 0 

KASXELLAUW 02 FHG FHG - 0 - 0 - - - 6 0 244 244 

KEESLER , 

KEESLER 

KEESLER 01 

KEG MTN 

KEGELMAN . 

KEIZERSVEER RRL 

KELLY  

KELLY  

AFB 

SRG 

TNG 

RRL 

AAF 

RRL 

AFB 

TCN 

VOR - 0 - 0 KELLY  - - - 4 2 0 6 1 6 1 

PCN - SRLPANC 
oa/is/issa 10:13 AM 
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***  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

***  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLA' I ION NAME BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
- - - - - - - - & - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
KELLY STG ANX 0 I 197746  0 - - - - 0 - 0 

- 0 KENAI  ; APT - 0 - - - 6 0 - 0 

KENO AFS 0 17  4 6 9 7 8  161  1 2 0 9  2 6 7 8  2 2 9  1 - 0 - 
KENO WSS - 0 - 0 - - - 15 0 7 9  7 9  

KERN MOUIJTAIN RRL - 0 - 0 - - 5 0 - - 0 

KEY 

KEY LARGP 

KIMHAE 

KIMPO ' 

K I N  WAN ?OL 

KINDSBAC!i 

K I N G  SALYON 

KINGSLEY,' 

KIRCHBERS 

KIRCHBERS 

F LD  

BCN 

STG 

ADM 

STOR STG 

STG 

APT 

F HG 

AOM 

FHG 

KIRTLAND,  AFB 

KLAMATH FALLS 

K L E I N E  BPOGEL 

KOKEE 

KOMAKUK BEACH 

KOON N I  
i 

KOTZEBUE' 

KRAMER 

K U L I S  

PCN - SRLRANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

I A P  

ABS 

AFS 

ABS 

DEW 

WRG 

COM 

BCN 

AGE 

PAGE 5 2  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I t v  - * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  ***  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST .............................................................. - 

WRG - 0 - 0 - - - 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST ------------------- 

I 0 

IMPROV 
COST -- 

2 6 

TOTAL 
COST - - - - - - - - - 

2 6 

1 7 3 4 6 4  

3 3 6 8 0  

7 9 

5 4 

7 4 6  

3 4 6 8 3 9  

4 7 4 1 9  

6 9 0 0  

4 2 7 9  

1 2 9 6 7 4  

5 1 6  

5 2 6 4  

5 5 9  

3 7  

0 

0 

1 0 6 4 3 4  

0 

3 1 4  

1 9 2 0 4  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
KUME J I M A  

KUNSAN ABS - 0 - 0 5 2 3  2 9 7 1 4 3 8  1 2 0 8 8 7  

KWANG-JU 

L A  BORNAS R R L  - 0 0 1 4 3 8  6 8 - 

STG - 0 - 0 4 1 0 1 4 1  1 2  L A  COMINA 

L A  PORTE AGS - 0 0 8 3 1 9 9 0  5 5 4  - 

AFB 127 8 6 5 2 1 5  600 1 5 3 2 3  . I  1 4 6  9 1 5 8 4 6 1  2 9 4 1 7 1  L A C K L A N D  

LACKLANO 

LADY F R A N K L I N  PT 

TNG 66 1 8 1 2 1 0  1 2 4  2 2 4 8  2 2 7  1 1 5 9 4 0 2  3 3 3 5 6  

DEW - 0 0 7 4 0 1 6  1 4 5 9 5  - 
ABS - 0 - 0 5 3  3 7 5 7 6 6  1 6 1 7  LAHR 

L A J E S  FLO 1 2 4  7 2 9 0 8 2  4 7 8  2 1 0 8 7  3 1 8  1 9 6 6 2 7 6  6 7 7 5 7  

WSS - 0 - 0 2 5 2 0  1 0 0  L A J E S  

L A  JUNTA 

L A K E  CHARLES AFS - 0 - 0 7 6 9 8 7  3 7 9  

REC - 0 - 0 1 1 8 9  2 L A K E  I S A B E L L A  

L A K E  L O U I S E  

LAKENHEATH 

REC - 0 - 0 - - - 
FHG 1 9  8 8 5 9 0  7 0 0 - - - 

LAKENHEATH 

L A K E S I D E  : 

RAF 216 8 6 5 7 6 4  6 5 1  7 3 1 1  5 2 7  3 1 5 7 4 3 5  6 8 8 4 6  

R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

COM - 0 - 0 4 2 9 8 8  1 8 4  LAMAR 

LAMBERT/ST LOUIS 

LANOSBERG 

LANOSTUHL 

LANDSTUHL 02 

LANDSTUHL ,02 

ABS - 0 - 0 - I - - - - 3 4 3 4 

MFC 
1, bv - 0 - $  b 3 4  4 1 3 2 5 3  2 2 4 8  2 5  0 8 5 9  3 1 0 7  

! 
FHG 3 2 1 7 6 0 2  . 1 4 4  0 - - - - - 5 5 

MFC - 0 - 0 10 4 0 4 4  I 1 0 2 0  . 7 0 3 0 8  1 3 2 8  

P C N  - S R L P A ~ ~ C  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  ! 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 5 3  
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***  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L O I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I D N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET UNITS  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST -_-------_------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ___________________ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
LANDSTUHL 0 3  FHG 2 4  6 1 7 5 4 1  359 4 1 1 9  1 1  2 1 5 3 1 1  3 8 7 6  5 2 0 8 5 7  8 8 5 2  

LANDSTUHL' 0 4  FHG 6 9  1 2 0 0 2 7  6 9 '0 - - - - - - 0 

LANGEN TERRACE 

LANGERKOPF 

LANGERKOPF 

LANGLEY . 

LANGLEY 

LAS  ANIM1,S 

LAUGHL IN  

LAUGHL IN  

LAUGHL IN  ' 

LAUGHL I N  

L E  CHENOI 

L E A F I E L O  RRL  

LECHFELO 

L E I P H E I M  

L EMMON ' 

LEMMON IPlSTRUMENT 

LEVKAS 

LEWIS  B \ I I L S O N  

F HG 

RRL 

wss 

AF B 

F HG 

COM 

AAF 

AFB 

ANX 

REC 

RRL 

RRL 

ABS 

ABS 

RB S 

RBS 

RRL 

APT 

L I B E R T Y  RRL - 
Ir # 

L I N C O L N  COM - 
L I N C O L N  , MPT - 

L INDSEY . ASN - 
L I T T L E  C:\RTER CAY MTK - 

PCN - SRLP tNC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR71 15 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - ^ _ - _ _ -  - - _ - - ^ - _ - - - - - _ - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
L I T T L E  HORSESHOE RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

LITTLE MTN TST - 0 0 1 7  99995 8886 740 0 1777 10663 - 

L I T T L E  R ISS INGTON 

L I T T L E  ROCK 

L I T T L E  ROCK 

L I T T L E  ROCK 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 2 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 3 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 4 

R AF 

AFB 

I OM 

TNG 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 5 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 244 7 8 8 95 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 6 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 239 7 56 6 3 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 7 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 24 I 9 8 5 9 4 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 8 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 242 1 0  6 7 7 7 

L I T T L E  ROqK MS 9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 243 6 6 2 6 8 

L I T T L E  R O q r  MS 10 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 24 1 9 6 6 75 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 239 7 66 7 3 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 242 6 68 74 

L I T T L E  R O T  MS 13 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 232 7 4 9 56 

L I T T L E  ROCF MS 14 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 236 7 56 63 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 4 0  9 6 7 76 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 16 MSL - 0 - 0 - I - - 239 8 68 76 

L I T T L E  ROqK MS 1 7  MSL 
Ir f - 0 - f i b  - 4 -  - 259 9 96 105 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 240 
! 

8 1651 1659 

L I T T L E  ROCK S I T E  COM - 0 - 0 1 100 0 - - - 0 

PCN - SRLPAhC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ---------_----_-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

'LIVERPOOL P R T  - 0 - 0 I 1727 0 - - - 0 

LOCKPORT COM 0 2 3344 143 8 9 6 9 22 1 - 0 - 

LONDON AOM 0 1 24693 0 - - - - 0 - 0 

LONDON ATM 0 1 270 0 - - - - 0 - 0 

LONDON STG - 0 0 2 2009 0 - - - - 0 

LONDON 01 F HG 1 5750 1 0 - - - - - - 0 

LONELY DEW - 0 0 1 1  40727 11444 2830 0 6251 17695 - 
LONG HANCOROUGH FHG 20 22565 20 30 1 - - - 1 0 0 30 1 

LONGSTAFF B L U F F  DEW - 0 - 0 7 37801 5739 4 169 0 2154 7893 

LOOKOUT E'ASS TNG - 0 - 0 - - - 1500 0 - 0 

LOR I N G  AFB 257 2169872 1517 48558 642 4189869 174309 8702 734 130182 353783 

LOR I N G  FHG 109 351707 191 4171 7 2490 1 1073 6 5 2 6 740 6010 

LOR I N G  

L O R I N G  

L O R I N G  O:! 

L O R I N G  03 

L O R I N G  03 RCVR 

L O R I N G  0ti 
d 

L O R I N G  Ofi 

L O S  ANGE~.ES 01 

L O S ~  ANGELES 0 3  

L O U I S  BL I ITNER 01 

L O U I S  BL I ITNER 02 

REC 

WSS 

F HG 

FHG 

COM 

F HG 

FHG 

A F B  

ADM 

ANX 

MTK 

MTK 

CAP 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLOGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST -------------------------------------------------------------- 

R R L  - 0 - 0 1 3 1 0 

* *  LAND * *  I MPROV 
ACRES COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL 
COST 

----- 
0 

0 

0 

5 8 9  

1 4 1 4  

7 0  1 

6 7 8  

6 7 9  

6 8 0  

6 8 0  

6 7 7  

6 8 5  

6 7 9  

6 8  1 

6 8 2  

I N S T A L L A l I O N  NAME ----------------- 
MALMSTROM N O  9 

MALMSTROY NO 1 0  R R L  - 0 - 0 I 1 6  0 

MALMSTROM OEP 

MALMSTROY MA K 5  

MALMSTROY MS A 1  

M A L M S T R O ~  MS AIO 

OEP - 0 - 0 - - - 

M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 2 4 7 4 3  8 5 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 .  1 4 3 5  1 2  

MALMSTRO* MS AI I 

MALMSTROY MS A 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  MALMSTROII  MS A 9  

MSL - 
MALMSTROt4 MS 6 1 0  

MALMSTROt j  MS B 1 I 

MALMSTROM MS 8 2  

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MALMSTROU MS 8 3  MSL - 

MALMSTROM MS 8 4  MSL - 
t r  nd 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MALMSTROM MS 8 7  MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 0  3 6 6 3  6 7 8  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  100 3 663 6 7 8  MALMSTROM MS 6 8  

P C N  - SRLPENC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I D N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
-,--------L------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MALMSTROM MS 69 MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 6 6 4  6 7 9  

MALMSTROM WS C 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  8 4 2  2 1 2  3 3  5 4 2  1 4 1 7  

MALMSTROM VS C 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 2  6 9 7  

MALMSTROM MS C 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  7 6 8  1 7 00 

MALMSTROM YS C2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12 1 0 4  3 6 8  1 6 9 6  

MALMSTROM P S  C 3  . MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12  1 0 5  3 6 8 2  6 9 7  

MALMSTROM MS C4  MSL - 0 - 0 ' 1  4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8  1 6 9 6  

MALMSTROM MS C5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12  1 0 5  3 6 8 6  7 0  1 

MALMSTROM MS C 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8  1 6 9 6  

MALMSTROM U S  C7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 2  6 9 7  

MALMSTROM HS CB MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12  . 1 0 4  3 6 8  1 6 9 6  

MALMSTROM MS C9 MSL 
4 

MALMSTROM P S  D l  MSL 
i 

MALMSTROM MS D l 0  MSL 

MALMSTROM MS D l 1  MSL 

MALMSTROM MS 0 2  MSL 

MALMSTROM %S 0 3  MSL 

MALMSTROM P S  D4  MSL 

MALMSTROM YS D5 MSL 

MALMSTROM YS  D6 MSL 

MALMSTROM MS 0 7  MSL 

MALMSTROM MS D8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 '435 12  1 0 5  3 6 9 7  7 1 2  
I l  Bd 

MALMSTROM MS D9  MSL - 0 - A 6  1 1 435 12 1 0 5  3 6 9 5  7 1 0  
! 

MALMSTROM MS E l  MSL - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  1 0 0 8  2 14 3 6  5 3 7  1 5 8  1 

MALMSTROM k S  E l 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 435  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8  1 6 9 6  

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E O  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- .............................................................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MALMSTROM MS 6 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 6  7 0  I 

MALMSTROM MS G 5  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  4 6 8 9  7 0 5  

MALMSTROM MS G 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 5  7 00 

MALMSTROM M S  67 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 1  3 6 8 9  7 0 4  

MALMSTROM MS 68 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 6 8 7  7 0 2  

MALMSTROM V S  G 9  M S L  - 0 .. 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 7 1  1 7 2 6  

MALMSTROM Y S  H I  MSL - 0 - .  0 . 3  6 8 2 2  8 2 9  2 7 4  5 4 5 3 5  1 4 1 8  

MALMSTROM MS H i 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 7 1  I 7 2 6  

MALMSTROM ,MS H I  1 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 7 2 6  7 4  1 

MALMSTROM MS H 2  MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 7 2 3  7 3 8  

MALMSTROM MS H 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  1 7 2 6  7 3 9  

MALMSTROM V S  H 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 7 3 2  7 4 7  

MALMSTROM WS H 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 7 1 3  7 2 8  

MALMSTROM V S  H6 MSL 

MALMSTROM $5 H 7  MSL 

MALMSTROM V S  H8 MSL 

MALMSTROM MS H 9  MSL 

MALMSTROM MS I 1  MSL 

MALMSTROM MS I 1 0  MSL 

MALMSTROM Y S  I 1 1  MSL 

MALMSTROM ?lS 1 2  MSL 

MALMSTROM MS I 3  MSL 

MALMSTROM MS I 4  MSL 

MALMSTROM U S  I 5  MSL 

MALMSTROM U S  I 6  MSL 

PCN - SRLPAhC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST ________- -__-_- - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - ___ - - - - -______ -___ - - - -__ - - - -  
MALMSTROM MS 1 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 7  6 7 0 9  

MALMSTROM'MS 1 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 'I 1 0  

MALMSTROM MS I 9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 7 2 8  

MALMSTROM MS J1 

MALMSTROM'MS JIO 

MALMSTROM MS J l l  

MALMSTROM MS J 2  

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROM MS 

MALMSTROY MS K 1 1  

MALMSTROY MS K 2  

MALMSTROY MS K 3  

MALMSTROY MS K 4  

MALMSTROY MS K 6  

' MALMSTROM MS K 7  

MALMSTROY MS K 8  

MALMSTROM MS K 9  

MALMSTROM MS L1 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

TOTAL 
COST 

, - - - - - - - - 
7 2 7  

P C N  - SRLP4NC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEART115 AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
MALMSTROM HS L 1 0  

MALMSTROM P S  L 1 1  

MALMSTROM MS L 2  

MALMSTROM HS L3 

MALMSTROM US L 4  

MALMSTROM US L5 

MALMSTROM fiS L6 

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
BLOGS' SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST .............................................................. - 

MS L - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  - 

MSL - 0 - ' 0  1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1  4 3 5  1 2  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1 0 5  3 6 9 9  7 1 4  

MALMSTROM MS L7 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  9 7 3 7 0 0  7 1 5  

MALMSTROM HS L 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 7 0  1 7 1 6  

MALMSTROM MS L 9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12  1 0 5  3 7 00 7 1 5  

MALMSTROM YS M I  MSL - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  8 4 8  2 8 0  5 5 5 7 9  1 4 8 2  

MALMSTROM US ' ~ 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 6  4 8 2 0  8 3 6  

MALMSTROM P S  M I 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  4 8 3 4  8 5 0  

MALMSTROM h~ M2 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 7  4 8 2  1 8 3 7  

MALMSTROM P S  M 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 6  7 8 2 0  8 3 9  

MALMSTROM b~ M4 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12  1 0 5  3 8 1 9  8 3 4  

MALMSTROM PS M5 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  17  8 2 0  8 4 9  

MALMSTROM PS M6 MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 8 1 9  8 3 4  

5 

MALMSTROM VS M7 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 2  8 2 6  8 7 0  

MALMSTROM b~ M8 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12  1 0 5  3 8 1 9  8 3 4  

MALMSTROM VS M 9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  4 8 1 9  8 3 5  
i 

MALMSTROM k S  N 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  8 5 9  2 2 3  2 7  5 2 9  1 4 1 5  

MALMS.TROM MS N 1 0  MSL 
I r  &' - 0 - $ 6  1 ( 4 3 5  12  1 0 6  4 7 0 2  7 1 8  

MALMSTROM YS N 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  12  1 0 5  3 6 9 4  7 0 9  

MALMSTROM YS N 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 9 3  7 0 8  

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  IC L. LAND * *  IMPROV TOT A L 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST --------.--------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MALMSTROU MS N3 MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 1  3 7 1 4  7 2 9  

MALMSTROV MS N 4  M S L  - 0 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  4 6 9 7  7 1 3  

M A L M S T R O ~ ~  MS N5 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 9 3  7 0 8  

MALMSTROP MS N 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 8  4 7 0 0  7 1 6  

MALMSTROM MS N7 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 9 4  7 0 9  

MALMSTROY MS N8 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  4 6 9 3  7 0 9  

MALMSTROM MS N 9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  5 6 9 4  7 1  1 

MALMSTROIR MS 0 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  1 0 7 2  2 4  1 2 7 5 6 0  1 6 5 9  

MA'LMSTRO;~ MS 0 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 5 6  1 5 7 6  

MALMSTROP MS 0 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 1 1  3 5 8 3  5 9 8  
i 

MALMSTROP MS 0 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 5 7 5  5 9 0  

MALMSTROM MS 05 

MALMSTROI;( MS 06 

MALMSTROY MS 07 
1 

MALMSTRO? MS 08 

MALMSTROP MS 09 

MALMSTROfl MS PO 

MALMSTROH MS P I  
I 

M A L M S T R O ~  MS P ~ O  

MALMSTROM MS P 2  
1 

MALMSTROF MS ~3 
: 

M A L M S T R W  MS P 4  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

P C N  - SRLPANC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FoOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE : HAF LEEAR7 1 15 AS  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 937 3 30 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
106 4 854 1188 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
MALMSTROM MS P 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 I 937 330 MALMSTROM YS  P7 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  330 MALMSTROM MS P8 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 937 330 MALMSTROM MS P9 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 6 8 2 2  480 MALMSTROM VS  QO 

MALMSTROM YS  011 MSL - 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  330 

MSL - 0 - 0 . 1  9 3 7  330 MALMSTROM MS Q12  

MALMSTROM MS Q13 MSL - 0 - 0 1 937 330 

MALMSTROM P S  0 1 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 937 330 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 937 330 MALMSTROM YS 0 1 5  

MALMSTROM lu(S 016 MSL - 0 - 0 I 9 3 7  330 

MALMSTROM P S  917 

MALMSTROM VS Q l 8  

MALMSTROM r S  Q19 

MALMSTROM VS 020 

MALMSTROM VS RO 

MALMSTROM MS R 2 1  

MALMSTROM VS R 2 2  

MALMSTROM MS R 2 3  

MALMSTROM MS R 2 4  

MALMSTROM YS R 2 5  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MALMSTROM US R 2 6  MSL - 0 - 0 I 1937 330 1 0 7  3 869 
1202 

I 

MALMSTROM M S  R 2 7  MSL 
I r  # - o - , 4 6  I 4 937 330 105 5 869 1204 

MALMSTROM YS  R 2 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 937 330 107 
'1 

4 869 1 2 0 3  

MALMSTROM h~ R 2 9  MSL - 0 - 0 I 937 330 107 3 869 1 2 0 2  

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

*** FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BIJILOIFIGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME SLOGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ___- - - - -___________- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
MALMSTROM MS R 3 0  MSL - 0 - 0 I 9 3 7  3 3 0  1 0 3  4 8 6 9  1203 

MALMSTROM MS SO 

MALMSTROM MS 5 3 1  

MALMSTROM MS 5 3 2  

MALMSTROM MS 5 3 3  

MALMSTROM MS S 3 4  

MALMSTROM MS S 3 5  

MALMSTROM MS S 3 6  

MALMSTROM MS 5 3 7  

MALMSTROY MS S 3 8  

MALMSTROY MS 5 3 9  

MALMSTROY MS 5 4 0  

MALMSTROY MS TO 

MALMSTROY MS T 4 1  

MALMSTROY MS T 4 2  

MALMSTROY MS T 4 3  

MALMSTROY MS T 4 4  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 5  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 6  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 7  

MALMSTROH MS T 4 8  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 9  

MALMSTROY MS T 5 0  

MALMSTROH STOR 

MALMSTROH TRNSMTR 

MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL - 
MSL 

11 - a6 
MSL - 

MSL - 

STG - 
COM - 

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ - _ _ - - _ - - _ - _ - - - - _ - ^ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MALMSTROM 01 - 0 - 0 I 5 0 RRL 

- - - 0 

- 0 - 0 1 96 1 2 0 MALMSTROM 0 2  RRL - 1 

MALMSTROM 03 RRL - 0 - 0 1 96 1 2 0 1 2 

MALMSTROM 06 RRL - 0 - 0 1 96 1 1 0 1 2 

MALMSTROM 0 7  RRL - 0 - 0 1 9 6 1 4 0 1 2 

MALMSTROM 08 RRL - 0 _ 0 1 9 6 1 5 5 0 28 4 3 

AOM - 0 - .  0 , I 0  13153 30 MAN1 L A  - - 0 30 

MAN1 L A  ATM - 0 - 0 I 4 100 13 1 0 0 13 

- 0 - 0 1 997 1 0 MAN1 L A  BHG - - - 0 

- 0 - 0 I 4755 0 MANILA  01 AOM - - - 0 

MANSFIELD :LAHM APT - 0 - 0 30 218721 5019 224 0 1760 6779 

COM - 0 - 0 MAPLE H I L L  842 - - - 15 0 2 9 2 9 

MARCH AFB 567 972740 710 8789 271 3097225 118939 682 1 1326 65679 194733 

I MM - 0 - 0 MARCH - - 4 1 4 5 

MARCH 

MARCH 

RRL - 0 - 0 3 9775 1512 653 0 322 1834 

WSS - 0 - 0 2 2572 16 16 1 60 77 

MARCH 02 L I T  - 0 - 0 - - 10 0 18 18 

MARCH 02 WSS - 0 - 0 2 2055 55 3 1 3 6 92 

MARSH HARBOUR NA F - 0 - 0 3 612 16 16 0 15 3 1 

MARTIN  AGS - 0 - 0 8 51041 2369 2 9 0 242 261 1 

MARTIN  MT S - 0 - 0 3 7  134902 5903 464 1 7082 12986 

M A R T I N  STATE ANG APT - 0 - 0 35 298533 15398 175 0 8394 23792 

1 1  rrpr 
' MARTbNA FRANCA RRL - 0 - $  b 5 h0465 864 9 0 627 1491 

! 
MARTINA FRANCA WSS - 0 - 0 1 188 8 1 0 197 205 

3251 1 48 115 12 10080 54 MARTLESHAY FHG 34 - - 100 269 

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  '* LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A r I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _-___---_-------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - -___________- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

' MARTLESHAM H/RAF RRL - 0 - 0 8 32923 2717 9 0 886 3603 

MATHER . AFB 1064 1711253 1271 26748 413 2813688 101851 5845 623 58093 187315 

M A U I  SUR' OSS 

MAXWELL AFB 243 940715 481 8477 380 3859127 143297 3497 2 127 39329 193230 

MAXWELL FHG 125 211791 175 2798 - - - 3 1 132 93 3023 

MAYNARD GEOPHYSIC RSC - 0 - .  0 .  4 9312 509 60 0 46 555 

MCCHORD AFB 483 1211757 981 14092 359 3670438 122578 46 16 223 50295 187188 

MCCHORD TNG - - - 1129 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 

MCCLELLAN AFB 9 1 182028 133 2189 429 11346830 353483 2949 6308 93178 455158 

MCCLELLAN FHG 331 696860 540 8977 20 24466 933 218 243 4393 14546 

MCCOLLUM AGS - 0 - 0 6 37393 1084 13 0 205 1289 

MCCONNELL AFB 317 1181719 487 7345 261 2529851 158229 3 103 11227 96272 273073 

MCCONNELC MS 1 

MCCONNEL~ MS 2 

MCCONNELL MS 3 

MCCONNELL MS 4 

MCCONNEL; MS 5 

MCCONNELL MS 6 

MCCONNELi MS 7 

MCCONNELS MS 8 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 
, 

MCCONNELL MS 9 MSL - 0 - 0 - t - - 
I f  @' 

260 16 
I 

MCCONNELk MS 10 MSL - - f r  0 - 4 - - 253 19 
O 1 

MCCONNELL MS 11 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 250 18 

MCCONNELL MS 12 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 252 19 

MCCONNELL MS 13 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 253 17 

PCN - SRLPANC 
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*. . . . . - ,  -0 . 
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  .. -uE/CCI4. REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

*** FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLAT!ON NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST . COST ---------.,------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MCCONNELL MS 14 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 257 16 54 70 

MCCONNELL MS 15 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 252 17 47 6 4 

MCCONNELL 'MS 16 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 253 15 4 2  5 7 

MCCONNELL MS 17 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 259 16 7 5  9 1 

MCCONNELL MS 18 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 263 44 4 9 9 3 

MCENTIRE AGE - 0 - 0 7 5  417408 16214 2473 323 7861 24398 

MCGHEE/TY 2 ON APT 2 4500 4 50 . 51 519192 25049 27 1 0 6858 3 1957 

MCGUIRE 

MCGUIRE 

MCGUIRE 

MCPHERSON PEAK 

MECHANICSVILLE879  

MEHLINGEN 

MELBOURNE :BEACH 

MELROSE , 

MELSTONE 

MEMMINGEN ' 

MEMPHIS 

MENORCA 

MERCOGLIAhO 

MESAGNE 

AFB 459 2223254 

IMM - 0 

MSL - 0 

RRL - 0 

COM - 0 

COM - 0 

MTK - 0 

WRG - 0 

RBS - 0 

A8  S - 0 

I A P  - 0 

RRL - 0 

FHG 1 5487 

STG - 0 

M I C A  PEAK BCN - 0 - 0 1 7000 97 1 0 
- 97 

MICROWAVE RRL 
11 d - 0 - 

r 
RRL MIDDLE  RAkIGE - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 - 0 

M I  LDENHALL AM0 - 0 - 0 19 19701 274 3 6 0 3 30 604 

PCN - SRLPAIFIC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MILDENHALL I MM - 0 - 0 I 4 9 7  2 1 1 0 12  3 3  

M ILDENHALL  R AF 5 3  1 7 7 3 2 4  1 1 9  6 4 9  4 2 4  1 8 7 1 6 7 1  7 7 2 8 8  1 1 2 1  0 1 9 3 5 9  9 7 2 9 6  

M ILDENHALL  SWG - 0 - 0 I 2 0 0  0 4 0 8 9 8 9  

M I L L  VALLEY BCN 0 I - 0 - 1 0 2 5  0 1 0 - 0 

MINN/ST  PAUL 

M INN/ST  PAUL 

MINOT 

MINOT 

MINOT 

MINOT 

MINOT MS A 1  

MINOT MS A 1 0  

MINOT MS A l l  

MINOT MS A 2  

MINOT MS A 3  

M INOT MS A4  

MINOT MS A 5  

MINOT MS A6  

MINOT MS A7  

MINOT MS A8  

MINOT MS A 9  

M INBT  MS 6 1  

MINOT MS 8 1 0  

MINOT MS 6 1 1  

MINOT MS 8 2  

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

I A P  

SVC 

AFB 

AFS 

I MM 

STG 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 
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MINOT MS 98 

MINOT MS [I1 

* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPFP*DL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  
S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST ____________-- - - -  - ________- - - - - - - - -  0 - 

MSL 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 
MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

- 0 - 
MSL 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 

______________ -_ -__ - - - - - - - - -  ----  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - -  
- - 1 0 7  

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST _______ - - - - - - - - - - - -  

4 1 2 1 3  1 2 1 7  

PAGE 



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y H O U S I N G  ***  * *  OTHER SUILDXNGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR 5 0  FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -_________________- - - - - - - - - - - - - -_ - - -  
MINOT MS 0 7  MSL - - - - 0 - 0 106 4 1230 1234 

MINOT MS 08 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS D9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1239 1243 

MINOT MS E l  MSL 0 - 0 - 2 5567 558 194 3 4 759 1351 

MINOT MS El0 ' MSL - 0 - - - - 0 107 4 1235 1239 

MINOT MS E l l  MSL - - - - 0 - .  0 105 4 1236 1240 

MINOT MS E 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 124 1 1245 

MINOT MS E 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1233 1237 

MINOT MS E 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 109 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS E 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1231 1235 

MINOT MS E6 . MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1230 1234 

MINOT MS E7 MSL - - 0 - 0 - - 106 5 1245 1250 

MINOT MS E8 MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 106 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS. E9 MS L - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1227 1231 

MINOT MS F1 MSL 0 - 0 - 2 5567 558 233 3 9 695 1292 

MINOT MS. F 10 MSL - - - - 0 - 0 105 4 1218 1222 

MINOT MS Fl1 MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 107 4 1214 12 18 

MINOT MS F2 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1218 1222 

MINOT MS F3 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1217 122 1 

MINOT MS F4 MSL - - - - 0 - 0 107 4 1229 1233 

MINOT MS F5 
MSL 1 1 - & d  0 106 4 1205 1209 

- 0 - 1 - - 

MINOT MS FS MSL - 1 4  0 - C - - t - 
O 1 106 4 1220 1224 

MINOT MS F7 MSL - - 0 - 0 - - 106 4 1213 1217 

MINOT MS F8 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1218 1222 

MINOT MS F9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1224 1228 

PCN - SRLPANC 
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INSTALLAT I ON NAME _______---------- 

MINOT MS G 4  

MINOT MS G 7  

MINOT MS 

MINOT MS Y 1 1  

MINOT MS ki2 

MINOT MS y3 

MINOT MS eh 

MINOT MS h5 

MINOT MS h9 

MINOT MS I 2  

* *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  * * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  COST _________ - -__ - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 2 5 5 6 7  5 5 8  229 

MSL - 0 0  
- 107  - 

MSL - V 

- 1 0 7  - 
MSL - 0 

- 0  - 
MSL - 0 

- 1 0 6  - - 0 - - 0  MSL - 1 0 7  
- - 

- 0 - 0 
MSL - - 1 0 6  

- 0 . 0 . -  
MSL - - 1 0 6  

- 0 - - 0 MSL - 1 0 6  - - 0 - 
MSL - 0 

- 1 0 7  - - 0  - - 0 MSL 5 5 8  2 0 6  

- 0  2 5 5 6 7  
MSL - 0 

- 1 0 6  - 
MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST _______-_- - - - - - - - - -  

8 I 7 3 5  1334 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E O  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  ?JAM€ ----------------- 
M I N O T  MS I 3  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1230 1234 

M I N O T  MS 1 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 107 5 1238 1243 

M I N O T  MS I 5  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1236 1240 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 106 5 1235 1240 M I N O T  MS 16 

M I N O T  MS 17 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1238 1242 

M I N O T  MS 18 MS L - 0 - .  0 - - - 106 4 1243 1247 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1229 1233 M I N O T  MS 19 

M I N O T  MS J 1  MSL - 0 - 0 2 5567 558 211 3 7 742 1337 

M I N O T  MS J1O M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1233 1237 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1236 1240 M I N O T  MS J 1 1  

M I N O T  MS J 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1232 1236 

M I N O T  MS J 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 108 4 1247 125 1 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1230 1234 M I N O T  MS J 4  

M I N O T  MS J 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1233 1237 

M I N O T  MS J 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1233 1237 

M I N O T  MS 'J7 

M I N O T  MS 3 8  

M I N O T  MS J9 

M I N O T  U S  K 1  

M I N O T  MS K 1 0  

M I N O T  MS K 1 1  

M I N O T  MS K2 

M I N O T  MS K 3  

M I N O T  MS K 4  

M I N O T  MS K 5  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

M S L  

MSL 

MSL 

PCN - SRLPIkNC 
03 /18 /1993 10:13 AM PAGE 74 



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  .FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

INSTALLATI~N NAME BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MINOT MS KF MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 7  4 1 2 2 1  1 2 2 5  

> 

MINOT MS ~7 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 6  4 12 12  1 2 1 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 MINOT MS KB - - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 7  1 2 2 1  

MSL - 0 - 0 MINOT MS KB - - - 1 0 3  1 1 2 1 4  1 2 1 5  

MINOT MS L 1  MSL - 0 - 0 2 5 5 6 7  6 2 8  2 1 0  3 9 7 4 5  1 4 1 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 MINOT MS ~ ' 1 0  - - - 1 0 5  4 1 2 1 8  1 2 2 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 . -  MINOT MS L.11 - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 7  1 2 2  1 

MSL - 0 - 0 MINOT MS L 2  - - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 0 7  1 2 1  1 

MSL _ 0 - 0 MINOT MS ~ ' 3  _ - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 5  1 2 1 9  

MSL - 0 - 0 MINOT MS L 4  - - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 2 3  1 2 2 7  

MSL - 0 - 0 MINOT MS L b  - - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 1  1 2 1 5  

MINOT MS L 6  

MINOT MS L 7  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 0  1 2 1 4  MINOT MS M 1  

MSL - 0 - 0 - - t -  1 0 6  4 1 2 1 3  1 2 1 7  MINOT MS Mfi 
Ir RJ 

MSL - - $ 6  - 4 - MINOT. MS Mf - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 3  1 2 1 7  

MSL 
O I - 0 - 0 MINOT MS MJ  - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 0  1 2  14 

MSL - 0 - 0 MINOT MS M? - - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 2  1 2 1 6  

PCN - SRLPANC 
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PAGE 7 5  



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

***  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
I N S T A L L A l I O N  NAME BLOGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ----------------- .............................................................. - 
MINOT MS M9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
MINOT MS N 1  MSL 0 2 5 5 6 7  6 3 3  - 0 - 
MINOT MS N 1 0  MSL - - - 0 - 0 

MINOT MS N i l  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
MINOT MS N 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
MINOT M S N ~  MSL - 0 - .  0 - - - 

MINOT MS'NS MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

MINOT MS N 6  MSL - - - - 0 - 0 

MINOT MS N 7  MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 

MINOT MS N 8  MSL - - - 0 - 0 

MINOT MS N 9  MSL - - - 0 - 0 

MINOT MS 0 1  MSL - 0 .  - 0 2 5 5 6 7  6 2 8  

MINOT MS 0 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

MINOT MS 0 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 

MINOT MS 0 2  MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 

MINOT MS 0 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 

MINOT MS 0 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 

M lNOT MS 0 5  MSL - - 0 - 0 - - 

MINOT MS 0 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 

MINOT MS 0 7  MSL - - - - 0 - 0 

MINOT MS 0 8  
MSL I , - @  

0 - 0 - t - - 
I 

MINOT MS 09 MSL - 0 - 4 - - - 
O 1 

MINOT MSI- C 9  MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 

MINOT SM 63 MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 

MINOT SM N 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

PCN - SRLPPNC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 '  10: 1 3  AM 

* *  LAN0 * *  
ACRES COST 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
112 6 

2 14 3 9  

106  4 

107  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 1 6  5 

9 8 4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 7 7  3 1 

1 0 7  4 

1 0 7  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 7  5 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 8  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 6  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 7  4 

1 0 6  7 

I MPROV 
COST - - - - - - - - - - -  

1 2 2 6  

7 2 2  

1 2 0 6  

1 2 2 4  

1 2 1 2  

1 2 1 3  

1 2 0 4  

1 2 2 5  

1 2 1 8  

1 2 0 7  

1 2 1 6  

7 4 6  

1 2 1 0  

1 2 1 7  

1 2 1 1  

1 2 1  1 

1 2 0 7  

1 2 1 6  

1 2 2 0  

1 2 1 8  

1 2 0 6  

1 2 0 7  

1 2 0 6  

1 2 3 9  

1 2 2 8  

TOTAL 
COST 

1 2 3 2  

1 3 9 4  

1 2 1 0  

1 2 2 8  

1 2 1 6  

1217  

1208  

1 2 3 0  

1 2 2 2  

1 2 1  1 

1 2 2 0  

1405  

1214  

1 2 2 1  

1 2 1 5  

1216  

121  1 

1 2 2 0  

1224  

1 2 2 2  

1 2 1 0  

1 2 1 1  

1 2 1 0  

1 2 4 3  

1 2 3 5  
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I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
MISAWA 

MISSAWA 

MOENCHENGLADBACH 

MOETSCH 

MOETSCH 

MOFFETT 

MOLESWORTH 

MOLESWORTH 

MOLESWORTH A 6  

MOLOKA I 

MOMOTE ' 

* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILOINGS * *  
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  --  

ABS 4 7 4  3 0 8 1 6 1 5  2 0 9 7  1 3 6 1 6  7 6 2  4 5 9 3 0 5 8  1 2 6 6 7 9  

WRG - 0 - 0 1 7  6 7 7 9  3 0 7  

STG - 0 - 0 1 2 1 5 2 0  0 

AM0 - 0 - 0 4 1 0 3 5 1  1 6 6  

WSS - 0 - 0 2 1 7 0 8  5 1 6  

F L D  - 0 - 0 1 3  1 7 8 1 4 7  6 3 4 9  

FHG 2 1 4 7 8 5 4  4 2  , 5 0 6  . 2 2 1 4  1 

SWG - 0 - 0 3 3 8 4  0 

STG - 0 - 0 9 7  5 0 2 8 8 5  2 0 0 4 2  

COM - 0 - 0 3 6 9 4 4  2 4 2  

ANX - 0 - 0 5 4 2 9  1 59 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

MONTE CIMONE RRL - 0 - 0 1 3 1 4 3  1 6 2  - - 4 3 2 0 5  

MONTE CORNA RRL - 0 - 0 7 5 2 8 3  3 2 5  1 0 8 0  4 0 5  

MONTE L I M B b R A  R R L  - 0 - 0 7 2 4 2 3 5  1 2 7 6  1 0  0 1 1 0 5  2 3 8  1 

MONTE L I M B A R A  WSS - 0 - 0 3 5 8 5  3 0  I 0 3 5  6 5 

MONTE NARDELLO RRL - 0 - 0 8 2 1 6 5 2  99 1 7 0 5 5 7  1 5 4 8  

MONTE NARDELLO 

MONTE P A G 4 N E L L A  

MONTE SERRA 

MONTE VENOA 

MONTE V E R G I N E  

MONTEZUMA P E A K  0 1  

MONTGOMERY 

M O N T I C H I A R I  

MOODY 

P C N  - SRLPAYC 
03/18/1993 tD:13 AM 

wss 

RRL 

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

AGS 

BHG 

A F B  
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
MOODY 

MOODY AF C L N  

MORBACH qMO 

MORBACH F;'RJ 

MORGANTOYN MPT 
1 

MORMON0 Y I L L  

MORON ' 

MORRI STOQN 

MOSCOW 

MOTT S I T [  

MT DISAPPOINTMENT 

MT HOME . 

MT HOME 

MT HOME 

MT HOME 

MT MARTELL 
* 

MT P I N O S ;  

MT SUNRIaE  
9 

MUD L A K E '  

MUHL ZUE!;CH 

MUKILTEO 

MURPHY DOME 

MURTED 

MXWELL GUNTER AN 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

REC - 0 - 0 13 7440 157 489 5 365 527 

AM0 - 0 - 0 110 279504 5149 362 0 5887 1 1036 

R R J  - 0 - 0 .I 29 1 80 3 0 1421 1501 

MPT - 0 - 0 1 4000 605 1 0 34 639 

COM - 0 - .  0 ,  6 14724 943 2 0 6 19 1562 

ABS 3 6 52864 36 675 114 631745 12993 2808 0 30091 43759 

RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 - 0 

MEW - 0 - 0 - - - 1274 342 - 342 

RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 - 0 

RRL - 0 - 0 3 3 160 0 12 , O  0 0 

AFB 634 1938624 1507 26089 628 2580703 100390 6700 57 56224 182760 

I MM - 0 - 0 1 376 1 1  2 1 0 3 14 

REC - 0 - 0 4 3992 18 3 0 12 30 

SRG - 0 - 0 1 1600 8 2382 0 15 23 

BCN - 0 - 0 - - - - - 299 299 

RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 0 0 

RRL - 0 - 0 1 216 4 1 0 7 1 1  

L I T  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 1  1 1 1  12 

RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 - 0 

RRL - 0 - 
I f  bv 0 6 '12212 814 3 0 1257 207 1 

\ 
OFP - 0 

I 
- 0 23 4 23925 105 1 2 1 106 5124 628 1 

AFS - 0 - 0 4 11472 1747 846 0 504 225 1 

RRL - 0 - 0 1 1  32706 1698 1 0 478 2176 

TNG 133 498027 324 5469 110 1575956 65928 368 291 13302 84990 



4 P *  . . * . *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I  ON NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S '  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ____________- - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MYRTLE BCb! I L S  MM I M M  - 0 - 0 - - - 2 0 1 7  1 7  

MYRTLE BEbCH AFB 4 4 8  1 0 7 6 2 6 9  8 0 0  1 1 4 1 2  3 0 2  1 6 1 4 4 1 5  4 8 4 6 0  3 9 7 4  3 6 1  2 8 4 8 2  8 8 7  1 5  
i 

NAHA STG 0 1 8 8 3  0 - 0 - - - - 0 

NAHA PORT ADM 0 1 3 1 5  0 - - 0 0 - 0 - 

NAKNEK 01  REC - 0 - 0 - - - 2 5  0 - 0 

NAKNEK 02 

N A R I T A  . 

NASHVILLE  :METRO 

NASHWAUK ; 

NEDERLAND 

N E G I  S H I  

N E L L I S  

N E L L I S  

N E L L I S  

N E L L I S  ' 

N E L L I S  

NEUHEMSBAC H 

N E U K I  RCHEh! 

NEUSE 

NEW BOSTON 

NEW CASTLE COUNTY 

NEW ENGLAKD 

NEW ENGLAb,,D S I T E  

NEW L E I P Z l G  S I T E  

NEW ORLEA4S 

PCN - SRLPAtjC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

REC 

ATM 

APT 

BCN 

AGS 

COM 

AFB 

COM 

SRG 

WRG 

wss 

POL 

WSS 

I MM 

AFS 

APT 

RBS 

RBS 

RE8 

ADM 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 A S  OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLATION NAME BLOGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SO F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST 
--------A-------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NEW ORLEANS NAS ANX - 0 - 0 35 254329 10266 19 0 1825 12091 

I 

NEWARK Al:B AFB 0 37 865652 49039 7 2 - 0 - 47 5529 546 15 

NEWARK NP 1 TNG 0 1 9325 0 - 0 - - - - 0 

NEWARK STG STG 0 1 25200 0 - 0 - - - - 0 

NEWFOUNDLAND R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 - 0 

NEWINGTOfI DFP 0 4 4480 462 15 - 0 - 32 2166 2660 

NEWMARKET 01 F HG 2 3688 2 9 2 412 0 - - - 9 

NEWMARKET 02 FHG 3 5963 5 15 - - - - - - 15 

N E W M A R K E ~  03 FHG 145 455858 397 0 - - - - - - 0 

NEWPORT 61 REC TST 0 4 10989 711 3 7 4 124 - 0 - 839 

NEWPORT 02 TRANS TST - 0 - 0 2 8047 1022 4 1 5 6 763 184 1 

N I A G A R A  FALLS I A P  0 102 829575 35181 985 409 17442 - 0 - 53032 

NICHOLSO!J PEN DEW - 0 - 0 9 23326 3897 2803 0 966 4863 

NIEDER-RODEN FHG 1 219750 140 0 2 40723 3 4 0 30 3 3 

N I E O E R K A J L  WSS 0 1 7465 7 2 0 0 7 - 0 - 

N I  EDERMEtiLINGERHF WSS - 0 - 0 - - - 2 1 0 1 
C 

NIEOERMOFRMTER S CH - 0 - 0 1 11431 0 - - - 0 

NIKOLSKI~ RRL - 0 - 0 1 120 48 434 0 1574 1622 
t 

NO CHARLjSTON F HG 2 2 29 130 2 2 368 2 9919 19 24 1 130 518 

NO CHARLESTON TNG 0 2 3335 130 30 25 83 238 - 0 - 

NO HIGHLeNDS COM 0 0 10 '409 1 1 87 1 9 0 267 1138 
Ir - tP 

- 
\ 

NO RIVER; RRL - - 0 
O 1 8 20219 1683 144 1 4290 5974 

NO SMITHFIELD AGS . 0 10 45157 3360 10 10 883 4253 - 0 - 

NO TRURO AFS 30 36093 30  458 62 130592 406 1 134 3 4 706 5259 

NO TRURP COM 0 4 3757 182 - 0 - 1 1  10 99 29 1 

PCN - SRLPANC 
03/18/1993' 10: 13 AM PAGE 80 ' 



- - - .  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - - - - - _ - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NO W GUAM ; AFB - 0 - 0 18 60487 3260 4378 40 8039 1 1339 

NOCTON H A L L  RAF 2 3492 2 0 81 205174 17 42 0 7 4 9 1 

- 0 - 0 3 496 1 308 N O E R V E N I C k  ABS - - 80 388 

N O E R V E N I C t  02 - 0 - 0 41 258972 335 - - 18 353 ABS 
1 

NOME F L D  _ 0 - 0 I 384 2 7 1 243 246 

- 0 - 0 8 15504 0 NOROHOLZ i ABS 
- _ 56 7 567 

NORTH AA F - 0 - 0 . 5  4366 123 2392 382 6633 7138 

- 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 NORTH DRUM R R L  - 0 

NORTON A F B  264 362786 264 5752 277 60742 12 125083 2288 2285 36428 169548 

- 0 - 0 - - - 30 26 NORTON , COM 
- 2 6 

NORTON I MM - 0 - 0 1 320 7 2 2 15 2 4 

NORWALK 02 

OAK I N G T O N  

OAKLAND ; 

OAKLAND 01' 

OATLANO GWEN 881 

OBERAUERBACH 

O B E R L I N  S I T E  843 

OBERWEIS 

O B S I D I A N  

O F F U T T  

OFFUTT 

O F F U T T  

O F F U T T  

O F F U T T  

P C N  - S R L P A h C  
03/ia/i993 io:13 AM 

OFP 

STG 

ADM 

A DM 

CON. 

COM 

COM 

ANX 

R R L  

A F B  

APC 

COM 

F H G  

I MM 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N D  * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST -_-_-_----------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
O F F U T T  T C N  - 0 - 0 - - - 2 2 3 5 

O F F U T T  L E V E E  ANX 0 1 6 4 90 8 6 5 0  4 4 5  5 8 5  - 0 - 
O F F U T T  0 2  COM 0 8 2 9 1 5 3  2 7 3 2  3 7 2  1 3 4  7 9 4  3 6 6 0  - 0 - 

O F F U T T  O q  COM - 0 0 3 7 1 3 6  8 2 2  1 2 8  5 4 5 7  1 2 8 4  - 

OHARE RTC 0 7 0  8 7 1 2 7 6  3 5 5 3 1  3 4 9  1 8 3  1 0 5 5 3  4 6 2 6 7  - 0 - 

OKUMA 

O L  I K T O K  

O N 1  ZUKA 

O N I Z U K A  FHG ANX 

O N T A R I O  ANG 

ORANGE 

O R 0  OELREY M I N E  

ORSAGO 

OS A N  

O S A N  N I  

O S L O  

OSLO 

OSLO 

REC - 

DEW - 

AFB - 

FNG 10 

I A P  - 
COM - 
R R L  - 

B C N  - 

ABS 1 8  

AM0 - 

F HG 2 

SCH - 

svc - 

O T I S  AGB - 0 - 0 159 1 0 5 4 5 7 1  2 9 8 4 1  3 8 8 3  3 3 6  2 6 6 1 5  5 6 7 9 2  

O T I S  I OM - 0 - 0 1 3 4 4  5 2 2 1 4  2 1 

OWAOA COM - 0 0 6 2 3 5 6 7  5 1 8  3 2 8  0 4 1 9  9 3 7  - 
d 

O Z O L  OFP - 0 5 1 3 8 6 3  399 7 6 3 0 1 0  9 5 9 6  1 3 0 0 5  - 0 
\ 

P A B L O  S I T E  6 5 5  COM - 0 - 0 1 2 00 4 4 5  1 0  2 0 7 1 5 3 6  

P A I N E  , AGS 0 10 4 4 8 6 2  3 1 3 2  1 2  19 4 5 2  3 6 0 5  - 0 - 

PALEHUA RSC - 0 - 0 7 1 0 0 6 3  679 8 2 3 8 4  1 0 6 5  

PCN - SRLPANC 
03/18/1993. 1 0 :  1 3  AM PAGE 8 2  + 



* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 

BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST 
ACRES COST COST 

I N S T A L L A T l O N  NAME ________-____- -_ -  - - 1247 3 1 2 0 9 
PANAMA C I T Y  0 - 1 ( B  RRL 0 0 I 

- 1 . 5150 613 176 0 
A 0 137 - U 

PARHAM COM - - 265 
- - 

PAS0 ROBLES 
- - 

0 BCN 
- 0 

- - 0 13 34976 1288 4 1 0 1975 

PATERAS RRL 0 

AFB 793 1873722 1556 29551 411 3392014 84560 
234 1 971 33212 

PATRICK  - 
24 6 533 - 

PATTEN GWEN 402 ' COM 
- - 

0 - 0 

AFB 347 1421781 1209 19140 486 2569636 96546 
4253 1380 52504 

PEASE 
- 343 16 4 2 1 - 4 0 I MM 0 0 

PEASE 

- 0 - 0 8 22998 485 1 3794 0 2567 
PELLY BAY DEW - - 16 

0 - - - 28 

PEMBROOK GWEN 883 COM 0 0 

- 0 - 14 - 
PENDROY 

- - 
0 RBS 

- 0 

AFB 200 709460 491 88-15 176 2164026 101364 
i278 1691 27939 

PETERSON 

- - 108 0 1 0 0 
0 PETERSON GI RRL 

0 I 

- 1 0 1 

PETERSON 92 
P H I L A D E L P h I A  

p H 1  LAOELPHIA 

PHOENIX . 

PHOENIX 

P IL -SUNG 

PILLAR MTN 

P I L L A R  POINT  

PILLAR POI'PJT 01 

PINON PEAK 

P I R I N C L I K  

P I S M I R E  

RRL 

ADM 

BHG 

AGS 

BCN 

WRG 

RRL 

AFS 

MTK 

RRL 

ASN 

RRL 

TOTAL 
COST 

4 0 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF' 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -_- - - -__-- -_____--_- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_  
PLATTSBURGH AFB 418 2148766 1639 26259 1006 , 3028879 95777 4686 1771 47534 171341 

PLATTSBURGH I MM 0 1 34 2 5 1 - 0 - 6 .  2 26 7 9 

PLATTSBURGH TCN - 0 - 0 1 343 25 6 11 4 40 

PLATTSBURGH TNG - - - - 0 - 0 2 1 - 1 

PLATTSBUqGH 0 1  ' ANX - 0 - 0 - - - 5 2 2 - 22 

PLATTSBUSGH 0 1  COM - 0 .  1 1442 3 8 40 4 - 0 5 6 9 8 

PLATTSBURGH 02 ANX - 0 - 0 - - - 115 5 1 - 5 1 
1 

PLYMTON Q IDGE RRL  - - - - 0 - 0 10 0 - 0 

POINSETT  : WRG 0 7 8252 192 8358 - 0 - 0 227 4 19 

POINT ARE'NA AFS 2 7 34620 2 7 5 16 44 85632 3 5 1 8  8 2 12 990 5036 

P O I N T  AR6NA COM 0 1 303 1 146 43 - 0 - 4 78 228 

P O I N T  ARENA WSS 

POINT  BAqROW 

POINT  LAY 

POMPEYS 5 I L L A R  

PONY 

POPE 

POPE 

POPE 

POPE 

POPE 

POPE MARY 

PORCIA 

PORT AUS'FIN 

PORT AUS~IN 

DEW 

DEW 

COM 

RRL 

AFB 

AM0 

APC 

I MM 

I OM 

ANX 

STG 

AFS 

COM 

PCN - SRLPCNC 
03/18/1993' 10: 13 AM 



*I. ",",,L--r - 
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
___________ -_____  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PORT CANAVERAL SCL - 0 - 0 I 8 0 9  4 0  3 2 1 4 0  1 8 2  

PORT HE IDEN RRL - 0 - 0 7 3 4 4 0 2  3 1 6 8  1 7 1  1 1 9 1 6  5 0 8 5  

PORT HUENEME STS MTS - 0 - 0 2 4 6 0 2 3  3 9 1 6  - - 2 1 8 8  6 104  

- 0 - 0 - - - 2 1 PORT MAHON POL - 1 

PORT MOLLER RRL - 0 - 0 5 2 8 6 3 3  3 5 8 0  3 6 9  0 2 8 3 2  6 4 1 2  

PORTELLA NOVA BCN - 0 - 0 2 1 8 4 7  127  1 0 1 1  1 3 8  

PORTLAND . I A P  - 0 - , 0 . 67 7 2 6 2 2 8  3 6 5 9 8  2 4 6  0 5 6 6 6  4 2 2 6 4  

- 0 - 0 - - - 2 0 PORTLAND BS ANX ANX - 0 

POTRERO H I L L S  STG - 0 - 0 8 1 4 6 5 8  5 0 7  4 2  5 1 5 0  6 6 2  

POWELL 

POWELL 

F HG 2 1  7 6 8 5 6  5 0  3 4 3 0  8 1 8 0 3 8  1 7 4 3  2 4 2 0 3  1 3 0 5  6 6 8  1 

TNG - 0 - 0 I 6 8 4 3  6 4 7  18  0 4 8 9  1 1 3 6  

- 0 - 0 - - - 14  0 POWELL MM (16MM1)  RBS - 0 

POWELL MMR (16MM2 RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 14 0 - 0 

POWELL MMR- 16MM3 COM - - 0 - - - 14  0 0 - 0 

PRAIA  DA VICTORA POL  - 0 - 0 9 5 0 1 9  2 5 9  5 3 0 1 0 0 7 2  1 0 3 3  1 

PRETORIA MT K - 0 - 0 - - - 3 2 5  0 5 14 5 1 4  

PRODCTN F T I  AFP42  AFP  - 0 - 0 1 0 1  1 7 8 6 8 6 3  3 2 5 6 3  6 1 3 1  3 7 3 3  2 9 0 7 9  6 5 3 7 5  

PROSPECT H I L L  ELC RSC - 0 - 0 4 4 8 2 4  1 5 3  6 0 4 3  1 9 6  

PRUEM ASN - 0 - 0 3 6  1 0 9 1 2 7  1 6 7 7  4 7 3 1 0 6 5  2 7 4 5  

PRUEM FHG 4 1 7 1 7 6 4  8 8  1 2 8 3  9 2 1 7 5 0  7 1 6  2 0  0 14  1 2 1 4 0  

PRUEM WSS - 0 - 0 1 $ 0 8 9  0 6 4 0 4 

a PUERT.0 R I C ?  I A P  - 0 - $ 3 3  2 b 9 2 3 1  
I r  B 

7 7 0 3  8 4 0 4 7 8 5  1 2 4 8 8  

- 0 - 0 - - - ! 1 0 PUGUM-SAN BCN - 0 

PUNAMANO AFS  - 0 - 0 3 3 7 6 6  1 9 6  1 5  3 2 8 5  4 8 4  

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  13: 13 AM 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 A S  OF 30 SEP 92 

*** F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I M P R O V  T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS S O F E E T  UNITS COST NBR SO F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST -------_--------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PUNTA BORINOUEN RBS - 0 - 0 9 18752 587 6 4 0 690 1317 

PUNTA S A L I N A S  BCN - 0 - 0 20 50265 1944 30 3 697 2644 

QUAKER HILL TST - 0 - 0 - - - 7 0 7 7 

QUARTU ST ELENA FHG 1 1718 1 0 - - - 1 0 0 0 

OUONSET STATE APT - 0 - 0 25 263484 13969 79 0 1912 15881 

RAF BENTYATERS BHG - 0 - 0 .  4 2418 26 5 0 28 5 4 

RAF BRAMPTON F HG 2 3 5099 1 2 8 109 2 1 6608 0 5 0 23 132 

RAF CHILVELL STG - 0 - 0 4 1040000 0 - - - 0 

RAF CLAYHILL FHG 154 175560 154 10087 - - - 4 1 0 2480 12567 

RAF COMP!ON BASSE FHG 5 1 1  150 8 0 8 15376 172 3 5 0 0 172 

RAF FELIXSTOWE F HG 70 47756 70 0 4 6482 0 - - 10 10 

RAF KEMBL:E FHG 2 3436 2 5 4 2064 3 1 0 - 8 

RAF MOLE$WORTH 12 STG - 0 - 0 2 30040 172 37 0 9 4 266 

RAF O A K A ~ G E R  COM - 0 - 0 4 13665 3590 - - 1095 4685 

RAF ST M ~ W G A N  COM - 0 - 0 2 234 1 9 1 1 0 66 157 

RAF WATTQN STG - 0 - 0 3 117492 1 - - - 1 

RAF W I T T O R I N G  FHG 82 291285 284 8 19 1 1  6982 0 - - 14 1 960 

RAMEY ' AFB - 0 0 8 4363 1 344 - 3570 3914 - - 

RAMEY RSC - 0 0 7 6236 467 8 1 9 342 8 18 - 

RAMSTEIN ABS 98 3188556 1795 23988 777 5693848 169550 3 102 3 55242 248783 

RAMSTE I N  FHG 
I r  #+ 

1 3926 2 14 '0 
t 

RAMSTEIN STG - 0 - 0 14 21 1104 1740 85 1 504 2245 

RANDOLPH AFB 421 1574220 1019 16265 275 3539359 100030 3129 4809 38194 159298 

RATTLE R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 - 0 

PCN - SRLPqNC 
03/18/1993.10:13 AM PAGE 86, 



S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ F O O T A ~ E / C ~ S  I REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  . F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

RRL - 0 - 0 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 0  0 - 

TOTAL 
COST 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
RATTLESNAKE BENCH 

RRL - 0 - 0 RATTLESNAKE SMT 

RAYMOND GWEN 664 COM - 0 - 0 

RCKY F L T S  S T E  897 COM - 0 - 0 

RED BAY 

RRL - 0 - 0 RED D I S H  

RRL - 0 - 0 RED GULCH 

REESE AAF - 0 - 0 

AFB 2 3 0  4 8 8 5 5 9  3 9 8  1 1 6 1 9  REESE 

REESE TNG - 0 - 0 

REISENBACW 

REMSEN GWEN 836 

RENO CANNqN 

RHAUNEN 

R H E I N  M A I N  

RHEbN M A 1 4  FHG 

RICHARDS CEBAUR 

R I CHMONO 

RICHMOND 

RICHMOND QYRD F L D  

RICKENBACKER 

RICKENBACHER 02 

* R I M I N I  

R I M I N I  

R I M S C H W E I l  ER 

I 
P C N  - SRLPAlrJC 
os/ie/issa to:13 AM 

. . 

COM 

COM 

I AP 

FHG 

ABS 

F HG 

AFB 

A F S  

RBS 

I A P  

AGB 

I MM 

RRL 

SCH 

wss 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
INSTALLAT ION NAME BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ----------------- .............................................................. 
RITTENHO~SE A A F  - o - o - - - 

RITTERSDGRF 

R I V E R H E A q  C I T Y  

ROB I N S  ' 
ROCKY M T N  ARSENAL 

ROEHL i 

ROHRBACH 

ROKKO ' 

ROSECRANS MEM 

ROSLYN : 

ROVEREDO, 

ROVEREDO FHG 

ROVEREDO 02 

ROYAL 0Ab:S 

ROYAL O A l j S  

ROYAL O A g S  

R U I S L I P  i 
RYDALCH 

RYGGE ABQ 

s CERNEY: 

S SPOR M*<N 

S .  OUIRI!JO 

SACHON 

ANX 

B C N  

AFB 

TNG 

ANX 

SWG 

R R L  

APT 

AGS 

STG 

FHG 

S T G  

F H G  

SCH 

STG 

ADM 

R R L  

A B S  

FHG 

R R L  

S T G  

S T G  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
ACRES COST COST COST 

6 0 4  3 36 1 364 

SACRAMEN~O DOC - 0 - 0 2 3 2 8 4  18 2 8 4 8 2  5 0 8  

SAGAMI  . COM - 0 - 0 2 4 6 2 4  0 1 0 0 0 

P C N  - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 ;  10: 13 AM PAGE 8 8  



* * *  b. - L * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST . ...................................... 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR S Q F E E T  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 

5 1 0 1 3 9  4 4 9  

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

3 2  

IMPROV 
COST - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1 6  1 8 9  

TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - - -  
6 5 4  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ---------- ------- 
SAGAMORE H I L L  ELC RSC - 0 - 0 

S A I P A N  S T S  - 0 - 0 

BHG - 0 - 0 S A I P A N  BHCi 

B C N  - 0 - 0 SALEM 

SALT LAKE C I T Y  

R R L  - 0 - 0 SAMSUN 

SAMSUN 02 WSS - 0 - 0 1 1 6 9  4 7 2 0 1 1  5 8 

SAN ANDRE5 S I T E  COM - 0 - 0 5 2 5 7 6  4 9 2  - - 1 5 6 2  2 0 5 4  

SAN D I E G O  AGS - 0 - 0 2 31 1 1 8  3 3 9 9  2 4  5 1 3 1 7  4 7 2  1 

SAN MIGUEL, R R L  - 0 - 0 1 4 7 6  2 1 0 - 2 

SAN PEDRO -HILL B C N  - 0 .. 0 - - - - - 289 2 8 9  

SAN PEDRO . H I L L  FHG - 0 - 0 2 2 3 7 3  0 - - - 0 

SAN V I T O  @EI NORM ASN 7 8  6 2 4 3 6 8  3 8 0  5 5 7 6  1 6 2  9 3 0 7 2 3  2 3 5 6 0  3 1 8  0 8 9 6 4  5 4  1 0 0  

SANDEM ' R R L  

SANNO ANX ; ANX 

SANTO DOMING0 STE COM 

SASEBO ANX 

I SAULSTON ! ANX 

I SAVANNAH ; AGS 

SAVANNAH I AP 

SAXMUNOHAM FHG 

SAYLOR CREEK WRG 

SCHENECTAqY CO APT 
$ 

SCHIERSTEf  N ADM 

SCHIPHOL  OM ADM 

PCN - SRLPAPJC 
oa/re/tssa :o: 13 AM 

4 

. - 
1 - -  . ,- ! 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
INSTALLATION NAME BLDGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - _ - _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
SCOTT " AFB 5 3 9  2597715 1 6 9 2  4 5 4 2 6  3 4 9  3824658  183548  3175  1346 

SCOTT 

SCOTT 

SCOTT MAKS 

SCULTHORPE 

SEATTLE 

SEBURIYAMA 

SEGUIN 

SELARGIU? SCH 
i 

SELFRIDGf! 

I OM 

RRL 

COM 

RAF 

DFP 

AGS 

RRL 

AAF 

SCH 

AGB 

I MPROV 
COST - - - - - - -  

SELFRIDG~ I OM - 0 - 0 I 576  8 17 4 2 8 3  2 9 5  

SEMBACH . ABS - 0 - 0 2 3 4  6 6 3 2 5 5  2 2 8 8 4  584  6 8 3 1 2  3 1202  

SEMBACH ADM 29  916667  4 9 4  12188 1 2 1  1403419  4 9 6 7 7  279 4 6 2 1 4  6 8 0 8 3  

SENAHA COM 0 7 16069 6 2 7  150 0 6 9 6 9 6  - 0 - 

SENECA GYEN 898 COM - 0 - 0 - - - 1 I 0 - 0 

SEOUL BHG 0 1 728 1 7 2  1 0 7 7 9  - 0 - 
SEPULVED+ 

SEWARD - 

SEYMOUR !JOHNSON 

SHA W 

SHAW 

SHAW I L S  

SHEMY A 

SHEPARDS GROVE 

AGS 

REC 

AFB 

AFB 

I MM 

APC 

AFB 

FHG 

PCN - SRLPtNC 
03/18/1993 10:13 AM PAGE 9 0  . 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOUTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE : HAFLEEAR7 1 15 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SHEPHERD 6 A Y  DEW - 0 - 0 7 39850 4796 5470  0 957 5753 

SHEPPARD A F B  7 5 2  1531185 1287 19912 364 5715602 171769 504 1 814 53831 246326 

SHEPPARO REC - 0 - 0 47 30702 590 4 30  0 378 968 

S H I N G L E  P C I N T  DEW - 0 - 0 9 23234 3684 2682 0 2421 6 105 

S H I P  SHOAL I S L A N D  WRG - 0 - 0 
- - - 1942 0 - 0 

FHG 38  33976 4 4 0 SHOTLEY - - - - - 2 2 

S IEGENBERG WRG - 0 - 0 ' 10 10697 172 68  1 1 110 283 

S I L V E R  I S L A N D  N O 2  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 - 0 

S I O U X  CTY A P T  ANG MPT - 0 - 0 9566 106 0 4823 14389 46 289771 

- 0 - 0 1 426 0 S I O U X  F A L L S  C A P  
- - - 0 

ABS - 0 - 0 12 27490 0 SKRYDSTRU? ABS - - 206 206 

SKY HAREOF I A P  - 0 - 0 4 0  245057 7927 58 0 4955 12884 

- 0 - 0 1 48 0 SKYLAND PEAK R R L  - - - 0 

- 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 SLOW E L K  F I L L S  R R L  - 0 

SMOKY H I L L ,  WRG - 0 - 0 2 5 3562 1 70 I 33873 1524 1599 3824 

S N E L L I N G  

S O  PORTLAhD 

SOCORRO i 
I 

SOESTERBERG 
SOESTERBERG 

SOESTERBE~G 

SOESTERBERG STE 2 

i 
SOFU 

SOHAM 

SOHREN : 

PCN - SRLPANC 
03/18/1993 ;0:13 AM 

. I 
I ' .  I 

SRG - 

AGS - 

B H G  - 

A B S  - 

F H G  5 2 

S T G  - 

S T G  - 
I I 

COM - 
F H G  14 

F H G  8 

PAGE 9 1  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _-_-_------------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SOHREN S T G  0 4 2 0 5 6 3 8  0 - - - 0 - - 0 

SOLA ABS ABS 0 2 2 6 8 5 7  0 - - - - 0 - 0 

SOLANO CUUNTY COM - 0 - 0 1 1 1 8  0 - - - 0 

SOLLER R R L  0 4 5 6 6 7  6 0 9  2 6  0 2 0 7  8 1 6  - 0 - 
SOLLER BI jG BHG - 0 - 0 5 3 9 5 9 3  6 5 9  1 7  0 1 1 4 8  1 8 0 7  

SONDRESTgOM ABS - 0 - 0 8 4  6 2 5 5 5 4  4 5 8 7 0  2 3 1 1 4 2  0 4 2 1 0 4  8 7 9 7 4  

SONSECA SVC 0 1 6 4 0 0  0 - - 0 - 0 - 0 

SONSECA WE A - 0 - 0 4 6 5 9 9  2 1 7  2 5 0 3 3 3 7  3 5 5 4  

SOONER RRL 0 2 1 2  0 - - - - 0 - 0 

SOUTH PLYMPTON RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

SOUTH P O I N T  AFS - - - 1 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 

SPA MALC$AMP RRL - 0 - 0 I 8 1 7  9 8  - - 1 4 4  2 4 2  

SPANGOAH\:EM ABS 2 7  1 0 5 3 0 0 9  5 6 5  9 8 2 4  4 1 4  2 8 5 2 5 8 5  7 4 4 6 5  1 2 8 2  0 2 9 2 8 7  1 1 3 5 7 6  

SPANGDAH[.EM SWG - 0 - 0 6 2 5 9 2  6 8 3 0 3 7 1 

S P A R R E V O ~ ~ N  COM - 0 - 0 1 0  4 1 2 9 3  988 1 1 1 7 9  0 2 6 9 4  1 2 5 7 5  

S P A R R E V O ~ ~ N  

SPEICHER 

SPEICHER 

SPOKANE 

SPOKANE 

SPOKANE ?NG 
I 

SPOKANE 01 

SPOKANE p 2  

SPRING C ~ E E K  

SPRING V ~ L L E Y  

REC 

FHG 

STG 

FHG 

I AP 

I A P  

MTK 

MTK 

RR L 

6 6 0  COM 

PCN - S R L P I N C  
0 3 / i a / 1 9 9 3 '  10: 13 AM PAGE 9 2  ' 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SPRINGFIE1 ,D B K L Y  MPT - 0 - 0 34 264774 8797 114 0 3938 12735 

S P R I N G F I E L D  RR S I  ANX - 0 - 0 - - - 8 2 20 2 2 

S T  C R O I X  AGS - 0 - 0 3 5888 972 9 9 8 437 1507 

MTK - 0 - 0 ST GEORGE - - - 1 6 2 8 

5 1 0 S T  I V E S  F HG 47 65176 - - - - - - 0 

- - 0 I 5620 0 S T  L O U I S  ADM 0 - - _ 0 

ST L O U I S  : AFS - 0 - 0 15 638873 15165 25 6 20 875 16660 

FHG 3 19350 6 182 ST L O U I S  - - - - 2 8 13 203 

ST L O U I S  STG - 0 - 0 8 575677 5267 40 29 1 923 648 1 

- 0 - 0 1 50 0 S T  L O U I S  ANX COM - - - 0 

S T  T R U I D E b  ABS AB S 

STANDIFORC F L D  

STARVAGGI  TNG 

S T A T E  COL4EGE AGS 

STEWART I A P  

STOCKBR I D G  E T S T  

STOCKETT f I T E  654 COM 

STUART R R L  

I - 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 SUDBURY ELECTRON RSC - 0 
1 
I 

SUELM ANX - 0 - 0 4 26665 1090 10 0 2 12 1302 

I 

I 
- 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 SUMATRA R B S  - 0 

SUMMERALL T C N  - 0 - 0 1 1344 7 8 2 2 2 8 108 
11 &' 

SUNABE ANX - 0 - f i b  2 boo88 6 1 0 0 6 
1 

ANX - 0 - 0 SUNOANCE - - - 65 1 3 7 10 

PAGE 93 



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 

3 3 

IMPROV 
COST 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL 

COST 
- - - - - - - 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST __-_-_--_-------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -_ 
SUWON ABS - 0 - 0 1 2 7  9 0 2 5 3 4  1 6 6 3 4  

SWASSY RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 

SWINGATE/RAF COM - 0 - 0 5 3 8 9 2  3 1 5  

SYDNEY 

TAEGU 

ATM - 0 - 0 1 3 7 3 0  2 0 8  

ABS - 0 - 0 1 7 3  8 0 7 0 5 7  2 2 7 5 6  

TAMA SVC 0 . 6 1  1 0 7 7 6 7  1 5 8 3  - 0 - 

TATAL INA  COM 0 1 2  4 2 8 3  1 1 0 9 3 3  - 0 - 

TEMPELHOF CENTRAL APT - 0 - 0 6 9  1 5 6 5 9 5 6  8 6 2  

THE F A R I S H  MEMORL REC - 0 - 0 1 2  9 3 4 3  1 2 8  

THOMAS HEIGHTS RRL - 0 - - - 0 - 
THULE ABS - 0 - 0 3 4 0  3 2 4 0 6 9 0  2 8 0 3 2 2  

T I B E R  DAY RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 
T I N  C I T Y  COM 0 1 3  9 9 8 0 4  8 7 9 5  - 0 - 

T INKER 

T INKER ' 

T INKER 

T INKER 

T INKER SA 

TOKOROZAWA 

TOLEDO EXPRESS 

TOLSONA 

TONOPAH 

TONOPAI.: 

TOPEKA 

TORI  SH I I IA  

PCN - SRLP+NC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 *  1 0 :  1 3  AM 

AFB 

I MM 

RRL 

TNG 

ANX 

COM 

APT 

RRL 

AFS 

SVC 

STG 

WRG 



***  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING so FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
T O R I 1  AOM 

TORRE J O N  

T R A V I S  

T R A V I S  

T R A V I S  

T R A V I S  

T R A V I S  

T R A V I S  W I L T O N  

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

BLDGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - -_ - -_ -_- -__-__-__- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ANX - 0 - 0 I 1324 0 - - - 0 

ABS 3 5  101230 66 1934 265 2615985 56187 3492 0 42646 100767 

AFB 1481 3051245 2465 23764 499 6832426 294804 6272 1582 102421 422571 

DOC - 0 - 0 1 525 3 6 1 438 442 

I O M  - 0 - 0 
- - - 3 3 5 8 

VOR - 0 - 0 1 314 3 7 296 0 1 1  4 8 

TNG - 0 - 0 - - - 800 0 4 4 

T R A V I S  01 : WSS - 0 - 0 3 1749 129 23 3 574 7 06 

T R A V I S  02 WSS - 0 - 0 14 17727 594 206 12 1479 208 5 

T R I E R  FHG 6 196191 9 1 1262 6 26568 7 4 5  . 20 0 6 1 2068 

T R I E R  02 

TRUAX 

TRUAX 

T R U J I L L O  R A D  S T E  

TRUTH/CONSEQUENCE 

T S U S H I  MA 

TUCSON 

TUDOENHAM 

T U E R K H E I M  

TUERKHE I M  

TUKTOYAKTUK 

S T G  

F L D  

T C N  

COM 

MPT 

COM 

I AP 

F H G  

A N X  

COM 

DEW 

TULAROSA B C N  

T U L E  V A L L E Y  R R L  

TULSA I A P  

PCN - SRLPANC 
03/18/1993 10: 13 AM 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ____ - -___ - - -___ - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ELLSWORTFi MSL J8 MSL - 0 - 0 I 468 4 0  121 6 440  486 

ELLSWORTH MSL J9 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 124 7 440  487 

ELLSWORTF! MSL K1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 18 6 1 17 305 1140 

ELLSWORTI MSL K10 MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 128 7 440  487 

ELLSWORTkl MSL K 11 MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 113 4 440  484 

i ELLSWORTII  MSL K2 MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  112 5 440  485 

E L L S W O R T ~  MSL K3 MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 123 6 442 488 

I ELLSWORTtI  MSL K4 MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  126 7 440  487 

ELLSWORTI i  MSL K 5  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  128 7 440 487 

ELLSWORTt! MSL K6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  117 5 456 5 0  I 

ELLSWORTtI MSL K7 MSL - 0 0 1 468 4 0  123 - 6 440  486 

ELLSWORTI! MSL K8 

E L L S W O R T ~ ~  MSL K9  

ELLSWORTtI  MSL L1 

ELLSWORTII MSL L 1 0  

ELLSWORTII MSL L l  I 

ELLSWORTII MSL L2  

ELLSWORTtI  MSL L3 

I ELLSWORTI! MSL L4 

ELLSWORTt l  MSL L 5  

ELLSWORTII MSL L 6  

ELLSWORTt l  MSL L7 

ELLSWORTII MSL L 8  

MSL - 

MSL - 

M S L  - 

MSL 

MSL - 

M S L  

M S L  

MSL - 

M S L  - 

M S L  - 
11 CP' 

M S L  - 

M S L  

ELLSWORTII MSL L 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  130 7 459 506  

ELLSWORTII  MSL MI M S L  - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  826 72 9 333  1168 

P C N  - SRLPANC 
03 /18 /1993 10 :13  AM PAGE 2 2  



* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ELLSWORTH MSL M I 0  MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 7  6 4 4 5  4 9  1 

ELLSWORTH MSL M I 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 1  4 4 3 8  4 8 2  

ELLSWORTH MSL M2 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  2 0 8  1 4 3 8  4 7 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL M3 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 7  4 4 3 8  4 8 2  

I ELLSWORTH MSL M4 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 7  3 4 5  1 4 9 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL M 5 .  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 4 5  5 4 4 4  4 8 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL M 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 9  7 4 3 8  4 8 5  

ELLSWORTH MSL M7 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 9  6 4 3 8  4 8 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL M8 MSL - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 2 2  6 4 4 5  4 9  1 

ELLSWORTH MSL M9 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 7  4 4 3 9  4 8 3  

ELLSWORTH MSL N 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 2 2  . 7 6  15 3 3 5  1 1 7 2  

I ELLSWORTH MSL N 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 9  5 4 3 8  4 8 3  

ELLSWORTH MSL N 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 0  5 4 3 8  4 8 3  

ELLSWORTH MSL N 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 6  6 4 3 8  4 8 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL N3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 8  6 4 3 8  4 8 4  

I ELLSWORTH MSL N 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2  1 6 4 3 8  4 8 4  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

I 

I 

I 

PAGE 23 

ELLSWORTH MSL N 5  

ELLSWORTH 'MSL N 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL N7  

ELLSWORTH MSL N8  

ELLSWORTH MSL N 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL 0 1  

E L L S W O R T H M S L O I O  

ELLSWORTH MSL 0 1 1 

ELLSWORTH MSL 0 2  

PCN - SRLPAJC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  t 0 : 1 3  AM 



INSTALLAT ION NAME ----------------- 
ELLSWORTH MSL H5 

ELLSWORTH MSL H6 

ELLSWORTH MSL H7 

ELLSWORTH M S L  H8 

ELLSWORTH M S L  H9 

i ELLSWORTH MSL 1 1  1 ELLSWORTH MSL I 1 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL I 1 1  

ELLSWORTH MSL 12 

ELLSWORTH M S L  I 3  

ELLSWORTH MSL 1 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL I5 

ELLSWORTH MSL I6 

ELLSWORTH MSL I 7  

ELLSWORTH MSL I 8  

ELLSWORTH MSL I 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL J1 

ELLSWORTH MSL J10 

ELLSWORTH MSL J11 

ELLSWORTH MSL J2 

ELLSWORTH MSL J3 

ELLSWORTH MSL J4 

' ELLSWORTH MSL J5 

ELLSWORTH MSL J6 

ELLSWORTH MSL J7 

* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE:  H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 40  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 40  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 3 7579 820 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 40  

MSL - 0 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 45 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 3 7579 8 16 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 1468 
1 1  # 

4 0  

MSL - 0 
1 

- d  'o I 4 468 4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  

* *  LAN0 * *  
ACRES COST --- ------------ 

120 

132 

113 

114 

117 

5 8 

120 

125 

131 

114 

119 

14 1 

121 

111 

115 

121 

56 

118 

115 

126 

123 

125 

119 

118 

119 

IMPROV 
COST --------------- 

5 440 

9 438 

4 438 

4 450 

5 438 

10 302 

5 440 

6 440 

6 442 

6 44 1 

5 440 

9 442 

6 440 

4 440 

5 440 

6 440 

11 304 

5 443 

4 442 

6 44 1 

6 440 

6 442 

5 440 

5 4 40 

5 440  

TOTAL 
COST ----- 

485 

PCN - SRLPAI lC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT ' 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
INSTALLA-, . ION NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ................................ 
ELLSWORTt j  M S L  F 2  MSL _ 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 3  4 4 4 0  

ELLSWORTl i  M S L  F 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 2  4 4 4 0  

ELLSWORTII  M S L  F 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 3  4 4 4 0  

ELLSWORTl i  M S L  F 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 2  6 4 4 2  

ELLSWORTJI M S L  F 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 3  1 0  4 4 0  

ELLSWORTH M S L  F 7  M S L  - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 4  6 4 4 2  - 

ELLSWORTl i  M S L  F 8  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 6  6 4 4 0  

ELLSWORT!i M S L  F 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 5  6 4 4 2  

ELLSWORTl i  M S L  G I  M S L  - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 1 9  7 0  1 7  3 0 5  

ELLSWORTl i  M S L  G I 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 6  5 4 3 8  

ELLSWORTJi  M S L  G I  1 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 6  6 4 3 8  

ELLSWORTl i  M S L  G 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 6  5 4 3 8  

ELLSWORTI i  M S L  G 3  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 6  5 4 4 0  

ELLSWORTl i  M S L  G 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2  1 6 4 3 8  

ELLSWORTI i  M S L  65 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 7  5 4 3 8  

ELLSWORT(4 M S L  G 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 7  6 4 3 8  

ELLSWORT!i MSL G 7  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 3  4 4 3 8  

ELLSWORTH M S L  G 8  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 7  8 4 4 0  

ELLSWORTH M S L  G 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 5  6 4 3 8  

ELLSWORTt i  M S L  H I  M S L  - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 4 5  1 6 2  2 8 3 3 4  

ELLSWORT!i MSL H I0  M S L  0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 5  4 4 3 8  
I 1  G' 

ELLSWORT!i MSL H I  1 M S L  - 0 - 0 I 4 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 4  4 4 3 8  

ELLSWORT/~  MSL H2 M S L  - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 5  5 4 3 8  
! - 

ELLSWORT!i MSL H3 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  I 1 8  7 4 3 8  

ELLSWORT!i MSL H 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 . 4 6 8  3 9  1 1 2  4 4 3 8  
I 

T O T A L  
COST 

. - - - - -  

4 8 4  

P C N  - SRLP+NC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  " OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
I N S T A L L A T T O N  NAME BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST hRc SQ FEET COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - _  
ELLSWORTH MSL 0 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 4 5  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 

.--------------------------- 
90 9 3 4  1 

T O T A L  
COST ------ 
1 1 9 5  

506 

5 0 8  

5 0 6  

50 1 

5 0 2  

5 0 3  

5 0 4  

5 0 7  

5 0 6  

5 0 2  

1 1 7 7  

506 

5 1  1 

5 0 8  

5 0 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL D 1 1  M S L  - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  - 

ELLSWORTH MSL D 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

ELLSWORTH MSL 03 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL D 4  M S L  - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 - 

ELLSWORTH MSL 05 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL 06 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

ELLSWORTH MSL 0 7  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL 08 M S L  0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL 09 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL E l  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 1 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL E l 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH M S L  E l  I M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL € 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL € 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

ELLSWORTH M S L  € 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH M S L  € 5  M S L  - 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH M S L  E 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH MSL € 7  MSL - 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH MSL € 8  M S L  - 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH M S L  € 9  MSL - 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH M S L  F 1  M S L  
I r  #P - 0 - 4 '0 

'I 
ELLSWORTH M S L  F 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH M S L  F 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 

PCN - SRLPAtJC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 

MS L - 0 - 0 
I ,  4 6 8  4 0  

* *  LAND **  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 1 2  4 4 4 2  

T O T A L  
COST ------ 

4 8 6  

4 9 3  

4 8 7  

1 2 1 7  

508 

506 

5 1 3  

5 0 9  

5 0 6  

509 

5 0 7  

5 1  1 

506 

5 0 9  

1 1 7 2  

4 8 5  

4 8 5  

4 8 9  

I N S T A L L A I ' I O N  NAME 
- - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - 
ELLSWORTII  MSL A I 1 

ELLSWORTt l  MSL A 8  

ELLSWORTII MSL A 9  

ELLSWORTI l  MSL B 1  

ELLSWORTl i  MSL B 1 0  

ELLSWORTIt MSL 8 1 1  

ELLSWORTI i  MSL 8 2  

ELLSWORTII  MSL 83  

ELLSWORTI( MSL 8 4  

ELLSWORTI i  MSL €35 

ELLSW0RT) i  MSL 8 6  

ELLSWORTt4 MSL 8 7  

ELLSWORT!J MSL B 8  

ELLSWORTI i  MSL B 9  

ELLSWORTl i  MSL C 1  

E L L S W O R T ~ ~  MSL C 1 0  

ELLSWORTCi MSL C 1 1  

ELLSWORTi i  M S L  C 2  

ELLSWORTI i  MSL C 3  

ELLSWORTI i  MSL C 4  

ELLSWORTt i  M S L  C 5  

ELLSWORT,~ M S L  C 6  

M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

MSL - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 - 

MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 4 4  

MSL - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  - 

MSL 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 5 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  39 

MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 1 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  - 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 5 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

MSL - 0 0 I t 4 6 8  4 0  - 
I )  g* 

MS L - 0 - 0 I 4 4 6 8  
! 

4 0  

ELLSWORT!i M S L  C 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

ELLSWORT!.I M S L  C 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 i 3  4 4 4 2  4 8 6  

ELLSWORT!J M S L  C 9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 4  6 4 4 0  4 8 6  

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
I N S T A L L A T I  ON NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST 
- -_ - - -_- -_ . - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
E I ELSON AFB 2 7 5  2 4 6 6 3 4 6  1 3 4 1  3 5 9 7 7  3 2 5  3 4 4 3 3 4 5  2 2 2 4 2 2  1 9 7 9 0  0 1 2 0 6 2 4  

TOTAL 
COST 

E I E L S O N  VOR - - - 1 0 4  0 2 0 0  - 0 - 0 

E I E L S O N  AI.PA 1 - 1  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7 5 2 0 1 6  

E I E L S O N  A l  PA 2 - 2  RSC - 0 0 I 7 7 5 2 0 16 - 

E I E L S O N  AI.PA 2 - 3  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7  5 2 8 0 1 6  

E I E L S O N  A1.PA 2 - 4  RSC - 0 0 1 77 5 6 0 1 6  - 

E I E L S O N  A 1  PA 3 - 2 3  RSC - 0 0 1 7 7  8 2 0 1 6  - 

E I E L S O N  AL,PA 3 - 3  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7  5 4 0 16 

E I E L S O N  AL.PA 3 - 3 4  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7 5 2 0 16 

E I N S I E D L E R H O F  MF C - 0 - 0 2 3  1 2 6 2 8 5  1 0 1 0  1 4  I 3 1 5  

EINSIEOLERHOF STG - 0 - 0 2 6  3 7 3 6 6 1  4 0 4 6  2 8  0 985 

EINSIEOLERKOEPFE TNG - 0 - 0 3 1 0 1 4 7  7 8  3 1  1 0 6 3 4  

E L  P A S 0  M1N RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 3 2 0  0 3 

ELOORADO . AFS 

ELKVIEW C&P FHG 

ELLENOALE WAE WA E 

E L L I N G T O N ,  FLO 

E L L I N G T O N  I MM 

ELLSWORTH . AFB 

ELLSWORTH ANX 

ELLSWORTH I OM 

ELLSWORTH STG 

ELLSVORTH ANX RRL 

ELLSWORTH COM COM 

ELLSWORTH MSL A 1 0  MSL 

PAGE 17 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  **  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A l ' I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
DY ESS AFB 6 9 3  1 1 7 2 1 1 7  990 1 2 1 0 7  3 2 9  2 9 6 9 7 9 3  1 3 5 1 5 7  6 3 6 7  5 8 7  7 0 7 5 2  2 1 8 6 0 3  

DYESS WE A - 0 - 0 - - - 3 2 1 6  1 8  

DYESS RE(: CDM - 0 - 0 1 1 5 5 5  4 9 4 0  9 15 7 3  

DYESS TRkNS COM - 0 - 0 I 2 8 7 6  6 9 2 0  5 1 3  8 7 

DYESS 0 1  I MM - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 2 3 2 4  

DYESS 0 2  I MM - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 2 3 2 4 

E COAST DEW - 0 - 0 6 4 9 3 4 2  7 8 2 7  1 0 0  0 5 3 8 0  1 3 2 0 7  

EAGLE PA:iS AAF - 0 - 0 - - - 9 7  5 2 9 6  3 0  1 

EAKER AFH AFB 4 4 4  1 2 9 1 9 9 4  9 2 8  1 2 1 0 1  1 9 9  1 6 6 9 6 2 4  8 1 1 9 3  3 9 3 4  1 9 0 8  4 1 0 5 1  1 3 6 2 5 3  

EASTCDTE ADM - 0 - 0 2 2 1 2 7 0  7 4  - - - 7 4  

EASTERLY I C E  CAP DEW - 0 - 0 2 4 4 006 4 2 1 9  2 5 8 3  0 6 7  1 4 8 9 0  

ECHTERNACHERBRUEK STG - 0 - 0 I 2 1 7 2 4  0 - - 0 0 

EDINBURG GWEN 8 7 0  COM - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1  0 3 4  3 4  

EDWARDS AFB 1 6 8 9  2 4 5 7 7 5 2  1 9 8 9  2 3 7 2 4  1 1 9 0  6 5 8 4 6 7 7  3 8 6 4 0 9  3 0 0 7 2 3  9 2 7 7  1 7 8 5 0 5  5 9 7 9 1 5  

EDWARDS nro MTK - o - o - - - I 9 0 1 1 3  1 1 3  

EDWARDS d l  1 MTK 

EDWARDS A 1 2  MTK 

I EDWARDS f 6  MTK 

EGAN RANGE RRL 

EGELSBACl i  F HG 

E G L I N  AFB 

EGL'IN # 1:) AAF 

E G L I N  # 3  AAF 

E G L I N  # 6  AAF 

E G L I N  R 9  AAF 

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 1 6  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST ACRES COST - --_---_-_-------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -----------------_ 
DAVIS-MONTHN MS 8  M S L  - 0 - 0 2 1 3 2 6  7 5 5  10 

DAVIS-MONTHN MS I0 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 3  

DAVIS-MONTHN MS 1 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 3 3 0  

DECIMOMANhU ABS 

OECKER F L D  

DEEP CREEK V A L L E Y  R R L  

DES MOINES ANG I A P  

DEWAR L A K E S  DEW 

D I C K I N S O N  BHG 

D I C K I N S O N  R B S  RBS 

D I E T Z E N B A C H  FHG 

D I S A P P O I N T M E N T  R R L  

D O B B I N S  AFB 

OONAUESCHINGEN HSP 

DONGEN STG STG 

IMPROV 
COST .------------- 

9 6 5 2 7  

T O T A L  
COST ------ 

DOUGLAS ' RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 - 0 

DOVER AFB 3 7 0  1 7 5 0 9 6 0  1 2 5 6  2 2 6 8 2  2 5 9  3 5 3 5 8 0 0  1 0 6 1  1 9  3 8 2 6  7 0 9 0  6 7 8 1 2  2 0 3 7 0 3  

DOVER FHG 1 5 0  3 6 6 9 0 6  3 0 0  5888  4 7 1 0  2 0 2  7 7  2 3 2  1 1 5 9  7 4 8  1 

DRIFTWOOD B A Y  R R L  - 0 - 0 6 3 6 5 3 0  3 7 3 8  4 5 9  0 3 4 5 5  7 1 9 3  

DUGWAY 0 1  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

DUGWAY 0 2  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

D U L U T H  I A P  - 0 - 0 - t - - 1 3 4 - 
Ir d 

3 4 

OULUTH I N T  ARPT AGB - 0 - 8  A 
1 

6 4  A 3 5 2 1  1 8 2 5 6  3 2 9  1 2 7 1 8  2 0 9 7 5  

DUNKIRK/RAF COM - 0 - 0 2 1 0 7 2  1 9 9  2 0 6 4  2 6 3  

DUTCH MTN R R L  - - 0 - 0 - - 1 0  0 - 0 

P C N  - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 

* * *  UNCI-& . I E D  * * *  

PAGE 1 5  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A Y ' I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ..................................... 
CP PARKS COM - 0 - 0 3 8 4 8  I 5 3  1 12 2 1 4 4  6 7 7  

CP PERRY AGS - 0 - 0 2 1 8 7 4 3 0  2 4 7 3  3 2 0 6 9 0  3 1 6 3  

CP ZAMA COM 0 - 0 7 3 2 6 0 5  0 2 0 0 0 - 

CP ZUKERftN FHG 1 0 5 8  2 7 7 4 0 2 5  1 8 1 6  7 3 5 7 0 3 9 6  0 4 4 8  0 3 0 8  3 1 5  

CRATER I!;LAND RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

CRESCENT C I T Y  BCN 4 1 0 4 7 3  7 0 f 3 5 5 0  4 0  - - - 4 0  

CROSS C I . l Y  BCN - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 200 200  

CROUGHTOlJ RAF 5 6  1 6 2 1 6 5  1 1 1  2 9 8 8  1 2 8  6 3 5 4 9 9  1 9 5 6 3  6 9 4  0 4 4 5 9  2 7 0 1 0  

CROWNSVI1.LE 8 8 9  COM - 0 0 - - 1 0  0 4 1 4 1 

CRYSTAL GWEN 8 4 8  COM - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1  0 3 5  3 5 

CUDDEBACK L A K E  WRG - 0 - 0 - - 7 5 8 4  3 39 4 2 
I 

CUDJOE KCY AFS - 0 0 1 5  2 2 9 0 2  9 3 8  7 0  1 4  8 7 4  1 8 2 6  

CUME DA P R A I A  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 1 1 

I CUME DA I 'RAIA  TCN - 0 - 0 2 8 7 6  3 1 1 0 8 3 9  

TNG 

F HG 

NAS 

F L D  

WRG 

RRL 

FHG 

COM 

AFB 

RRL 

MSL 

I 

I 

I 

PAGE 1 4  

C U S I C K  

DAKOTA R I D G E  

D A L L A S  

DANNELLY! 

DARE COUplTY 

DAVENTRY 

D A V I D S O N j I L L E  

D A V I S  

D A V I  S-MO JTHAN 

DAVIS-MOVTHAN 

DAVIS-MOf.lTHN MS 5 

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
CONE MOUNTAIN RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 

CONFUSION PEAK R R L  0 - 0 2 1 9 7 6  4 0 4  

CONFUSION RANGE R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
CONGER MTh RRL - - - - 0 - 0 

CONGER PEAK R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

CONGER RAhGE R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
CONNER (21MM5)  RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 

CONRAD RBS - - 0 - 0 - - 

CONRAD FHC ANNEX FHG 4 0 5 4 6 7  1 4 0  2 3 5 2  2 1 7 8 8 9  2 2 6 2  

CONRAD RACAR RBS RBS - 0 - 0 1 7 0 0 0  3 2 7 3  

COOLIDGE/FLORENCE MPT - 0 - 0 1 8 3 2  2 I 

COOS HEAD A NG 0 15 4 8 3 7 6  1 6 0 3  - 0 - 
COPENHAGEN F HG 3 5 2  1 9  3 0 2 2 0  1 3  0 

COSTA MESq AGS - 0 - 0 5 2 5 8 5 2  2 8 4  

C O T I L E  . REC 0 1 1 9 2  8 - 0 - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST -------------------------- 

1 0 - 

TOTAL 
COST 

0 

COVA DAS C I N Z A S  POL - 0 - 0 1 3  2 8 0 3  9 9 2  4 1 0 4 7 7 4  5 7 6 6  

COVE GARDENS F HG 3 8 1 3 7 6 9 6  1 3 0  4 4 9 0  1 0 0  4 9 5 4  1 1 1  3 3 1 1  2 4 3  4 8 5 5  

COVENTRY AGS - 0 - 0 1 5  5 9 9 4 5  4 9 6 9  17 1 1 2 4 4  6 2 1 4  

COWBOY OVERLOOK RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 0 

COWBOY PASS RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

COYLE TNG - 0 0 1 960 4 253 0 - - 
i 

4 

COYOTE F L A T S  TST - o o I 1600 3 4 642 o 4 7 4  508  - 
t r  rsd 

CP KOHLER ANX - - f i b  4 9 8 9 0  3 8 6  36 17  2 2 0  6 2 3  
O 1 

CP KUWAE FHG 1 1 1  5 6 7 6 8 6  3 7 5  0 6 1 1 8 0 7  0 11 1 0 2 2 

CP MURRAY AGS 0 1 6  9 7 3 6 4  4 2 3 9  4 1 0 7 1  1 4 9 5 0  - 0 - 

PCN - SRLPAKC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  ? 0 :  1 3  AM 

* * *  UNCLL ' ' I E D  * * *  

PAGE 1 3  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FoOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
C I M A  G A L L I N A  - 0 - 0 2 2 9 0 9  2 3 7  1 0 7 4 3 1  1 RRL 

- 0 - 0 10 4 9 9 3  1 1 9  6 7  1 3 7  2 0 8 7  2 3 4 3  C I N C I N N A T I  D F P  

4 3 2 0  3 1 9 5  6 2 6 2 3 2  7 3 8  1 9  0 3 7  1 1 3 0 4  CINCO P I C O S  COM 3 

- 0 - 0 2 3 5 1 8  1 3 5  3 2 0 7  0 8 8 6  1 0 2  I CLAIBORNE WRG 

- - - - - 0 0 CLARK I N S T R  S I T E  RBS 0 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 - - - 3 4 1 3  1 7  CLAUSEN MTK 

- 0 - 0 60 7 8 5 8 0 1  5 2 8 0 6  1 1 4 3 8  0 1 5 4 3 2  6 8 2 3 8  CLEAR AFS 

- 0 - 0 8 2 1 8 9 0  3 4 4  1 2 9 3 9  0 f 7 3 7  5 1 7 8  C L I N T O N  F O I N T  DEW 

- - - - - 1 0  0 0 0 - 0 C L I V E  RRL 

CMP PENDLETON ANG TNG - 0 - 0 1 6  4 8 7 2 3  16 4 2 0 2 1 8  

- - 1 1 4 5 7  15 2 6 0 0 - 2 I COCOA BEaCH 0 1  COM 

- - 1 5 3 5  1 2  3 1 4  0 0 - 2 6  COCOA B E ~ C H  02 COM 

COCOA O C ~ A N  BEACH MTK 

COL F L S  NEW MEW 

COLD BAY COM 

COLD BLOI I  RRL 

COLLRUNGC AMMO STG 
\ 

COLONY RYS RBS 

COLSTRIP RBS RB S 

COLT1SHAI.L RAF 

COLUMBUS A AF 

COLUMBUS AFB 

COMISO S ' i T E  FHG 

CONCHAS \.AKE 0 2  REC 

CONCORD AM0 

PCN - S R L P l N C  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 1 2  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T l O N  NAME BLDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ____--_----------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CEDAR PASS R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 - 0 

CHANNEL I S L A N D S  AGE - 0 - 0 1 5  . 4 2 0 9 4 4  3 6 2 5 8  2 0 6  5 1 5 0  2 3 1 3 7  6 4 5 4 5  

CHANUTE 

CHANUTE 

CHARLESTOIJ 

CHARLESTOIJ 

CHARLEST0I:J 

CHARLESTOIJ 

CHARLESTOIJ 

CHARLOTTE,'DOUGLAS 

CHARLOTTE,'LSN 

CHELVESTOtJ/RAF 

CHENA R I V E R  

CHERRY CRI~EK 

CHESTER M ~ N I  -MUTE 

A F B  

F H G  

ADM 

AFB 

CAP 

D F P  

F HG 

I A P  

CAP 

FHG 

RSC 

RRL 

RBS 

CHEYENNE oNG MP T - 0 - 0 1 9  2 9 6 0 2 0  6 0 8 7  7 0 0 2 2 9 2  8 3 7 9  
G 

CHEYENNE I I T N  AFB OPS - 0 - 0 5 3  3 3 5 6 4 9  4 9 3 4 2  5 1 9  3 9 2  2 3 7 7 0  7 3 5 0 4  

CHICKSAND! RAF 1 2 2  5 9 7 5 2 1  4 1 3  5 4 7 2  2 3 0  7 5 4 7 4 8  3 0 7 4 8  5 1 6  0 8 6 5 8  4 4 8 7 8  

C H I R A N  : RRL 0 6 6 5 0 5  5 6 4  4 - 0 - 0 2 7 3  8 3 7  

C H I T O S E  ADM 1 6 1  1 1  4 6 5 2 2  5 9 3 3 2  1 5 7 2  1 0 6 7  0 7 2 0  2 3 5 7  

CHOE JONG-!;AN DSS - 0 _ 0 8 2 2 0 3 7  2 4 3 4  4 3 0 1 3 2 7  3 7 6  1 

CHONG J U  ANX - 0 - 0 2 2 8 6 3 7  38 4 
I t  t# 

0 3 4 1 

C ~ O T E A U  MI1 20MM1 RBS - 0 - A '0 - 4 - - 1 4  0 - 
\ 

0 

C H R I S T M A S  COM/RAF RRL - 0 - 0 3 1 1 1 7  1 7 2  2 0 1 1 1  2 8 3  
8 

C I G L I  ABS - 0 0 2 3 4 9 3 5 7  2 2 4  - - - 8 9  3 1 3  

P C N  - SRLPAlJC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  l 0 : 1 3  AM 

* * *  UNCL ' F I E D  * * *  

PAGE 1 1  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N 0  * *  IMPROV T O T A L  

INSTALLA; ION NAME BLDGS SO F E E T  UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CAPE COD AFS - 0 - 0 1 1  96880 8962 101 0 1936 10898 

CAPE DYEF; DEW - 0 - 0 26 138762 16575 23288 0 5679 22254 

CAPE HOOFER DEW - 0 - 0 9 26676 529 1 228 1 0 5750 11041 

CAPE L I SEIURNE COM - 0 - 0 26 142939 16090 1125 0 7696 23786 

CAPE NEWt NHAM COM - 0 - 0 10 55067 14902 2359 0 5212 201 14 

CAPE PARPY DEW - 0 - 0 19 9 1685 9389 2607 0 1972 11361 

CAPE ROMl NZOF COM - 0 - 0 I0 38850 10521 4900 0 5035 15556 
I 

CAPE S A N , B L A S  0-3 MTK - 0 - 0 13 2995 1 94 1 7 40 2 2 426 1389 

CAPE YOUWG DEW - 0 - 0 6 37514 4442 2407 0 836 5278 

C A P I T A L  . MPT - 0 - 0 29 226325 11403 9 1 0 2415 13818 

C A R I B O U  COM - 0 - 0 5 14405 492 7 1 2 3 223 738 

CARPENDEl lS PARK 

CARRABELI  E 

CARROLLTON G 851 

CARSWELL'  

CARSWELL 

CARSWELL 

CARSWELL 02  

CARTER CI1EEK 

CASTLE 

C A S T L E  

C A S T L E  H:;G ANX U 2  

C A S T L E  M ' N  

C A S T L E  0:) 

F H G  

MTK 

COM 

A F B  

A MO 

I MM 

L I T  

REC 

A F B  

I MM 

FHG 

R R L  

FHG 

C A V A L I E R  AFS 6 16880 12 252 46 395994 2 4 650 0 0 276 

P C N  - SRLP t N C  
03/18/1993 10:13 AM 

* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLATION NAME BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----_------------ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
BURNT MTN RSC - 0 - 0 6 4 3 2 0  501 5 0 7 0  0 1 4 4  6 4 5  

CA JUNTA TNG WRG - 0 0 6 1 2 7 4 0  7 4 9  1 4  3 2 2 1 3  9 9 4  - 

I CABRITO 

CALDE I RA 

CALDEIRA 

CALDEIRA 

CALDEIRA ANX 

CALUMET 

CAMBRIDGE BAY 

CAMP BLANDING TRN 

CAMP CASEY 

CAMP COURTNEY 

CAMP H I A L E A H  

CAMP HOWZE 

CAMP HUMPHREYS 

CAMP M C T U R ~ O U S  

CAMP RED CLOUD 

CAMP SANTIAGE ANG 

CAMP S H I E L D S  

CAMP I O N  

CANNON 

STG 

BCN 

STG 

VOR 

COM 

AFS 

DEW 

ANX 

WE A 

F HG 

BHG 

ANX 

RRL 

FHG 

RRL 

WRG 

F HG 

AFS 

AFB 

CANTON GWEN 6 6 1  COM - 0 45  0 0 0 - 0 - I - - 

' CANYON CREEK RRL - f l  b 1 ( 1 6 0 9  1 2 2  4 I 0 1 7 7  299 
11 @ - 0 

1 
I 

CANYON LAKE REC - 0 0 7 6 3 9 3  2 4 0  5 4  0 4 3 6  6 7 6  - 

CAPE CANAVERAL AFS - 0 - 0 5 5 2  3 0 9 4 5 2 1  1 7 6 1 1 4  1 5 4 3 5  5 6 7 4  1 8 0 2 9 6  3 6 2 0 8 4  

PCN - SRLPAhC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 9 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  I MPROV T O T A L  * *  LAND * *  
I N S T A L L A 1  I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST 
- - - - - - - - J - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..................................... 
BOULDER RSC - 0 - 0 7 6915 6 6  I 110 2 352 1015 

B O V I N E  M 1 N  COM - 0 - 0 2 2865 1012 3 0 718 1730 

BOVINGDOPl RRL - 0 - 0 3 2912 167 1 0 198 365 

BOWMANS E.AYOU D l  RRL - 0 - 0 1 1247 33 4 1 14 4 8 

BRACKLEY 'FHG FHG 5 0  81380 50 0 - - - - - - 0 

BRADLEY I AP - 0 - 0 33 261049 13938 122 0 3485 17423 

BRANDY W I t l E  COM - 0 - 0 13 2 1925 1550 1640 145 1211 2906 

FHG 

STG 

STG 

ABS 

STG 

RRL 

AFB 

DEW 

F H G  

ADM 

RRL 

DEW 

ABS 

SWG 

F H G  

AGE 

I A P  

P O L  

BRANOYWIVIE 

BRANDYWII IE 

BREMEN 5 '  G 

BREMGARTFN 

B R I N D I S I  
I 

B R I T T O N  

BROOKS 

PAGE 8 

- - 

BROUGHTOll I S L A N D  

BRUEXGEN 

BRUXELLE'; 

BRYANT S ~ R E E T  

BRYON BA'! 

BUCHE L 

BUCHENBEIIREN 

BUCHSCHLt lG 

BUCKLEY . 
B U R L I N G T U N  

B U R L I N G T I I N  

P C N  - SRLP%NC 
03/18/1993' 10: 13 AM 



INSTALLATION NAME ----------------- 
B I R C H  LAKE 

BIRMINGHAM 

B I S H O P  

B I S H O P S  GREEN 

B I T B U R G  

B I T B U R G  

B I TBURG 

B I T B U R G  02, 

B I T B U R G  02 

B I T B U R G  03 STG 

B I T B U R G  04 STG 

BLACK ROCK 

B L A I R  LAKE 

BLUE ASH 

B L Y T H E V I L L E  

BOB0 GWEN 863 

BOERFINK ADM OFC 

B O I S E  

BOLES WELLS 

B O L L I N G  

BONITO LAKE 

* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

REC - 0 - 0 3 1 19378 487 5 1 0 190 

APT - 0 - 0 35 27981 1 7692 8 6 0 2513 

T S T  - 0 - 0 - - - 62 0 24 

FHG 19 101096 7 0  2670 - - - 10 0 137 

ABS - 0 - 0 441 2872476 70688 1239 2 21517 

STG - 0 - 0 - - - I 0 0 

F HG 5 608 13 3 4 0 7 66566 2 15 0 5 

STG - 0 - 0 23 445186 845 2 7 0 30 

STG - 0 - 0 1 12234 0 - - - 

STG - 0 - 0 1 6130 0 - - - 
R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 10 0 - 
WRG - 0 - 0 7 8 106 97 1 33964 0 455 

AGS - 0 - 0 19 54247 896 12 0 234 

I MM - 0 - 0 - - - 2 2 12 

COM - 0 - 0 1 100 2 11 19 2 6 

ADM - 0 - 0 I 10575 2 20 - - - 

ATM - 0 - 0 199 1230733 30284 1994 0 13066 

WSS - 0 - 0 2 1634 70 741 1 1003 4952 

AFB 255 2111590 1395 37174 160 2922128 177839 607 861 26067 

WSS - 0 - 0 5 1529 117 155 1 3531 

TOTAL 
COST ------- 

677 

10205 

2 4 

2807 

92207 

34427 

0 

7 

875 

0 

0 

0 

1426 

1130 

14 

47 

220 

43350 

6025 

24 194 1 

3649 

I 

BOSCDMBE DOWN RAF 0 38 229149 30 - - - 0 - 405 435 

BOTLEY H I L L  RRL 0 5 3372 252 1 - 0 - 0 77 329 

PCN - SRLPAkC 
03/18/1993 t 0 : 1 3  AM PAGE 7 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOoTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  **  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
- - 0 - 0 - .  - 3 6 0 BEAVER CQEEK R R L  - 0 

RSC - 0 - 0 BEAVER C l lEEK - - - 425 0 311 3 1  1 

R A F  - 0 - 0 BEDFORD - - - - - 5 5 55 

- 0 - 0 2 22200 0 BEDFORD S T G  - - - 0 

- 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 B E L L E  FOIJRCHE RBS - 0 

BELLE F O ~ R C H E  FHG FHG 2 6 79158 50 6998 4 2830 36 2 1220 87 2276 12191 

BELLEV1LI .E T S T  - 0 _ 0 1 1083 0 0 0 37 3 7 

BELLEVUE COM S I T E  COM - 0 _ 0 1 9 0  354 0 0 158 512 

BELLINGHdiM MPT - 0 - 0 9 40804 1378 8 0 326 1704 

BELLOWS A F S  4 6898 6 23 116 163146 4160' 1569 12 7589 11784 

B E L T O N  TNG - 0 - 0 4 31 12 64 473 37 2 3 124 

R R L  - 0 - 0 1 817 108 B E N - A H I N  - - 250 358 

F HG 89 294216 300 0 89 6622 0 BENTWATEIZS - - - 0 

BENTWATE12S RAF 3 1 92237 6 8 892 338 1968431 95374 1057 0 16115 112381 

BENTWATEi lS SWG - 0 - 0 1 196 0 8 0 0 0 

BERGSTROJ? AAF - 0 - 0 2 49 10  0 1 0 0 0 

BERGSTROY AFB 353 854178 719 17697 360 2827101 106788 4073 1984 44912 171381 

BERGSTROP I MM 

BERGSTROg REC 

BERGSTR0:d TRANS COM 

BETHEL RRL 

B IC 'ESTER RAF 

B I G  C A R T i R  CAY NAF 

B I G  MTN R R L  

B I N S F E L O  FHG FHG 

PCN - SRLPANC 
03/18/1993 10: 13 AM PAGE 6 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLAT~ON NAME BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _______- -_- - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ---_-_-----_-__---------------------- 
B A L I K E S I R  BHG BHG - 0 - 0 2 23028 0 - _ 0 0 

BANGOR I MM 0 1 9 5 1 2 1 1 1  13 - 0 - 

BANGDR AN(; I A P  0 70 631514 32352 457 206 8186 - 0 - 407 4 4 

BANN COM 0 6 12053 1261 6 2 957 - 0 - 2220 

BANN 02 COM 0 6 16369 634 5 1 I 294 - 0 - 929 

BARAJAS ADM 0 1 704 0 - - - - 0 - 0 

BARBERS P O I N T  NAS 0 2 16827 2130 3 0 423 2553 - 0 - 

BARCELONA 3 ADM AOM 0 1 404 0 - - - - 0 - 0 

BARDENAS I!EALES WRG - 0 - 0 2 302 1 36 - - 3 39 

BARFORO S:' JO/RAF COM - 0 - 0 1 1  75095 2248 476 0 1516 3764 

BARKING Si*NDS ANX 0 9 8 160 0 2 0 - 0 - - 0 

BARKING SONDS COM 0 3 17532 1393 3 0 178 1571 - 0 - 

BARKSOALE AFB 
I 

BARKSDALE BCN 

BARKSDALE I MM 

BARKWAY/RI,F COM 

BARNES MPT 

BARRO RRL 

BARTER I S 1  AND DEW 

BASDAHL COM 

BAYSHORE RBS 

BEALE AFB 

' BEANTOWN OWEN 824 COM 

BEAR CREEK RRL 

BEATTY , RRL 

PAGE 5 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEART115  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - -  ..................................... 

SVC - 0 - 0 I 3 7 5 9 3  0 - - - A T H E N A I  C 3  
0 

A T L A N T I C  C I T Y  APT - 0 - 0 4 2  3 2 3 8 0 6  1 2 4 2 0  2 8 6  0 2 0 6 4  1 4 4 8 4  

ATSUGI  COM - 0 
- 0 1 2 1 6 0  0 1 0 0 0 

- 0 - 0 5 5 7 0 7  0 66 1 0 ATTERBURY WRG WRG - 0 

A T T U  RSC - 0 - 0 1 3 0 0  4 1 3 0 2 2 6 3 

AVA TST - 0 - 0 4 1 2 3 5 9  3 3 7  2 9 7  1 7  2 6 3  6 1 7  

A V E L L I N O  SVC - 0 - 0 1 1 4 4 4 0  0 I 0 0 0 

A V I A N 0  ABS 6 6 3 7 2  6 0 2 0 0  1 0 8 4 7 0 6  1 6 0 8 4  9 8 9  0 8 8 2 1  2 4 9 0 5  

AOM - 0 - 0 7 3 5 7 3 3  6 9 7  8 0 1 3 9  836 

AM0 - 0 - 0 3 3  3 8 3 9 4  1 1 2  4 7 0 6 4 1 7 6  

A V I A N 0  ANX - 0 - 0 2 6 4 0  3 I 0 4 7 

A V I A N O  

A V  I AN0 

MFC - 0 - 0 1 5  8 5 3 1 5  1 4 4 4  7 0 3 2  1 1 7 6 5  

POL - 0 - 0 6 4 9 8 3  1 4  7 0 1 9  3 3 

A V I A N 0  S1  G STG - 0 - 0 1 4 7 8 2 8  0 6 0 0 0 

A V I A N 0  0: B H G  BHG - 0 - 0 4 6  3 9 0 8 5 6  1 1 7 9 2  3 9  0 1 1 0 2  1 2 8 9 4  

A V I A N 0  O:! ADM - 0 - 0 4 2 9  1 7 8  0 1 0 0 0 

A V I A N 0  0:: H S G  BHG - 0 - 0 2 6  1 9 4 9 2 3  8 2  1 5  1 3  0 3 8 8  8 6 0 3  

A V I A N 0  Od F HG 1 3 8 5 2  I 0 - - - I 0 0 0 

AVON PARIt  WRG - 0 - 0 4 2 7 4 6  3 3 4  1 0 0 9 2 9  3 1 5  1 7 5 3  2 4 0 2  

BAD M U E N ~ E R  COM - 0 - 0 1 4  2 7 9 9  1 2 1 4 6  2 4 0 5 0 2  2 6 4 8  

- 0 - 0 5 ' 8 5 7 8  2 B A D E N - S O t L L I N G E N  ABS - - 3 1 3 3 
I, It;" 

B A D I N  COM - - 8  ' 0  7 9 4 0 7 8 7  2 0 2 5  2 1 0 1 9 6  2 2 2  1 

BADLANDS WRG - 0 - 0 _ - - 2 4 8 7  1 0  1 0 2  1 1 2  

B A L D  MTN R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 3 3 

B A L I K E S I H  R R L  - 0 - 0 18 4 1 0 6 4  2 9 4 5  I 0 6 8 4  3 6 2 9  

P C N  - SRLPQNC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 : 1 3  AM 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FODTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND **  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS S O F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ------------------------------------- 
ANOERSEN 0 1  COM - 0 - 0 - - - 8 6 2  30 3 3 6 3  

ANDERSEN 0 1  F HG - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 2  3 1 7 5  1 7 8  

ANDERSEN 0 1  P O L  - 0 0 3 1 9 9 8  2 7 2  96 - 2 1 8 8 0  2 1 5 4  

ANDERSEN 0 2  COM 0 2 2 2 9 2 4  1 2 4 9  4 3 2  9 4 3 5  1 1 6 9 4  - 0 - 
ANDERSEN 0 2  POL 6 9 6 1 2  6 1 0 4 4  2 6 0 1  1 2 7 0  6 4 2 3 1 3 6  4 4 5 2  

ANDERSEN 0 4  FHG 1 1  1 9 4 3 7  1 1  5 9 1 266 1 4 0 8  1 6  4 9 9  5 7 5  

ANDREWS A F B  6 8 9  2 9 6 0 9 1 5  2 0 5 4  4 2 8 0 5  4 9 6  4 9 7 0 8 1 5  2 2 5 3 8 9  4 9 7  1 4 1 2 6  9 4 2 6 4  3 6 6 5 8 4  

ANDREWS ANX - 0 - 0 2 1 4 4 0  2 6 2 I 1 2 8 

ANKARA ASN 0 7 7  5 4 7 6 9 0  1 8 5 4 8  1 3 6  0 4 1 4 3  2 2 6 9  1 - 0 - 

ANKARA RSC 0 1 4  1 5 7 4 9  6 4 9  8 0 5 8 4  1 2 3 3  - 0 - 
, 

ANKARA 0 3  

I 

ANTELOPE bDGE 

I 
A N T I G U A  

I A N V I L  MTN 

I 
A P A L A C H I C U L A  

APEX 

APPLETON ClWEN 8 4 6  

ARAXOS 

ARDLEY 

ARFT 

ARKABULTA L A K E  

ARNOLD 

A S C E N S I O N  

ASHLAND 

A T H E N A I  0 2  

H S G  

RRL 

ASN 

R R L  

R R L  

COM 

COM 

R R L  

FHG 

R R L  

TNG 

AFB 

AAF 

RBS 

ADM 

PCN - S R L P A I ~ C  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  10: 1 3  AM PAGE 3 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE:  H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS O F  30 S E P  92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  **  * *  L A N 0  * *  I M P R O V  T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A 1  I O N  NAME B L D G S  SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST N B R  S O  F E E T  COST ACRES C O S T  COST 

COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - _ - - _ - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
' ALBROOK A F S  274 806188 468 8351 150 880136 10531 

617 0 10815 29697 

ALBUQUER(tUE SWG SWG - 0 - 0 1 36 189 - - - 
189 

ALCOA ' AGS - 0 - 0 10 41 104 104 1 
12 0 7 8 1 119 

ALCONBURY R A F  107 340992 211 5267 402 2670087 119125 1225 0 26895 151287 

ALEMOAG R R L  - 0 0 2 1555 122 
1 0 157 279 

ADM - 0 - 0 1 248 0 - - - A L I C A N T E  
0 

A L L E N  C 3 HOMPSON F L D  - 0 - 0 30 313544 16456 116 0 10409 26865 

A L P E N A  C[!UNTY REG APT 

A L T I N O V A  01 WSS 

A L T I N O V A  02 WSS 

A L T I N O V A  03 WSS 

A L T I N O V A  04 WSS 

A L T U S  A F B  

A L T U S  I MM 

A L T U S  

A L T U S  

TNG 

VOR 

A L Z A D A  R B S  

A L Z E Y  COM 

A M I O O N  S L T E  R B S  

ANDERSEN AOM 

ANOERSEN A F B  

A N D E R S E N  A F S  

A N D E R S E N  BCN 

A N O E R S E N  VOR 

ANOERSEN WSS 

P C N  - S R L P 4 N C  
03/18/1993. 10: 13 A M  

P A G E  2 





-- 
* * *  UNCLl  . F I E D  * * *  

;ii0., j,,, ,,+ c&,b kAF S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ ~LKITAGE/COST REPORT .i 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
AALBORG ABS - 0 - 0 5 1 2 3 9 2  0 - - 2 1 9  2 1 9  

ABSTON -AGS - 0 - 0 3 1 8 4 7 4  1 1 7 6  3 1 0 2 3  1 1 4 0 7  

ACUSHNET G\IEN 4 0 4  COM - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2  0 8 1 1 8  8 1  18 

ADANA 

ADANA 

s VC - 0 - 0 1 7 0 0  0 - - - 0 

WSS - 0 _ 0 3 1 4 2 0  1 4 7  I 0 2 9 6  4 4 3  

A D E L A I D E  ANX - 0 - 0 3 2 2 0 8  0 - - - 0 

A F  ACADEMY AUX F D  AAF - 0 - 0 2 300 2 2 6  1 9 7  1 8 7  3 1 4 4 4  

A F  PLANT NO 7 0  AFP - 0 - 0 8 3 7 5 7 2 3  3 9 1 9  5 3 1 539 4 4 5 9  

A F  PLANT 0:) AFP - 0 - 0 7 0  2 7 9 9 0 7 1  2 6 6 0 7  6 6 0  5 1 1 9 9 6  3 8 6 0 8  

A F  PLANT 0 9 4  AFP - 0 - 0 1 0 2  6 5 1 1 0 0 6  9 0 2 0 7  5 9 9  5 6  1 9 5 9 6  1 0 9 8 5 9  

A F  PLANT O? AFP - 0 - 0 1 0 8  6 4 0 4 2 1 4  8 9 8 5 5  7 2 0  2 9 4  2 7 4 6 8  1 1 7 6 1 7  

A F  PLANT I \ ?  AFP 

AF PLANT 3 #  AFP 

A F  PLANT 4.f AFP 

AF PLANT 5r AFP 

AF PLANT 7 t j  AFP 

I A F  PLANT 8 9  AFP 

AGUALVA AM0 

AGUALVA COM 

AHLBACH WSS 

AHLHORN ABS 

AINSWORTH GWEN663 COM 

AKASAKA j ADM 

A L A I D  I S  ANX 

ALAMOGORDOl BCN 

P C N  - SRLPAN*; 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  10: 1 3  AM 

i 
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***  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  _ -___ - -____________ - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - -  
TUMMONDS '.HILL TST  - 0 - 0 I 1 5 5 7  8 7  2 0 4 7  1 3 4  

TUMTUM TNG - 0 - 0 - - - 1 6 0  0 - 0 

TWIN  MOUNTAIN RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 5 0 - 0 

TYNDALL AFB 5 9 6  1 2 6 5 2 1 7  9 4 1  1 6 7 8 5  5 1 9  3 4 6 6 5 2 0  1 2 5 9 6 4  2 8 8 2 4  5 4 5  7 6 0 6 7  2 1 9 3 6 1  

UPPER HEYFORO ' RAF 1 5 3  3 9 7 7 9 6  3 1 3  3 6 0 1  6 7 9  2 7 4 0 2 0 9  7 8 5 1 7  1 2 2 1  0 3 0 6 1 7  1 1 2 7 3 5  

UPPER HEYFORO SWG - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 1034  1 0 3 4  

UPWOOD , RAF 9 7  2 4 6 8 4 2  2 2  1 8 2 8  9 7  6 7 7 8 6 6  9 7 7 7  2 1 6  0 1 7 9 8  1 2 4 0 3  

USAF ACADEMY ACD 7 8 1  2 3 3 7 4 2 2  1 2 2 6  2 7 1  1 3  2 9 3  5 6 1  1 4 2 5  2 2 0 8 4 0  5 3 4 3 6  2 1 8 8  7 5 3 7 9  3 2 5 5 2 0  

UTAH PEAK RRL  - - - 1 0  - 0 - 0 0 - 0 

UTAH RGE NORTH TST  0 8 6  3 3 0 2 4 8  1 6 7 7 3 .  3 6 6 5 3 9  - 0 - 1 7 4 8 2  2 4 2 5 6  

UTAH RGE SOUTH-UT TST  - 0 - 0 2 9  5 0 4 3 2  8 8 1  5 7 2 7 5 3  5 3 4 4 6  1 3 8 0  

UTAH SOUTH NV TST  - - 0 - 0 - - 1 4 5 9 5  0 - 0 

U T  I CA BCN - 0 - 0 - - - 5 0 3 1 3  3 1 3  

UXBRIDGE RA F 

VAN NUYS APT 

VANCE AFB 

VANDEL ADS ABS 

VANDENBERG AFB 

VANOENBERG COM 

VANOENBERG SWG 

VANOENBEUG 0 1  MTK 

~ANDENBEPG 01 wss 

VANDENBEPG 0 2  WSS 

VANDENBERG 0 3  MTK 

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 ,  1 0 :  13 AM 



*.' , , . . 
SPECIAL BUILD IN^ so F;OTAGE/COST R ~ P O R T  

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

INSTALLAT~ON NAME ---------- ------ - 
VANDENBERCj 04 

VERONA 

VERONA 

V I B O R G  

V I E N N A  

VIGONOVO 

V I L L A  NOVA 

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 

BLDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MTK - 0 - 0 2 5 7 7  4 4 1 0 3 4 2  3 8 6  

D F P  - 0 - 0 4 2 4 4 9  3 0 9  3 5 1 8  1 3 0 7  1 6 3 4  

T S T  - 0 - 0 3 5  1 0 7 9 2 5  1 0 6 6 3  5 1 3  6 4  3 2 4 5  1 3 9 7 2  

- 0 - 0 1 2 4 8 6  0 REC - - - 0 

T S T  - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 7 7 

S T G  - 0 - 0 2 1 3 9 3 4 2  0 5 0 0 0 

COM 3 4 3 2 0  3 2 0 4  3 1 3 6 6 1  4 4 4  6 0 2 2 8  8 7 6  

V I L L A  NOVA 06 WSS ' - 0 - 0 1 2 0 4  9 1 0 2 2 3 1 

V I L L A S O R  S T G  - 0 - 0 3 1 9 6 9  1 0 I 0 0 0 

VOGELWEH F H G  1 2 1  4 2 4 7 6 6 1  2 3 7 6  1 6 7 4 6  1 0 7  1 3 3 7 0 6 5  2 3 2 7 5  6 7 9  2 4 0 6 5  4 4 0 8 8  

VOLK I OM - 0 - 0 1 5 7 6  3 6  3 0  0 1 3 7  

VOLK F I E L C  AGB - 0 - 0 1 8 4  4 6 9 4 7 4  6 4 7 2  2 3 3 6  5 4 6 3 2  1 1 1 0 9  

- 0 - 0 3 3 5 6 2  2 4 7  V O L K E L  A B S  - - 7 4 3 2  1 

- 0 - 0 1 5 1 7 6  0 V O L K E L  S C H  
- - - 0 

VUGHT R R L  R R L  

W COAST DEW 

W DRAY T O N I  RAF F H G  

W K K E L L O F G  A P T  
i 

W S KAMP BHG 

WABASSO R R L  

WADDINGTO& R A F  

WAHIAWA COM 

WAINWRIGHI' DEW 

WAKE I S L A N D  AFD 

WAKKANAI A SN 

P C N  - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  10: 13 AM 

PAGE 9 7  
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILYHOUSING * **  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLATION NAME BLDGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ---_------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WANT AGE FHG 7 6 9 9 5 7 2  8 3  3 8  5 1714  0 6 0 - 3 8 

WARREN GROVE WRG - 0 - 0 3 3 2 2 0  5 3 9 4 4 3  7 0 0 0  1558 8 6 1  1 

WATEREE REC 0 2 7 17043  2 9 2  - 0 - 2 4  3 5 0  161 8 0 3  

WATERTOWN COM 0 3 2 8 1 7  1 1 8  8 - 0 - 3 8 7 208  

WATFORO C I T Y  BCN 0 1 1898  2 6 3  4 - 0 - 0 141 404 

WATKINS GWEN 6 6 6  COM - 0 - .  0 ,  - - - 7 2  0 2 9 29  

WEILERBACH FHG 1 4636  3 0 - - - - - 0 0 

WEILERBACH 0 2  F HG I 4 5 9 6 0  2 6 0 - - - - - 0 0 

WELFORO QAF AM0 8 3 1277 2 1 2 8 6  1 5 0  494335  9 5 6 0  8 0 6  0 4438  14284  

WELFORO/RAF SWG - 0 - 0 2 2 6 4  0 3 0 0 0 

WELLESLEY AGS 0 3 36285  1516  8 0 143  - 0 - 1659  

WENOOVER RRL 0 I 3 2 0 0 0  1 3 8  5 0 - 0 - 3 5  173  

WEST KEG PASS RRL - - 0 - 0 - - 3 0 - 0 

WEST R U I S L I P  RAF 0 3 33832  8 4 3  6 0 - 0 - 3 4 8 7 7  

WESTERLY I C E  CAP DEW - 0 - 0 2 4 4 0 0 6  4 4 6 2  2583  0 5 3 8  5 0 0 0  

WESTOVER AFB 0 1 0 4  1526030  6 0 4 3 1  2577 - 0 - 2163  34827  9 7 4 2  1 

WESTOVER COM 0 1 1826  5 2 3 2 - 0 - 9 6 3 

WESTOVER 0 1  ANX - - 0 - 0 - - 5 1 - I 

WESTOVER' 0 1  COM - 0 - 0 3 7 6 7 0  2 4 7  100 32 6 2 3 4  1 

WESTOVER' 0 2  ANX - o - - - 0 - 7 2 - 2 

WESTROZEFEKE RRL - 0 - 0 2 9 3 8  117 - - 
Ir g' 

2 7 7  3 9 4  

WHEELER ' AFB 2 0 5  6 9 5 1 4 2  4 9 2  7d28  1 3 9  1 8 7 4 6 2 4  19199  139 1 
1 

2 1 0 5 2 0  3 7 6 4 9  

WHEELER FIOGE 6 4 8  COM - 0 - - - - 0 11 0 5 1 3  5 1 3  

WHITEHOUSE BCN - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 3 0 0  3 00 

WHITEMAN AFB 5 6 3  1800238 9 9 1  15643  1 9 5  3 0 6 2 2 9 0  2 8 6 8 8 0  - 4933  8 0 1  175436 4 7 8 7 6 0  

PCN - SRLPeNC 
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, SPECI:: B l l i ~ O l t J G  JG i U u l r  . , ,U5i K C ,  ul i l  
SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  c 

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST 
_____..___________ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WHITEMAN . I O M  - 0 - 0 

WHITEMAN S T G  - 0 - 0 

WHITEMAN GWEN 62 MSL - o - o 

WHITEMAN M L S  K 7  M S L  - 0 - 0 

WHITEMAN M S L  A 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I 3 4 3  3 5 2 2 2 

TOTAL 
COST - - - - -  
3 9 

WHITEMAN M S L  A 1 0  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1  1 7 5 6 6  699 

WHITEMAN Y S L  A l l  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1  1 6 5 6 6  698 

WHITEMAN Y S L  A 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 0  6 5 6 7  6 9 9  

WHITEMAN M S L  A 3  

WHITEMAN M S L  A 5  

WHITEMAN M S L  A 6  

WHITEMAN V S L  A 7  

WHITEMAN Y S L  A 8  

WHITEMAN Y5L A 9  

WHITEMAN Y S L  81 

WHITEMAN Y S L  810 

WHITEMAN M F L  B I I 
! 

WHITEMAN MFL 83 

WHITEMAN M.SL 8 4  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

MS L 

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

WHITEMAN M S L  65 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 3  6 5 3 8  6 7 0  

WHITEMAN M S L  86 MSL - 0 - 0 1 , 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 0  6 5 3 8  6 7 0  

WHITE,MAN M S L  8 7  . M S L  
I r  ac' - 0 - h b  1 ( 3 7 5  1 2 6  9 6 2 0  5 3 8  6 8 4  

WHITEMAN Y S L  88 MSL - 0 0 - 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 2  5 5 3 8  6 6 9  

WHITEMAN b45L B9 MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  f2C; 1 1  1 6 5 4 1 8 6  

t 

P C N  - SRLPAN*C 
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I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
WHITEMAN MSL C1 

WHITEMAN MSL C10 

WHITEMAN MSL C11 

WHITEMAN MSL C2 

WHITEMAN MSL C3 

WHITEMAN' MSL C4 

WHITEMAN MSL C5 

WHITEMAN MSL C6 

WH~TEMAN MSL C7 

WHITEMAN MSL CB 

WHITEMAN MSL C9 

WHITEMAN MSL Dl 

WHITEMAN' MSL Dl0 

WHITEMAN MSL D 1 1 

WHITEMAN MSL 02 

WHITEMAN MSL D3 

WHITEMAN MSL 04 

WHITEMAN MSL D5 

WHITEMAN MSL 06 

WHITEMAN MSL 07 

WHITEMAN MSL D8 

WHITEMAN MSL D9 

WHITEMAN MSL El 

WHITEMAN MSL El0 

WHITEMBN MSL E l l  

*** UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

***  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - _ _ _ - _ - - _ - _ - _ - _ - _ _ _ _  

MSL - 0 - 0 2 16606 924 236 3 3 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1 1  5 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 6 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 5 

MSL - 0 - 0 .  1 375 126 112 6 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 119 8 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 114 8 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 114 1 1  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 6 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 113 6 

MSL - 0 - 0 2 16606 929 234 6 5 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 4 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 117 24 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 5 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1 1  5 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 5 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 17 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1  1 6 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 t 375 126 112 6 

MSL 
Ir bv - 0 

I 
- $  '0 1 t 375 126 

1 

MSL - 0 - 0 2 16606 927 234 64 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 6 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 109 16 

IMPROV 
COST ----  - - - - -  - -  

180 

489 

489 

489 

489 

489 

489 

489 

489 

489 

489 

235 

487 

489 

489 

489 

489 

489 

500 

489 

489 

489 

178 

489 

500 

TOTAL 
COST 

1137 

6 20 

62 1 

620 

624 

62 1 

623 

623 

626 

62 1 

62 1 

1229 

617 

639 

620 

62 1 

620 

620 

643 

62 1 

62 1 

633 

1169 

62 1 

642 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 
COST COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WHITEMAN h S L  E2 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 125 106 6 489 620 

WHITEMAN C S L  €3 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 6 489 62 1 

WHITEMAN Y S L  E 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 375 126 1 1  1 5 489 620 

WHITEMAN Y S L  € 5  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 5 489 6 20 

WHITEMAN Y S L  E 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 5 489 620 

i 
WHITEMAN $ S L  € 7  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 6 489 .62 1 

i 

WHITEMAN N S L  E 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 5 489 620 

WHITEMAN Y S L  E 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 I 375 126 113 9 489 624 

WHITEMAN ~ S L  F 1 M S L  - 0 - 0 .2 16606 1028 242 76 181 1285 

WHITEMAN j S L  FlO M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1  1 1 1  54 1 678 

WHITEMAN MSL F I I MSL - o - o 1 375 126 1 1  1 10 527 663 

WHITEMAN h S L  F3 M S L  _ 0 - 0 1 375 126 110 8 54 1 675 

WHITEMAN NSL F4 M S L .  - 0 - 0 I 375 126 112 6 54 1 673 

6 

WHITEMAN $ 5 ~  F 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1 1  5 54 1 672 

WHITEMAN YSL F 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1  1 9 54 1 676 

WHITEMAN &SL F 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1  I 5 54 1 672 

WHITEMAN k'SL F8 MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1 1  7 54 1 674 

WHITEMAN $SL F9 MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 115 2 1 54 1 688 

- 0 - 0 2 16606 946 295 84 162 1192 
WHITEMAN k S L  GI MSL 

WHITEMAN H S L  G I 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1  1 7 487 620 

WHITEMAN Y S L  GI 1 MSL - 0 - 0 1 1375 126 116 7 487 620 
1 1  d \ 

WHITEMAN k S L  62 MSL - 0 - $  0 1 4 375 126 114 5 487 6 18 

t 
WHITEMAN g S L  63 MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 7 487 620 

WHITEMAN Y S L  64 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 , 117 2 3 487 636 

P C N  - SRLPAI lC  
03/18/1993 to: 13 AM 
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I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
WHITEMAN HSL G5 

WHITEMAN MSL G6 

WHITEMAN YSL  67 

WHITEMAN WSL 68 

WHITEMAN WSL G 9  

WHITEMAN MSL H I  

WHITEMAN MSL HI0 

WHITEMAN VSL HI1 

WHITEMAN MSL H 2  

WHITEMAN MSL H 3  

WHITEMAN MSL H 4  

WHITEMAN MSL H 5  

WHITEMAN MSL H6 

WHITEMAN MSL H 7  

WHITEMAN MSL H 8  

WHITEMAN MSL H 9  

WHITEMAN MSL I 1  

WHITEMAN MSL I 1 0  

WHITEMAN :MSL I I I 

WHITEMAN MSL I2 

WHITEMAN 'MSL I 3  

WHITEMAN MSL 1 4  

WHITEMAN MSL 1 5  

WHITEMAN MSL 16 

WHITEMAN MSL I 7  

* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

***  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
BLOGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 125 8 487 

MSL - 0 0 1 375 126 1 1  1 6 487 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 5 487 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 112 7 487 

MSL - 0 - .  0 2 16606 93 1 218 58 229 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 110 5 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 110 6 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1  1 6 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 115 5 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 109 5 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 6 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 110 15 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 119 5 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 115 5 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1 1  5 357 

MSL - 0 - 0 2 16606 97 2 250 80 171 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 1 1  1 8 36 1 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 6 36 1 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 5 36 1 

MSL - 0 - 
1 ,  ab 0 1 t 375 126 112 5 36 1 

i 
MSL - 

O 1 
- $  0 1 4 375 126 112 5 362 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 115 14 36 1 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 125 1 1  1 12 36 1 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 10 9 36 1 

TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - -  
62 1 

6 19 

6 18 

620 

6 18 

1218 

488 

489 

489 

488 

488 

489 

498 

488 

488 

488 

1223 

495 

493 

492 

492 

493 

50 1 

498 

496 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  
3 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST 
---------i------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ' - - - -  .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WHITEMAN W:SL I 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 5  6 3 6  1 4 9 3  

WHITEMAN N S L  3 1  MSL - 0 - 0 2 1 6 6 0 6  9 3 7  2 0 3  5 7 1 7 0  1 1 6 4  

WHITEMAN %SL d l 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  112 12  3 5 7  4 9 5  

WHITEMAN Y S L  J 1 1  MSL 
& 

WHITEMAN C S L  J 2  MSL 

WHITEMAN NSL J3 MSL 

WHITEMAN Y S L  J 4  MSL , 
WHITEMAN b!SL J 5  MSL 

, 
WHITEMAN $SL J6 MSL 

WHITEMAN JSL J 7  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL J8 MSL 

WHITEMAN N4SL J9 MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL , 

MSL 

WHITEMAN YSL K 1  

WHITEMAN YSL  K 1 0  

WHITEMAN YSL  K l l  

WHITEMAN I S L  K2 

* * *  UNCLA :XED * * *  
- 
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WHITEMAN ~ S L  K3 

WHITEMAN MSL K4 

WHITEMAN ~ S L  K5 

WHITEMAN ~ S L  K 6  

WHITEMAN YSL K 8  

WHITEMAN YSL K 9  

WHITEMAN (SL L 1  

WHITEMAN L S L  L 1 0  

PCN - SRLPAhC 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEART115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

*** FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILOINGS * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST __-__------------ .............................................................. - 
WHITEMAN MSL L 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  

WHITEMAN MSL L 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  

WHITEMAN MSL L 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  

WHITEMAN MSL L 4  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL L 5  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL L 6  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL L 7  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL L 8  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL L 9  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M I  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M I 0  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL  M I 1  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL  M2 MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M3 MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M4 MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M5 MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M6 MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M7 MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL M8 MSL 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 

. - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  
1 1 0  

118  

11  1 

11  1 

1 1  1 

112 

11  1 

11  1 

109  

2 6 8  

109  

1 1 4  

1 1 1  

1 1 0  

1 3 2  

1 1  1 

114  

1 1 3  

1 0 8  

IMPROV 
COST - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL 
COST 

4 9 0  

6 2 0  

6 1 8  

6 1 8  

6 1 7  

6 1 8  

6 1 7  

6 1 7  

. 6 1 7  

1 1 6 9  

4 9 7  

4 9 6  

1 4 3 3 4  

4 9 9  

4 9 3  

5 1 4  

4 9 3  

4 9 2  

5 0 0  

WHITEMAN MSL M9 MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 0  12 3 6  1 4 9 9  

WHITEMAN MSL N 1  MSL ,, - 0 - 0 2 '1 6 6 0 6  9 8 7  2 6 0  6 8 1 7 3  1 2 2 8  

WHITEMAN MSL N 1 0  MSL - - f i  1 ' 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 8  9 4 9  1 
O !  

6 2 6  

WHITEMAN MSL N i l  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 2 7  7 4 9  1 6 2 4  

W H I T E M A N M S L N 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  109 7 4 9  1 6 2 4  

WHITEMAN MSL N 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 3  1 9 5 4 9  1 7 1 2  

PCN - SRLPANC 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  1 0 :  1 3  AM PAGE 104 , 



SPECIAL  BU ILD ING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 92  i 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME -------- --.------- 
WHITEMAN 4SL  N 5  

WHITEMAN 5 S L  N 6  
b 

WHITEMAN YSL N 7  

WHITEMAN SL N 8  1 
WHITEMAN NSL N9 

WHITEMAN $SL 0 1 0  

WHITEMAN YSL 0 1  1 

WHITEMAN L S L  0 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - -  -- 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 3 7 5  1 2 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 I 3 7 5  1 2 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 I 3 7 5  1 2 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 5  

MSL - 0 - 0 , l  3 7 5  1 2 6  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

WHITEMAN HSL 0 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  110  5 4 8 9  6 2 0  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 0  6 4 8 9  6 2  1 

! 
WHITEMAN MSL 05 MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 2  5 4 8 9  G 2 0  

1 

WHITEMAN YSL 06 MSL 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 1 1  8 4 8 9  6 2 3  

f 
WHITEMAN YSL 0 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  126  1 1 3  6 4 8 9  6 2  1 

WHITEMAN MSL 0 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  1 2 6  1 2 2  5 4 8 9  6 2 0  
4 

WHITEMAN YSL  09 MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7  5 1 2 6  1 1 0  5 4 8 9  6 2 0  

WHITEMAN SYL  N 3  

WHITEMAN C l  

WHITEMAN Q 2  

WHITEMAN 0 3  

W I  ESBADEN 

WILD  HORSE 

WILD  HORSE 0 1  

WILDENRAT? ABS 

WILDER 

W I L L  ROGERS WORLD 

PCN - SRLPANC 
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MS L 

RRL 

RRL  

RRL  

HSP 

RRL 

RRL  

ABS 

RBS 

APT 

PAGE 1 0 5  
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -_  

AFB 7 0 0  9 5 3 1 8 1  7 0 0  1 5 3 5 4  2 2 6  1 8 3 9 3 9 9  7 6 7 0 7  

REC - 0 - 0 2 5 1 7 8 2 9  4 9 2  

ANX - 0 - 0 - - - 

RTC - 0 - 0 4 8  4 8 5 7 8 0  2 2 7 9 4  

RA F - 0 - 0 - - - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST . - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_-- - - - - - - - -  

4 1 2 3  2 1 5 2  3 5 9 9 8  

TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - - -  
1 3 0 2  1 1  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
W I L L I A M S  

W I L L I A M S  

W I L L I A M S  TNG ANX 

WILLOW GROVE 

WITTERING 

WITTMUNDHAFEN ABS ABS 

ABS 

RBS 

ASN 

RA F 

SWG 

ADM 

ASN 

FHG 

AGS 

RRL 

WOENSORECHT 

WOLF P O I N T  RBS 

WON JU 

WOODBRIOGE 

WOOOBRIDGE/RAF 

WOOMERA 

WOOMERA 

WOOMERA 

WORCESTER 

WORTHINGTON MT 

WRIGHT PATT TST 0 6 - 0 - 7 0 9 8  1 6 1  9 2  5 0  8 9 3 0 0  

WRIGHT PATT 0 1  COM - 0 - 0 2 2 2 5  1 9 5 8 2 3 3 130 

WRIGHT PITTERSON AFB 6 6 7  3 3 6 7 2 4 7  2 3 5 9  5 0 1 8 9  9 0 3  1 4 7 9 0 9 8 2  5 8 6 5 7 2  8 1 4 5  1 3 6 6  1 3 4 6 4 4  7 7 2 7 7 1  

WUESCHHEIM AM0 - 0 - 0 6 0  9 4 4  19  2 8 9 2  6 2  0 8 1 9  3 7 1  1 

WUESCHHEIM ASN 0 0 6 0  2 9 3 6 5 7  
1 1 -  sJ 

- 9 5 3 9  3 2  0 3 1 8 1  1 2 7 2 0  

WUESCHHEIM COM - f i  ' 0  - 1 0  4 6 1  1 7 6  3 2 8 8  6 0 1 1 4 0  4 4 2 8  

WUESCHHEIM 02 COM - 0 - 0 I 1 3 6  5 3 0 124 1 2 9  

WURTSMITH AFB 6 4 0  2 3 0 3 5 3 2  1 3 4 9  1 9 8 9 9  4 4 1  2 3 0 7 5 3 1  1 0 3 2 3 6  5 2 9 8  1 4 0  5 8 8 1 5  1 8 2 0 9 0  

WYOMING VALLEY AOM 0 - 0 - 3 . 1 1 8 5 3  2 5 0  2 0 7 5 3 2 5  

PCN - SRLPANC 
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* * *  LJ ,,.. LP,a.,-. - 
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  - 
* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 8  7 0 6 5 6  7 0  333 WYTON RAF - - - - - 1 1  3 4  4 

YAEDAKE COM _ 0 _ 0 25 . 4 8 0 8 8  2 1 6 6  5 7 0 7 8  1 2 9 4 7  

YAKATAGA R R L  - 0 - 0 3 1 9 9 5 2  1 8 6 0  1 1 1  0 1 3 7 7  3 2 3 7  

YALOVA AST - 0 - 0 5 9 8 8 4  7 9 7  6 9 5  0 7 9 4  1 5 9 1  

YAMANLAR RRL - 0 - 0 1 0  2 6  1 5 2  1 9 4  1 9 0 1 5 2 0  3 4 6  1 

7 9  1 3 0 2 5 6  1 0 0  0 YAXLEY FHG - - - - - - 0 

YEAGER ANG APT - 0 - 0 . 3 0  2 4 9 6 6 1  1 2 0 5 3  2 3 6  0 6 9 2 8  1 8 9 8  1 

Y E S I L K O Y  

Y E S I L Y U R T  

Y E S L I K O Y  

YOKOHAMA 

YOKOSE CO@M STA 

YOKOSUKA 

Y OKOTA 

Y ONGSAN ACM I N 

YOUNGSTOWN 

YOUNGSTOWN 
I 

Y U K I  

YUKON 

YUMURTALIK  

Z A N E S V I L L E  

ZARAGOZA , 

ZARAGOZA 

ZEMMER 

AOM 

BHG 

BHG 

AOM 

COM 

COM 

A B S  

ANX 

M P T  

T S T  

R R L  

WRG 

POL 

AGS 

A B S  

B C N  

S T G  

P C N  - S R L P A h C  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  10: 1 3  AM 

PAGE 1 0 7  
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* * *  UNCLA. :IED * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

, kF 4 ' ) d ; b c  IPO 'as, . r f c t r / ~ ~ ~  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  + *  * *  LAND * *  1 MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - -  
A F  ACADEMY AUX FO AAF AFA - 0 - 0 2 3 0 0  2 2 6  1 9 7  1 8 7  3 1 4 4 4  

THE F A R I S H  MEMORL REC - 0 - 0 1 2  9 3 4 3  1 2 8  6 6 3  0 3 2 8  4 5 6  

USAF ACADEMY ACD 781 2 3 3 7 4 2 2  1 2 2 6  2 7 1 1 3  2 9 3  5 6 1 1 4 2 5  2 2 0 8 4 0  5 3 4 3 6  2 1 8 8  7 5 3 7 9  3 2 5 5 2 0  

PCN - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM PAGE 1 

* * *  UNCL. F I E 0  * * *  





* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE:  H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
A A L B D R G  

ADANA 

ADANA 

A H L B A C H  

AHLHORN 

ALCONBURY 

ALEMDAG 

A L I C A N T E  

A L T I N O V A  0 1  

A L T I N O V A  0 2  

A L T I N O V A  03 

A L T I N O V A  0 4  

A L Z E Y  

ANKARA 

ANKARA 

ANKARA 03 

ARAXOS 

A R D L E Y  

A R F T  

A T H E N A I  02 

A T H E N A I  03 

A V E L L I N O  

A V I A N O  

A V I A N O  

A V I A N O  

P C N  - S R L P A N A  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

--- 
ABS 

svc 

WSS 

WSS 

A B S  

R A F  

R R L  

ADM 

wss 

WSS 

WSS 

WSS 

COM 

A S N  

RSC 

HSG 

R R L  

F H G  

R R L  

ADM 

svc 

svc 

A B S  

ADM 

A M 0  

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  0T : iER  B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N D  * *  I M P R O V  
CMD B L D G S  S Q  FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - _ - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - _ - - _ -  
AFE - 0 - 0 5 1 2 3 9 2  0 - - 2 1 9  

T O T A L  
COST 

- - - - - -  
2  1 9  

PAGE 2  



- . -  - a ,  

S P E C I A L  BUILU1NG SO F O O l A L t / C U S T  REPORT 
SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  S E P  9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
A V I A N 0  ANX A F E  - 0 - 0 2 6 4 0  3 1 0 4 7 

A V I A N 0  MFC _ 0 - 0 1 5  8 5 3  1 5  1 4 4 4  7 0 32 1 1 7 6 5  

A V  I A N 0  P O L  - 0 - 0 6 4 9 8 3  1 4  7 0 19 3 3 

A V I A N 0  STCj S T G  - 0 - 0 1 4 7 8 2 8  0 6 0 0 0 

A V I A N 0  0 1  BHG BHG - 0 - 0 4 6  3 9 0 8 5 6  1 1 7 9 2  3 9 0 1 1 0 2  1 2 8 9 4  

A V I A N 0  0 2  ADM - 0 - 0 4 29 178 0 1 0 0 0 

A V I A N 0  0 2  HSG BHG - 0 - . O  2 6  1 9 4 9 2 3  8 2 1 5  1 3  0 3 8 8  8 6 0 3  

B A D  MUENDER 

B A D E N - S O E L L I N G E N  

B A L I K E S I R  

B A L I K E S I R  BHG 

B A N N  

B A N N  0 2  

B A R A J A S  

BARCELONA ADM 

BARDENAS CEALES 

BARFORD S 1  dO/RAF 

BARKWAY/RbF 

BASDAHL 

BEDFORD 

BEDFORD 

B E N - A H I N  

BENTWATERS 

BENTWATERS 

COM 

ABS 

R R L  

BHG 

COM 

COM 

ADM 

ADM 

WRG 

COM 

COM 

COM 

RAF 

STG 

RRL 

F HG 

RAF 

PAGE 3 



* * *  UNCLASSIFIED + * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

***  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
INSTALLATION NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST -----__-_-_------ --- .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
BENTWATERS SWG AFE - 0 - 0 1 196 0 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

BICESTER RA F 2 7 8  625355 507 23659 123 413688 1715 

BINSFELD FHG FHG 7 3  175955 8 6  0 6 8392 2 

B I  SHOPS GREEN FHG 19 101096 7 0  2 6 7 0  - - 

BITBURG ABS - 0 - 0 441 2872476 70688 

BITBURG FHG 5 2  2181580 1203 12301 46 642733 19977 

BITBURG STG - 0 - 0 - - - 

BITBURG 0 2  FHG 5 608 13 3 4 0 7 66566 2 

BITBURG 0 2  STG - 0 - 0 23 445186 845  

BITBURG 03 STG STG - 0 - 0 1 12234 0 

BITBURG 0 4  STG STG - 0 - 0 1 6 130 0 

BOERFINK ADM OFC ADM - 0 - 0 1 10575 220  

BOSCOMBE DOWN R AF - 0 - 0 38 229149 3 0  

BOTLEY H I L L  RRL - 0 - 0 5 3072 252 

BOV I NGDON RRL - 0 - 0 3 2912 167 

BRACKLEY FHG FHG 5 0  8 1380 5 0  0 - - - 

BREMEN STG STG - 0 - 0 3 89863 0 

BREMGARTEN ABS - 0 - 0 17 23935 3372  

B R I N D I S I  STG 0 1 14695 0 - 0 - 

BRUEXGEN FHG 1 3554 1 0 - - - 

BRUXELLES ADM - 0 - 0 I t  4648 0 
I ,  ,p 

BUCHEL ABS - 0 d - '  0 4 5 6 2  16 365  
! 

BUCHENBEVREN SWG - 0 - 0 2 448  I 

BUCHSCHLAG FHG 1 138 1 1 0 - - - 

CARPENDEBS PARK FHG 2 5  9 8  184 7 0  9 5 6  44 5 5 9 0  2 0  1 



* * *  UNCLASs r t  .+ ? + *  

Z F E C I A L  BlJI LD!t!S SO FOOTbGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* + *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
AFE 15 66 189 5 0  639 

* *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST 

- - -  
8 66 143 337 

230 754748 30748 

3 1 1  17 172 

23 49357 224 

2 2909 237 

1 1174 199 

4 808 1 0 

5 12072 0 

123 1152550 75645 

128 635499 19563 

3 1750 181 

7 161 13 746 

2 2039 4 

16 192828 1451 

1 57542 0 

2 1072 199 

2 2 1270 7 4 

1 21724 0 

1 6413 0 

23 126285 1010 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 
. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

18 0 

IMPROV 
COST 

. - - - - - - - 
32 1 

TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - - -  
1297 

44878 

283 

313 

31 1 

205 

0 

0 

121 189 

27010 

489 

766 

4 

1451 

0 

263 

7 4 

0 

0 

1326 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
CHELVESTON/RAF 

CHICKSANDS 

CHRISTMAS COM/RAF 

C I G L I  

CIMA GALL INA  

COLD BLOW 

COLLRUNGE AMMO 

COLT ISHALL  

COMISO S I T E  

CROUGHTON 

DAVENTRY 

DECIMOMANhU 

DIETZENBACH 

DONAUESCHINGEN 

DONGEN STG 

DUNKIRK/RAF 

EASTCOTE ' 

ECHTERNAChERBRUEK 

EGELSBACH 

EINSIEDLERHOF 

--- 
FHG 

R AF 

RRL 

ABS 

RRL 

RRL 

STG 

R AF 

F HG 

RAF 

RRL 

ABS 

FHG 

HSP 

STG 

COM 

ADM 

STG 

F HG 

MFC 

E I N S I E D L E l y i D F  STG - 0 - 0 26 373661 4046 2 8 0 985 503 1 

EINSIEDLERKOEPFE TNG - 0 - 0 3 t 10147 78 311 0 634 712 

ENKENBACH WSS 8 - 0 $1 297 1 50 5 2 2 5 4 
I1 2 - 

\ O 
ERDING 

- 
ABS - 0 - 0 28 168448 1736 

- 678 24 14 

ERHAC RRL - 0 - 0 17 27251 2358 1 0 133 249 1 

PCN - SRLPAhA 
0 3 /  18/ 1993 C 9  : 27 AM PAGE 5 

. . * * *  UNCLL I E D  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  5 0  FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ____-__--__--- - - -  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - __ - -______ - -_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
E R I S W E L L  FHG AFE 1 4 4  7 2 3 1 8 3  5 7 0  0 - - - - - 0 

ERP R R L  R R L  

F A I R F O R O  RAF 

FELOBERG R R L  

F E L I X S T O W E  FHG 

F E L T W E L L  RAF 

F L E S L A N O  A B S  ABS 

FLOBECO R R L  

FLORENNES ABS 

FORNEBU APT STG 

FRAMLINGHAM STG 

F Y L I N G O A L E S  COM 

GATEWAY GARDENS FHG 

G E I L E N K I R C H E N  ABS ABS 

G E L L E N K I R C H E N  STG STG 

G H E O I  R R L  

G I L Z E  R I J E N  ABS 

GOURNES STG 

GOUVES F H G  

GOUVES S T G  STG 

GREAT BROMLEY RRL 

GREENHAM COM/RAF FHG 

GREENHAM COMMON RAF 

G R O S S L I T T G E N  STG 

G R O S S L I T T G E N  WSS 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

1 0 7 6  

3 4 8 7 7  

2 2 6 7  

0 

5 9 7 6  

0 

7 0 7  

1 8 7 5 8  

4 8  

1 2 8 6  

6 3 2  

1 2 5 2 9  

2 4 5 9  

0 

9 7 5  

1 2 6  

0 

0 

0 

5 3 4  

8 2 9 9  

5 6 7 4 2  

3 

9 

PAGE 6 



* * *  Uk,, r :,A: ? r ~  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

INSTALLAT lON NAME - - - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - 
GRUNOISBURGH 

GUT HUSUM AMMO 

HAHN 

HAHN 

HAHN 01  

HAHN 02 

HAHN 03 

-- - 
FHG 

STG 

wss 

wss 

WSS 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ ^ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
AFE 2 4 2 4 4 3 0  2 4 0 2 1903 0 - - - 0 

HAHN 04 WSS - 0 - 0 I 4 4 5  0 2 0 0 0 

HAHN 05 WSS - 0 - 0 - - - 5 0 0 0 

HAHN 06 WSS - 0 - 0 3 1647 9 2 0  0 1 1 0  

HARTFORD FHG 8 9  129674  99 0 - - - - - - 0 

HELLENIKOLI ABS - 0 - 0 186 597732 13478  172 0 2 8 9 1  16369  

HELLENIKOEJ F HG 7 15354  7 0 - - - - - - 0 

HERFORST FHG 1 0 0  2 0 3 3 1 6  1 0 0  0 1 157 6 9 0 0 6 

H I G H  WYCOhlBE ASN 3 7 9 8 0 7 5  7 2  7 7 6  100  399704 2 4 1 2 8  7 9  0 1274  26 178  

H I G H  WYCOCBE STG STG - 0 - 0 2 5 0 0 0  0 - - - 0 

HOCHSPEYER AM0 - 0 - 0 3 7 7 3  1 0 0  3 128 8 8  0 1103  4 2 3  1 

HOHN ABS ABS - 0 - 0 1 8 3  1 2 
- - 17 1 9  

HSP - 0 - 0 4 4 3 3 2 8  8 4 9  HOLSTEBRO ,36 - - - 8 4 9  

HOUTEM ! RRL - 0 - 0 1 8 1 7  8 1 1 0 5 8 4  6 6 5  

HUMOSA RRL - 0 - 0 5 2 1 9 0 5  1436 13 0 5 5 4  1 9 9 0  

HUNDHE I M  ANX - 0 - 0 - t 
- - 7 0 5 5 

I t  iF.' 
IDENME I M  COM - 9 - 0 1 1  2 5 4  1 1  267  5 7 0 2 8  2 9 5  

1 O - - - - 0 - 0 I 8 5 5 5  0 I G E L  STG STG 0 

I N C I R L I K  ABS 357  1123661  9 5 0  4 6 9 7 8  465  2639824  8 4 6 0 0  3328  0 6 8 0 3 2  1 9 9 6 1 0  

PCN - SRLPALIA 
03/18/1993 d9:27 AM PAGE 7 

. . * * *  UNCL, ' IED * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD R l  OGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
INGOLSTAOT ABS AFE - 0 - 0 3 8 1  16 1 2 2  - - 7 1 2 9  

I N O G E S  R R L  0 5 7 5 2 5  9 2 0  2 0 - 0 - 0 9 0 5  1 8 2 5  

INOGES BHG BHG - 0 - 0 8 3 5 5 5 6  5 8 3  5 0  0 2 9 4  8 7 7  

I P S W I C H  FHG 1 1  1 3 8 1 2  1 3  0 - - - - - - 0 

I R A K L I O N  A S N  5 1  2 3 5 2 9 9  1 8 0  5 2 3 1  1 3 0  5 4 2 7 5 0  1 3 5 3 3  1 9 7  0 3 6 7 3  2 2 4 3 7  

I R A K L I O N  COM 0 I 1 8 0 9  6 4 2 6  - 0 - 0 1 1  7 5 

I R A K L I O N  R R L  0 6 5 4 0 6  3 8 3  1 4  - 0 - 0 4 4 3  8 2 6  

I S K E N D E R U N  BHG 0 1 2 3 2 5  0 - - - 0 - 0 

ISKENDERUN P R T  0 2 5 6 5 3 9  0 2 - 0 - 0 0 0 

I Z M I R  ANX - 0 - 0 5 3 1 4 8 7  1 1 0  1 0 4 4 1 5 4  

I Z M I R  A S N  - 0 - 0 2 0  4 3 4 5 4 5  2 1 3  4 0 4 5 2 5 8  

I Z M I R  FHG 

I Z M I R  P R T  

I Z M I R  0 2  FHG 

I Z M I R  02 STG 

I Z M I R  03 S T G  

JARAMA WSS 

J E V E R  ABS 

K A I S E R S L A U T E R N  S T G  

K A I S E R S L A U T E R N  WSS 

K A I S E R S L A U T E R N  0 2  FHG 

I I 
K A I S E R S L A U T E R N  02 S T G  

K A I S E R S L A U T E R N  03 FHG 

K A I S E R S L b U T E R N  0 3  S T G  

K A I S E R S L A U T E R N  0 4  FHG 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/ 18/ 1993' 09: 27 AM PAGE 8 



* * *  . , . 1 -  " 6 
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7 115 A S  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME __-_____-_-_---- -  
KAISERSLA~TERN 05 

K A L K A R  

K A L K A R  S I T E  

KAMP A L P H E N  

KAMP V A N  ?EXST 

K A P A U N  , 

KARUP , 

KASTELLAUt!  02 FHG 
t 

K E I Z E R S V E C R  R R L  

K I N D S B A C H  : 

K I R C H B E R G  

K I R C H B E R G  

K L E I N E  BRCIGEL 

K O K S I  J D E  

L A  BORNAS 

L A  COMINA 

LAHR 

--- 
FHG 

FHG 

F H G  

COM 

FHG 

AM0 

SVC 

AOM 

A S N  

R R L  

ABS 

F H G  

F H G  

R R L  

S T G  

AOM 

F H G  

ABS 

ABS 

R R L  

S T G  

ABS 

F HG 

RAF 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
CMD ' B L D G S  SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST -__________-_____--- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
AFE I 3 7 9 8 0  3 2 0 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST 
. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - -  __ -__-_- - -_ -__- -___- - - - - - - - - -  

- - - - 0 

TOTAL 
COST - - - - - - - -  

0 

- - 0 - 0 - - - - 3 4 3 4 
LANDSBERG ABS 

P C N  - SRLPAF!A 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  Q 9 : 2 7  AM 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N 0  * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _---_-_---------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

'LANDSTUHL MFC AFE - 0 - 0 3 4 I 1 3 2 5 3  2 2 4 8  2 5  0 8 5 9  3 1 0 7  

LANDSTUHL 0 2  FHG 3 2 1 7 6 0 2  1 4 4  0 - - - - - 5 5 

LANDSTUHL 02 MFC - 0 - 0 1 0  4 0 4 4  1 1 0 2 0  7 0 3 0 8  1 3 2 8  

LANDSTUHL 03 FHG 2 4  6 1 7 5 4 1  3 5 9  4 1 1 9  1 1  2 1 5 3 1 1  3 8 7 6  5 2  0 8 5 7  8 8 5 2  

LANOSTUHL 0 4  FHG 6 9  1 2 0 0 2 7  69 0 - - - - - - 0 

LANGEN TFRRACE 

LANGERKOPF 

LANGERKOPF 

L E  CHENOX 

L E A F I E L D  R R L  

L E C H F E L D  

L E I P H E I M  

L E V K A S  

L I N D S E Y  

L I T T L E  R I S S I N G T O N  

L I V E R P O O L  

LONDON 

LONDON 

LONDON 

LONDON 01 

LONG HANBOROUGH 

MACKENBACH 

MACKENBACH 02 

M A L I A  01 

M A L I A  02 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 ' 0 9 : 2 7  AM 

FHG 

RRL 

wss 

RRL 

RRL 

ABS 

ABS 

R R L  

ASN 

RAF 

PRT 

ADM 

ATM 

STG 

FHG 

F HG 
I I 

F HG 

FHG 

WSS 

WSS 

1 2 8 4  

3 3 9 9  

1 1 7  

4 7 0  

4 1 7  

5 8 

8 4 3  

1 4 1 4  

1 1 5 4 1  

7 0 8 2  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 0  1 

0 

0 

2 8 5  

4 7 

PAGE 1 0  



* * *  U N Z L  . 
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO I G L .  ,4 f . t /  L U ~ I  REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY'HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  I MPROV T O T A L  * *  LAND * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLOGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST AL i?ES COST COST COST 
- - - - - - - - - i - - - - - - -  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
MARTINA F ~ A N C A  R R L  AFE - 0 - 0 5 2 0 4 6 5  8 6 4  9 0 6 2 7  1 4 9  I 

M A R T I N A  FRANCA WSS - 0 - 0 1 1 8 8  8 1 0 1 9 7  2 0 5  

MARTLESHAM FHG 3 4 3 2 5  1 1 4 8 1 1 5  1 2  1 0 0 8 0  5 4 - - 1 0 0  2 6 9  

M E H L I N G E N  COM - 0 - 0 2 0  6 0 8 4 0  1 8 3 1  6 8 0 1 5 1 4  3 3 4 5  

M E M M I N G E N i  A B S  - 0 - 0 7 8 9 0 4  5 5 7  1 0 1 2 5  6 8 2  

MENORCA ' R R L  - 0 - 0 1 0  2 3 3 0 0  9 8 2  2 4  0 4 4  1 1 4 2 3  

MERCOGLI  A r l o  FHG 1 5 4 8 7  3 0 - - - - - - 0 

MESAGNE STG - 0 - 0 2 4 3 7 5 0  0 - - - 0 

M I L D E N H A L L  AM0 - 0 0 1 9  1 9 7 0 1  2 7 4  3 6 0 3 3 0  6 0 4  - 

M I L D E N H A L L  I MM - 0 - 0 1 4 9 7  2 1 1 0 1 2  3 3 

M I L O E N H A L L  

M I  LDENHALI .  

MOENCHENGl ADBACH 

MOETSCH 

MOETSCH 

MOLESWORTkf 

MOLESWORTIj 

MOLESWORTKI AB 

MONTE C IMCINE 

MONTE CORPIA 

MONTE LIMEbARA 

MONTE L I M P A R A  

MONTE NARC,JELLD 

MONTE NARBELLO 

P C N  - SRLPAtIA 
03/ 18/ 1993 09 : 2 7  AM 

RA F 

SWG 

S T G  

AM0 

wss 

F H G  

SWG 

S T G  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

wss 

R R L  

wss 

PAGE 1 1  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * + *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  UF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST --------_---_---- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MONTE PAGANELLA R R L  AFE - 0 - 0 3 2536 208 1 0 2 7 235 

MONTE SERRA R R L  0 1 2 2 0  2 8 1 0 8 3 6 - 0 - 

MONTE VENDA R R L  0 2 31 13 2 16 1 0 3 5 25 1 - 0 - 

MONTE VERGINE R R L  0 8 38932 1906 9 0 1035 294 1 - 0 - 

M O N T I C H I q R I  BHG - 0 - 0 1 27363 0 1 0 - 0 

MORBACH A H 0  AM0 0 110 279504 5 149 362 0 5887 1 1036 - 0 - 

MORBACH R R J  RR J - 0 0 1 29 1 80 3 - 0 1421 1501 

MORMOND H I L L  COM - 0 - 0 6 14724 943 2 0 619 1562 

MORON 

MUHL ZUESCH 

MURTED 

NEUHEMSBf+CH 

N E U K I R C H E N  

NEWMARKET 01 

NEWMARKET 02 

NEWMARKET 03 

NIEDER-RQDEN 

N I E D E R K A I  L 

ABS 

R R L  

R R L  

POL 

wss 

FHG 

F HG 

FHG 

FHG 

WSS 

NIEDERMEFILINGERHF WSS - 0 - 0 - - - 2 1 0 1 

N I  EDERMOERMTER SCH - 0 - 0 1 11431 0 - - - 0 

NOCTON H 4 L L  R A F  3492 2 0 811 205174 17 4 2 0 7 4 9 1 

N O E R V E N I G H  ABS - 0 f - '  0 43 496 1 308 - - 80 388 
I I 

N O E R V E N I C H  0 2  A B S  - 0 - 0 41 258972 335 - - 18 353 

NORDHOLZ ' ABS o a 15504 o - 0 - - - 567 567 

O A K 1  NGTOP.4 STG - 0 0 1 27572 0 - - - 0 0 

P C N  - S R L P e N A  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  S E P  9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 

5 

IMPROV 
COST 

- - - - - - - 
2 6 9  

T O T A L  
COST 

- - - - -  
3 2 3  

I N S T A L L A T l O N  NAME 
_ _ _ _ _ - - - - C - - - - - - -  

OBERAUERBhCH 

b B E R W E I S  

. . ...................................... 
A F E  - 0 - 0 

--- 
COM 

ANX 

B C N  

F H G  

S C H  

svc 

R R L  

A S N  

STG 

A SN 

F HG 

WSS 

F HG 

BHG 

F HG 

STG 

F HG 

FHG 

FHG 

FHG 

STG 

ORSAGO a 

OSLO 

OSLO 

OSLO 

PATERAS 

P I R I N C L I K  

PORC I A 

PRUEM 

PRUEM 

PRUEM 

QUARTU S T  ELENA 

RAF BENTWATERS 

RAF BRAMPTON 

RAF C H I L W Y L L  

RAF C L A Y H i L L  

R A F  COMPT(tN B A S S E  

RAF F E L I X S T O W E  
3 

RAF KEMBLfi 
: 

R A F  MOLESWORTH 12 

COM - 0 - 0 4 t 1 3 6 6 5  3 5 9 0  - 1 0 9 5  4 6 8 5  

1 ,  ,@- - $ -  ' COM 0 4 2 3 4  1 9 1 1 0 6 6 1 5 7  

RAF OAKANIiER 

RAF ST MA\IGAN 

R A F  WATTOtJ 

R A F  WETHE(2FIELD 

STG - - - 0 - 0 3 1 1 7 4 9 2  1 - 1 

RRL 4 3  1 9 9 5 8 2  1 4 8  1 9 4  1 1 8 0  9 1 2 5 6 8  8 2 7 9  7 9 9  0 3 6 1 8  1 3 8 3 8  

P C N  - SRLPAlJA 
03/ 18/ 1 9 9 3  !)9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 1 3  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FODTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS O F  30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTIiER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I M P R O V  TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLOGS S O  FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- --------------------------------------------------------------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
RAF W I T T E R I N G  FHG AFE 82 291285 284 819 1 1  6982 0 - - 14 1 960 

R A M S T E I N  A85 98 3188556 1795 23988 777 5693848 169550 3 102 3 55242 248783 

R A M S T E I N  F  HG 1 3926 2 0 - - - - - 0 0 

RAMSTE I N STG - 0 - 0 14 211104 1740 85 1 504 2245 

R E I S E N B A C H  COM - 0 - 0 10 207 15 5 10 6 0 3 7 547 

RHAUNEN FHG 46 241354 142 0 - - - - - - 0 

R H E I N  M A I N  ABS - 0 - 0 291 3159463 53610 790 2 20130 73742 

R H E I N  M A I N  FHG FHG 186 283912 186 0 - - - - - - 0 

R I M I N I  

R I M I N I  

RRL - 0 - 0 3 10928 882 1 0 134 1016 

SCH - 0 - 0 1 7 100 0 3 0 0 0 

R I M S C H W E I L E R  WSS - 0 - 0 1 3054 46 1 0 84 130 

R I T T E R S D O R F  ANX - 0 - 0 10 28804 5954 30 1 1327 7282 

ROEHL ANX - 0 - 0 1 348 15 1 0 138 153 

ROHRBACH SWG - 0 - 0 1 722 142 3 1 17 160 

ROVEREOO STG - 0 - 0 1 66174 0 3 0 - 0 

ROVEREOO -FHG F  HG 4 17689 4 0 - - - 1 0 0 0 

ROVEREOO 0 2  STG - 0 - 0 1 63236 0 3 0 0 0 

ROYAL OAKS F HG 222 1282420 858 0 4 15612 0 137 0 19 19 

ROYAL OAKS SCH - 0 - 0 10 109034 1010 29 0 264 1274 

ROYAL O A K S  STG - 0 - 0 1 1896 0 - - - 0 

R U I S L I P  AOM - 0 - 0 2' 15308 183 1 0 0 183 
I t  ,;' 

dYGGE ABS ABS - 0 d - '  0 49 1531 1 0 - - 0 0 
! 

S CERNEY FHG 18 29844 18 257 9 4 196 0 4 0 - 257 

S. Q U I R I N O  STG - 0 - 0 1 21714 0 1 0 0 

SAMSUN RRL - 0 - 0 6 4809 153 67 0 118 27 1 

P C N  - SRLPPNA 
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. - .. . , SI''-, 111. , *Lui,,L :,.J 8 a , % J I A L E /  ~ b a ~  2 i ! > O R l  
SOUHCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLATION NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SAMSUN 0 2  WSS AFE 0 1 1 6 9  4 7  2 0 1 1  5 8 - 0 - 

SAN V I T O  D E I  NORM ASN 7 8  6 2 4 3 6 8  3 8 0  5 5 7 6  1 6 2  9 3 0 7 2 3  3 9 5 6 0  3 1 8  0 8 9 6 4  5 4  1 0 0  

I 

- - 0 9 145193 1 1 2 2  4 0 7 2  1 1 9 4  S C H I E R S T E I N  ADM 0 

SCHIPHOL PDM ADM - 0 - 0 1 2 0 2 8  0 _ - - 0 

SCULTHORPE RAF 6 9  1 3 1 7 1 5  1 1 6  1 2 3 4  1 2 5  6 7 9 7 6 1  1 2 9 5  1 5 0 3  0 2 0 8  2 7 3 7  

SELARGIUS .SCH SCH - 0 - 0 1 1 2 0 0  0 - - - 0 

SEMBACH ABS - 0 - 0 2 3 4  6 6 3 2 5 5  2 2 8 8 4  5 8 4  6 8 3 1 2  3 1 2 0 2  

SEMBACH , ADM 2 9  9 1 6 6 6 7  4 9 4  1 2 1 8 8  1 2 1  1403419  4 9 6 7 7  2 7 9  4 6 2 1 4  6 8 0 8 3  

SHEPARDS GROVE FHG 2 7 5 6 5 8 0  5 3  5 8  2 4 1 2 1 8 5  4 I 1 8  0 1 4 8  7 7  1 

SHOTLEY FHG 3 8  3 3 9 7 6  4 4  0 - - - - - 2 2 

S IEGENBERg WRG - 0 - 0 1 0  10697  1 7 2  6 8  1 1 1 1 0  2 8 3  

SKRYDSTRUP ABS AB S 

SOESTERBEF~G ABS 

SOESTERBERG STG 

SOESTERBEKG STE 2 STG 

SOHAM F HG 

SOHREN r F HG 

SOHREN STG 

SOLA ABS ABS 

SOLLER RRL 

' SOLLER BHG BHG 

SONSECA S VC 

SONSECA WE A 

PCN - SRLPAhA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  C 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 15 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS " * *  LAND + *  IMPROV 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLOGS S O  FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SPA MALCHAMP RRL AFE 0 I 817 9 8 - - - 0 - 144 

T O T A L  
COST 

- - - - - -  
242 

SPANGDAHLEM ABS 27  1053009 565 9824 414 2852585 74465 1282 0 29287 

SPANGOAHLEM SWG - 0 - 0 6 2592 6 8 3 0 3 

S P E I C H E R  FHG 206 600853 31  1 0 10 32623 14 2 0  0 0 

S P E I C H E R  STG - 0 - 0 5 72447 0 6 0 0 

S T  I V E S  F HG 4 7 65 176 5 1 0 - - - - - - 

S T  T R U I D E N  ABS ABS - 0 - 0 17 7 1894 0 - - 0 

SUELM ANX - 0 - 0 4 26665 1090 10 0 212 

SWINGATE/RAF COM - 0 - 0 5 3892 3 15 4 0 18 

TEMPELHOF CENTRAL APT - 0 - 0 69 1565956 862 906 1 212 

TORREJON ABS 3 5  101230 66  1934 265 2615985 56187 3492 0 42646 

T R I E R  FHG 6 196191 9 1  1262 6 26568 745 2 0  0 6 1 

T R I E R  0 2  STG 0 1 18968 0 - - - - 0 - 

TUDOENHAM F HG 1 3029 1 2 - - - - - - 

TUERKHE I M  ANX - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 0 

T U E R K H E I M  COM - 0 - 0 18 27977 717 11 0 144 

UPPER HEYFORO RAF 153 397796 313 3601 679 2740209 78517 1221 0 30617 

UPPER HEYFORD SWG - 0 - 0 - - 3 0 1034 - 

UXBR I D G E  RAF 4 9600 

VANDEL A B S  ABS - 0 
I 1  &9 

V I B O R G  REC - 
I 

0 

V I GONOVO STG - 0 

V I L L A S O R  STG - 0 

VOGELWEH F HG 121 4247661 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
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INSTALLATION NAME ----------------- 
VOLKEL . 

VOLKEL 

VUGHT RRL 

W S KAMP 

WADDINGTON 

WANT AGE 

- - - 
ABS 

SCH 

RRL 

BHG 

RAF 

FHG 

* * *  UNCLASSIT i t 0  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
AFE - 0 - 0 3 3562 2 4 7  - - 74 3 2  1 

WE I LERBACt! F HG 1 4 6 3 6  3 0 - - - - - 0 0 

WEILERBAC~ 02 FHG I 4 5 9 6 0  2 6  0 - - - - - 0 0 

WELFORO RAF AM0 8 3 1277 2 1 2 8 6  150  494335 9 5 6 0  8 0 6  0 4438 14284  

WELFORO/RR F SWG - 0 - 0 2 2 6 4  0 3 0' 0 0 

WEST R U I S L I P  RAF - 0 - 0 3 33832  8 4 3  6 0 3 4 8 7 7  

WESTROZEBFKE RRL - 0 - 0 2 9 3 8  117 - - 277 3 9 4  

WIESBADEN HSP - 0 - 0 32  469135 3 8 6 2  1 9  0 6 6 3  4 5 2 5  

WILDENRATt! ABS AB S - 0 - 0 15 54382  0 - - 14 14 

WITTERING RAF - 0 - 0 - - - - - 1196 1196  

WITTMUNDHAFEN ABS ABS - 0 - 0 - - - - - 3 9  3 9  

WOENSORECHT ABS - 0 - 0 1 6 192 1069 2 0 2007 3 0 7 6  

WOODBRIOG~ RAF 2 0 0  572434  457 17041  235 1057456 38327  9 9 4  0 9 5 3 5  6 4 9 0 3  

WOODBRIDGE/RAF SWG - 0 - 0 3 3 2 5  13 4 0 13 2 6 

WUESCHHEIY AM0 - 0 - 0 6 0  9 4 4  19 2 8 9 2  6 2  0 8 1 9  3 7 1 1  

WUESCHHEIhk ASN 0 - 0 6 0  t 293657 9 5 3 9  3 2 0 3 1 8 1  12720  

WUE SCHHE I M COM 1 - 0 Id 6 1 1 7 6  3288  6 0 
I ,  2 - 

1 O 

1140  4 4 2 8  
t 

WUESCHHE I h] 0 2  COM - 0 - 0 1 136 5 3 0 124 129  

I 
R AF 2 8 7 0 6 5 6  7 0 333  WY TON - - - - 1 1  3 4 4  

PCN - SRLPAFIA 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEART115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLATION NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
YALOVA AST AFE - 0 - 0 5 9 8 8 4  7 9 7  6 9 5  0 794  1591 

Y AMANLAR RRL - 0 - 0 10  26152  194 1 9 0 1520  346 1 

YAXLEY FHG 7 9  130256 1 0 0  0 - - - - - - 0 

YESILKOY ADM - 0 - 0 2 9 167 0 1 0 2 2 

YESILYURT BHG 1 1506 1 0 6 7 0 9  1 0 - - 0 

YESLIKOY BHG - 0 - 0 3 5 2 7 3  0 - - - 0 

YUMURTALIK POL 0 6 7 2 3 6  4 6 0  142  - 0 - 0 3666  4 126 

ZARAGOZA ABS 8 1  229244 156 2 5 4 0  192 1048616 35615  2982  0 26166  6 4 3 2  1 

ZARAGOZA BCN 0 1 5 16 1 1  1 0 6 17 - 0 - 

ZEMMER STG - 0 0 1 16500  8 2 5  3 7  1 0 - - 8 2 5  

ZEPPELINHEIM STG STG - 0 - 0 1 17222  0 - - - 0 

ZWEIBRUCKEN ABS - 0 - 0 2 6 8  1717403 41679  7 2 4  0 14881  5 6 5 6 0  

ZWEIBRUCKEN HSP - 0 - 0 4 6 5 4 2 5  1 5 0  - 0 150  - 

ZWEIBRUCKEN STE 1 STG - 0 - 0 2 153992 0 - - 0 0 

ZWE-IBRUCKEN STE 2 STG - 0 - 0 3 4  452327 1097 2 8  0 188 1285 

ZWEIBRUECKEN FHG 3 4 82836  3 4  0 8 1712  0 - - 0 0 

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 18 



SPECIAL B U I L D I X L  '.tw t 2 L AGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME -_--------------- 
BELTON 

DOBBINS 

GEN M1TCHt:LL I A P  

GRANDVIEW 0 2  

GREATER PITTSBURG 

MORGANTOWPI MPT 

NIAGARA F A L L S  

OHA R E I 

RICHARDS GEBAUR 
! 

SNELL ING ' 
STARVAGGI 

WESTOVER 

WESTOVER 

WESTOVER 0 1  

WESTOVER 0 1  

WESTOVER 0 2  

WILLOW GROVE 

WYOMING VLLLEY 

YOUNGSTOWPI 

PCN - SRLPAtIA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

--- 
TNG 

AFB 

F L D  

BCN 

I AP 

I AP 

svc 

MPT 

I A P  

RTC 

AFB 

SRG 

TNG 

AFB 

COM 

ANX 

COM 

ANX 

RTC 

ADM 

MPT 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMO BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
AFR - 0 _ 0 4 3 1  12  6 4 4 7 3  3 7 2 3 1 2 4  

PAGE 1 9  

* * *  UNCL F I E 0  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR S Q  FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- -------------------------------------------------------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
B O L L I N G  AFB AFW 255 2 1 1 1 5 9 0  1 3 9 5  3 7 1 7 4  1 6 0  2 9 2 2 1 2 8  1 7 7 8 3 9  6 0 7  8 6 1  2 6 0 6 7  2 4 1 9 4 1  

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 2 0  



* * *  U N C L A S S I ~ ~ Z J  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  5 0  FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 92  

I N S T A L L A T h O N  NAME 
_-___-_-_..-_----- 
ABSTON 

ALCOA 

A L L E N  C TliOMPSON 

ALPENA COUNTY REG 

ARKABULTA L A K E  

A T L A N T I C  C I T Y  

ATTERBURY WRG 

B A O I N  ' 

BANGOR 

--- 
AGS 

AGS 

F L D  

APT 

TNG 

APT 

WRG 

COM 

***  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST -------------------------------------------------------------- --  
ANG - 0 - 0 3 18474 1176 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

3 I 0 2 3  I 1407  

BANGOR AN(! I A P  - 0 - 0 7 0  631514 32352  4 5 7  2 0 6  8 1 8 6  4 0 7 4 4  

BARBERS P(1INT N A  S - 0 - 0 2 16827 2 1 3 0  3 0 423  2 5 5 3  

B A R K I N G  SANDS COM - 0 - 0 3 1 7 5 3 2  1393 3 0 178 1 5 7 1  

BARNES MPT 0 - 0 - 3 7  228064 10309 134 1 1825  12135  

B E L L I N G H A L I  M P T  - 0 - 0 9 40804 1378 8 0 326  1704 

B I R M I  NGHAN A P T  - 0 - 0 3 5  27981 1 7692  8 6 0 2 5 1 3  10205  

BLUC ASH AGS - o - o 19 54247  8 9 6  12  o 234 1130 

B O I S E  ATM - 0 - 0 199  1230733 3 0 2 8 1  1994 0 13066 4 3 3 5 0  

BRADLEY I AP - 0 - 0 3 3  261049 13938 122  0 3485  17423  

BUCKLEY ' A GB - 0 - 0 132  1001461 55452  3832  4 5 9  15289 7 1200  

B U R L I N G T O N  I AP - 0 - 0 45 301651 8998  24  1 0 5356  14354 

CAMP BLANC!ING T R N  ANX - 0 - 0 14 3 7 3 8 3  8 6 14  1 0 - 8 6  

C A P I T A L  MPT - 0 - 0 29  t 226325 11403 9 1 0 2415  13818 

CHEYENNE 4NG MPT - 0 - 0 19 296020 6 0 8  7 7 0  0 2292 8379  

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM PAGE 2 1  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  S Q  FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
CMP PENDLETON ANG TNG ANG - 0 - 0 16 4 8 7 2 3  1 6  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4 2 0 2 1 8  

COOS HEAD ANG 0 1 5  4 8 3 7 6  1 6 0 3  - 0 - 

COSTA MESA AGS - 0 - 0. 5 2 5 8 5 2  2 8 4  

COVENTRY AGS 0 1 5  5 9 9 4 5  4 9 6 9  - 0 - 

COYLE TNG 0 1 9 6 0  4 - 0 - 

CP MURRAY AGS 0 16 9 7 3 6 4  4 2 3 9  - 0 - 

CP PERRY AGS 0 2 1 8 7 4 3 0  2 4 7 3  - 0 - 

OALLAS NA S 0 2 5  2 3 3 6 3 1  9 5 6 3  - 0 - 
OANNELLY FLO 0 4 2  2 5 6 5 2 7  7 8 4 3  - 0 - 

DES MOINES ANG I AP 0 4 3  2 7 0 8 2 9  8 1 7 7  - 0 - 

OULUTH I N T  ARPT AGE - 0 - 0 6 4  4 6 3 5 2 1  1 8 2 5 6  

E L L I N G T O N  FLO 0 6 0  4 1 8 7 3 4  1 8 9 6 2  - 0 - 

E L L I N G T O N  I MM - - - 0 - 0 - 

EWVRA SHFPHERO FO FLO - 0 - 0 2 9  2 6 9 9 4 3  1 1 0 3 1  

FORBES 

FORT ORUY 

FOUR LAKES 

FRANCES 5 GABRESK 

F R A N C I S  PEAK 

FRESNO 

F T  CARSON 

F T  CHAFFEE 

F T  DODGE 

F T  INDIANTOWN GAP 

F T  LEONARD WOOD 

F LO 

WRG 

COM 

APT 

AGS 

AGE 

WRG 

WRG 

MTK , 

AGS 

WRG 



* * *  t i t 4 ~ L A " ~ - .  L . . 2  

SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST R ~ P O R T  
SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F T  S M I T H  MPT ANG - 0 - 0 39 2 7 0 9 5 7  9 9 3 6  9 8 0 3 2 4 9  1 3 1 8 5  

F T  WAYNE I A P  - 0 - 0 2 7  2 7 6 8 7 4  1 0 6 8 8  1 3 8  0 3 6 5 1  1 4 3 3 9  

GARLAND AGS - 0 - 0 5 4 1 9 2 5  1 9 9 7  6 0 3 0 2  2 2 9 9  

GEN M I T C H  . I N T  ANG AGE - 0 - 0 29 2 3 8 4 3 5  7 9 9 9  1 1 1  0 2 2 2 1  1 0 2 2 0  

GENERAL LYMAN F L D  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4 1 4 1 

G L F P T - B I L  REG APT MPT - 0 - 0 1 3 9  3 8 6 6 6 3  7 1 9 8  2 1 4  0 6 9 6 4  1 4 1 6 2  

GLYNCO ANCi 

GREAT F A L L S  

GREATER P S O R I A  

GREATER P I T T S B U R G  

GREELEY 

H A L L  

HAMMOND . 

HANCOCK AhIG 

HARDWOOD WRG( ANG) 

H A R R I S B U R G  

HAYWARD : 

HECTOR I A P  

H I  L O  

HOT SPGS CNG 

HULMAN RECjIONAL 

HUNTER 02 

JACKSON BX RRACKS 

J A C K S O N V I  L LE 

JEFFERSON :BRK 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/16/ 1 9 9 3  49: 2 7  AM 

AGS 

I AP 

APT 

I AP 

AGS 

AGS 

COM 

F L D  

WRG 

I A P  

MPT 

ANG 

COM 

MAP 

APT 

AGS 

AGS 

I AP 

AGS 

PAGE 2 3  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
J E F F E R S O N  WRG 

J O E  FOSS 

K A H U L U I  

K E Y  

K L A M A T H  F A L L S  

K U L I S  

L A  PORTE 

LAMBERT/ST L O U I S  

L E W I S  B W I L S O N  

L I N C O L N  

L O V E L L  

M A N S F I E L D  LAHM 

M A R T I N  

M A R T I N  S T A T E  ANG 

MCCOLLUM 

M C E N T I R E  

MCGHEE/TYSON 

M E M P H I S  

MOFFETT 

MONTGOMERY 

MT D I S A P P O I N T M E N T  

MT M A R T E L L  

N A S H V I L L E  METRO 

NEDERLANQ 

NEW C A S T L E  COUNTY 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  --  

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1 0 3 3  0 

IMPROV 
COST 

- - - - - - - - - - -  
T O T A L  

COST - - - - -  
0 

1 3 2 5 4  

2 6  1 4  

1 1 1 1 2  

1 5 8 7 7  

1 7 0 3 5  

7 4 6  

1 9 2 0 4  

7 5 8  

1 1 7 9 3  

1 2 3 4  

6 7 7 9  

2 6 1  1 

2 3 7 9 2  

1 2 8 9  

2 4 3 9 8  

3 1 9 5 7  

8 7 8 2  

7 3 8 2  

0 

0 

0 

1 6 2 4 7  

1 6 1 6  

9 3 2 9  

--- 
WRG 

F L D  

COM 

F L O  

I A P  

AGB 

AGS 

I A P  

APT 

MPT 

F L O  

APT 

AGS 

APT 

AGS 

A GB 

APT 

I AP 

F L D  

AGS 

R R L  

RRL 

APT 

AGS 

APT 

ANG - 0 - 0 6 5596 0 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEART115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N 0  * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST 
COST COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NEW ORLEANS NAS ANX ANG - 0 - 0 3 5  2 5 4 3 2 9  1 0 2 6 6  1 9  0 1 8 2 5  1 2 0 9  1 

COM - 0 - 0 1 0  4 0 9  1 1 8 7  1 9 0 2 6 7  1 1 3 8  
NO HIGHLANDS 

NO S M I T H F I E L D  AGS - 0 

ONTARIO AhrG I A P  - 0 

ORANGE -, COM - 0 

O T I S  AGE - 0 

O T I S  I OM - 0 

P A I N E  AGS - 0 

PHOENIX AGS - 0 

PORTLAND I A P  - 0 

QUONSET S l  ATE APT - 0 

RENO CANNqN I AP - 0 

RICHMOND EYRD F L D  I A P  - 0 

RICKENBAC~~ER AGB - o 

RICKENBACKER 0 2  I M M  - 0 

ROSECRANS MEM APT - 0 

ROSLYN AGS - 0 

SALT LAKE C I T Y  I AP - 0 

SAN D I E G O .  AGS - 0 

SAVANNAH AGS - 0 

SAVANNAH I AP - 0 

SCHENECTAOY CO APT 
I * 0 

SEATTLE . AGS - 

SELFRIDGE : AGE . 1 9  
1 O 

5 0 0 5 9  

SELFRIDGE I OM - 0 

P C N  - SRLPAHA PAGE 2 5  
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  (19:27 AM 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
I N S T A L L A T I C N  NAWE CMD BLOGS 5 0  FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST _--_-_----------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SEPULVEOA AGS ANG 0 19 52126 0 - 0 - 
S I O U X  CTY APT ANG MPT - 0 - 0 46 289771 9566 

SKY HARBOR I AP 0 40 245057 7927 - 0 - 
SMOKY H I L L  WRG 0 2 5 3562 1 70 1 - 0 - 
SO PORTLAND AGS 0 8 51 172 1834 - 0 - 
SPOKANE ANG I AP - 0 - 0 16 181289 2 109 

S P R I N G F I E L D  B K L Y  MPT - 0 - 0 34 264774 8797 

S T A N D I F O R D  F L D  - 0 - 0 26 216208 6079 

S T A T E  COLLEGE AGS - 0 - 0 7 27094 373 

STEWART I AP - 0 0 37 796840 94029 - 

TOLEDO EXPRESS A P T  

TRUAX F L O  

TRUAX T C N  

TUCSON 

T U L S A  

V A N  NUYS 

I A P  - 0 - 0 29 419300 19490 

I A P  - 0 - 0 38 287534 98 14 

A P T  - 0 - 0 - - - 

VOLK I OM 0 I 576 36 - 0 - 

VOLK F I E L D  AGB - 0 - 0 184 469474 6472 

W K KELLOGG APT - 0 - 0 29 243010 3850 

WARREN GROVE WRG - 0 - 0 3 3220 53 

WELLESLEY AGS - 0 - 0 3 I 36285 1516 
I ,  i;..' 

W I L L  ROGERS WORLD APT - 0 - '  0 1 277154 
I 

879 1 

WORCESTER AGS - 0 - 0 4 47202 1329 

YEAGER ANG APT - 0 - 0 30 249661 12053 

Z A N E S V I L C E  AGS - 0 - 0 5 23248 613 

P C N  - SRLPflNA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

2 6 0 

IMPROV T O T A L  
COST COST 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
13 13 

4823 14389 

4957 12884 

1599 3824 

168 2002 

90 1 3010 

3938 12735 

2 500 8579 

126 499 

51276 145305 

2858 10523 

1428 15836 

7 2 3 

12786 32277 

4514 14328 

- 0 

1 3 7 

4632 11109 

1346 5 196 

1558 861 1 

143 1659 

2588 11379 

305 1634 

6928 18981 

120 733 

PAGE 26 



* * *  d , r i L # % ~ > ~ t  ~ C U  * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _____________- - - -  _-- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
* 2 1 5 4 5 5 9  4 2  3 9 4  4 7 5 0  3 2 9 9 9 9 9 3  1 2 2 6 7 2 0  9 8 2 0 7  1 8 4 5 2  5 2 4 3 6 8  1 7 6 9 9 3 4  

PCN - SRLPAIJA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 2 7  





* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _________ -_______  _-- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - -  _____ - -_ -_ -__ -_ - -_ - - - __ - - - - _ - - - - - - - _ -  
CANYON LAKE REC ATC - 0 - 0 7 6393 240 5 4 0 436 676 

CHANUTE AFB 461 2061958 1322 25044 285 4650261 164693 2125 714 32607 223058 

CHANUTE FHG 9 26151 2 4 202 1 1  1 195736 1565 49 12 950 2729 

COLUMBUS 

COLUMBUS 

COOLIDGE/FLORENC€ 

C U S I C K  

EAGLE PASS 

FREDERICK 

GOODFELLOY 

GOODFELLOY 01 

GOODFELLOW 02 

AAF 

AFB 

MPT 

TNG 

AAF 

MPT 

AFB 

REC 

WSS 

HOMESTEAD TNG - 0 _ 0 8 13355 3 19 3 0 126 445 

HONDO MPT - 0 - 0 8 33868 103 859 0 120 223 

KEESLER AFB 978 2277736 1745 25402 310 6902073 201384 1611 556 33785 261 127 

KEESLER SRG - 0 - 0 12 8679 353 1878 18 611 982 

KEESLER O !  TNG 58 298748 208 3112 9 33262 959 57 14 96 3 5048 

KEGELMAN A AF - 0 - 0 5 7522 148 1285 1 1 1  2193 2452 

LACKLAND AFB 127 865215 600 15323 1146 9158461 294171 2753 455 36890 346839 

LACKLAND TNG 66 181210 124 2248 227 1159402 33356 3973 809 11006 
474 19 

LAUGHL I N  AAF - 0 - 0 5 3246 708 552 527 4602 
5837 

LAUGHL I N AFB 330 793924 600 9991 205 r 1435985 63163 4532 464 24754 98372 

LAUGHL I N ANX 0 4 186 14 7 2 
I t  82 - $ -  ' 

1 O 
€4 1 7 7 

L A U G H L I N  REC - 0 - 0 4 1333 164 4 3 0 573 737 

LOOKOUT PASS TNG - 0 - 0 - - - 1500 0 - 0 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 99:27 AM 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

INSTALLATION NAME ----------------- 
LOWRY ' 

LOWRY 

LOWRY 

MATHER 

RANDOLPH 

REESE 

REESE 

REESE 

RITTENHWSE 

ROCKY MTN ARSENAL 

SEGUIN 

SHEPPARO 

SHEPPARD 

TUMTUM 

VAUCE 

WILLIAMS 

WILLIAMS 

WILLIAMS TNG ANX 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAN0 * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMD BLDGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

AFB ATC 2 3 0  1338560  8 6 7  1 7 3 0 0  299  5359289  166514  1866  5 1 7  3 2 6 1 0  2 1 6 9 4 1  

REC - 0 - 0 3 474 13 6 8 0 148 161  

TNG - 0 - 0 4 3 5 0 6  167  9 6 5  0 6 3 9  8 0 6  

AFB 1064  1711253 1 2 7 1  2 6 7 4 8  4 1 3  2813688  101851  5 8 4 5  6 2 3  5 8 0 9 3  1 8 7 3 1 5  

AFB 4 2 1  1574220  1019  16265  2 7 5  3539359  1 0 0 0 3 0  3 1 2 9  4 8 0 9  3 8 1 9 4  159298  

A AF - 0 . -  0 4 5 8 0 3  2 4 5  6 6 0  1 6 6  1 9 8 1  2 3 9 2  

AFB 2 3 0  488559 3 9 8  11619  5 3 9  1454095  5 2 2 1 9  2 9 8 3  3 5 5 8  2 2 1 9 3  8 9 5 8 9  

TNG - 0 - 0 - - - 3 1 0  0 - 0 

A AF 

TNG 

AAF 

AFB 

REC 

TNG 

AFB 

AFB 

REC 

ANX 

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 3 0  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P ~ C I M L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FC!3TAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T L O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  --_ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CHARLESTOIJ CAP AUN 0 2 634 0 - 0 - - - - 0 

CHARLDTTE/LSN CAP - 0 - 0 I 4 5 0  0 
- - - 0 

E L K V I E W  CAP FHG 0 I 4 00 0 - 0 - - - - 0 

FARGO CAP F HG 1 9 1 5  1 0 - - - - - - 0 

HECTOR AIRPORT CAP - 0 - 0 I 5 6 6  0 - - - 0 

JACKSON CAP 0 1 4 6 5  0 - 0 - - - - 0 

L O U I S I A N A  
- 

CAP - 0 0 I 1 8 7  0 - - - 0 

L O U I S V I L L E  
- 

CAP - 0 0 1 3 5 5  0 - - - 0 

MAXWELL AFB 2 4 3  9 4 0 7 1 5  4 8 1  8 4 7 7  3 8 0  3 8 5 9 1 2 7  1 4 3 2 9 7  3 4 9 7  2 1 2 7  3 9 3 2 9  1 9 3 2 3 0  

MAXWELL FHG 1 2 5  2 1 1 7 9 1  1 7 5  2 7 9 8  - - - 3 1 1 3 2  9 3 3 0 2 3  

MXWELL GUNTER A N  TNG 1 3 3  4 9 8 0 2 7  3 2 4  5 4 6 9  1 1 0  1 5 7 5 9 5 6  6 5 9 2 8  3 6 8  2 9 1  1 3 3 0 2  8 4 9 9 0  

S I O U X  F A L L S  
- - 

CAP - 0 - 0 1 4 2 6  0 - 0 

PCN - SRLPAIJA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 3 1  

I ) 
*** UNCL F I E D  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------_______ --- 
ACIJSHNET GiJEN 4 0 4  ~ O M  

AINSWORTH GWEN663 COM 

ALZADA RBS 

A M I D O N  S I T E  RBS 

ANDREWS ANX 

APALACHICOLA R R L  

APEX COM 

APPLETON GWEN 8 4 6  COM 

ASHLANO R B  S 

A VA T S T  

AVON PARK WRG 

BADLANDS WRG 

BARKSOALE A F B  

BARKSOALE B C N  

BARKSOALE I MM 

BAYSHORE RB S 

B E A L E  AFB 

BEANTOWN GWEN 8 2 4  COM 

B E L L E  FOURCHE RBS 

B E L L E  FOURCHE FHG FHG 

B E L L E W E  'COM S I T E  COM 

BERGSTROH AAF 1 

BERGSTROM AFB 

BERGSTROV I MM 

BERGSTROY REC 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * e  
CMO BLOCS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST 

* *  OTHER BUICDINGS * +  

---------- -------  - _ _ _ _ _ _  - - NBR SQ FEET COST - - - - - - - - - - -______ 
CMB - - - - - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _  - 0 - 0 - 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _  COST 

1 2  
- - - - - - - - -  

0 8 1 1 8  8 1 1 8  

PAGE 3 2  



.. . , I .  

s p E c I A ~  ~ u I L O I N G  SQ FOOTAGEICOST REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
* + *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  _ -  r r C T  ,,NITS COST NRR SQ FEET COST 

ACRES COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - -  
- - -.- 

CMO BLOGS 50 "'1 -.-- _______- - - - - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - -  
---- ____- - -  __________--- - - - - - - - -  1758 42 2 8 --- 

- 0 - 0 1 
~ N S  COM CMB "-..- 2 - - - 

- - 0 0 I MM BLYTHEVILI.E 100 2 1 1  
- - 0 1 

COM 0 
6060 GWEN 863 - - 0 2 1634 7 0 7411 

0 WSS BOLES WELI-S 
1529 117 155 - - 0 5 

wss 0 
BONITO LAKE - - - 14 

- - 0 0 
BONNEAUVILLE 868 COM 

12740 749 14 
- - 0 6 

WRG CA JUNTA YNG 
0 

785 64 121232 48T3 104 
45 51376 45 

CALUMET AFS 
441 (389271 (011 (5664 417 2260065 125428 

4536 

CANNON AFB - - 4 5 - 0 - - 0 
C~N'TON GWFN 661 COM 

14405 492 7 1 - 0 5 
COM 

- 0 
CARIBOU 1775 7 1 3 3 

- - 0 4 
MTK 0 

CARRABELLE 192 43 1 1 1  
- - 0 2 

CARROLLTOIJ G 851 COM 
0 

553 l~63g25 807 11542 290 3049829 204610 
2756 

CARSWELL AFB 
12 20738 820 511 

- 0 - 0 
CARSWELL AM0 - 0 - 1 - - - 0 
CARsWELL : I MM - - - 1 

- - 0 0 L I T  CARSWELL 02 
0 294 2613624 119937 3050 - 0 - 

AFB CASTLE ; - 1 - - - 0 - 0 
CASTLE I MM 

13 16149 933 126 

CASTLE H S l i  ANX 12 FHG 
380 784494 683 

200 98 8 1 
125 356958 250 3ag8 

1 

CASTLE 03 F HG 674 3 6 

F HG 
274460 156 5220 24 

38238 

CHARLESTOIJ - 14 
I I - 

0 5 -  ' 0 4 
CHESTER M(NI-MUTE RBS - 14 \ - - - - 0 0 1. 

CWTEAU MU ?OMMI 
3518 135 3207 

- - 0 2 0 - WRG 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

_ _ _ _ - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - -  
10 25 77 

PAGE 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOUQCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST _--------_------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -_  

'CLARK I N S T R  S I T E  RBS CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST . - ---------------------------  

0 0 

TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - - 
0 

COL F L S  MEW MEW - 0 - - - - 0 

COLONY RBS RB S 0 1 6 8 4 3  9 5 8  - 0 - 

C O L S T R I P  RBS RBS - - - 0 - 0 - 

CONCHAS LAKE 0 2  REC - 0 - 0 2 1 4 0 0  7 1 

CONNER (21MM5)  RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 

CONRAD RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 

CONRAD FHG ANNEX FHG 4 0  5 4 6 7  1 4 0  2 3 5 2  2 1 7 8 8 9  2 2 6 2  

CONRAD RADAR RBS RBS - 0 - 0 1 7 0 0 0  3 2 7 3  

C O T I L E  REC 0 1 1 9 2  8 - 0 - 

COVE GARDENS FHG 3 8  1 3 7 6 9 6  1 3 0  4 4 9 0  1 0 0  4 9 5 4  1 1 1  

CRESCENT C I T Y  BCN 4 1 0 4 7 3  7 0 1 3 5 5 0  4 0 

CROSS C I T Y  BCN - 0 - 0 - - - 

CROWNSVILLE 8 8 9  

CRYSTAL GWEN 8 4 8  

CUODEBACK LAKE 

CUDJOE KEY 

DAKOTA RXOGE 

DARE COUNTY 

DAVIS-MONTHAN 

DAVIS-MONTHAN 

DAVXS-MOVTHN MS 5 

DAVIS-MOIJTHN MS 8 

COM 

COM 

WRG 

AFS 

FHG 

WRG 

AFB 

RRL 
I t  

MSL 

MSL 

DAVIS-MONTHN M S 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

DAVIS-MONTHN MS12 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

D r N  - CRI PANA 

PACF 34  



***  UNCLASSl t  ' . . 
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SO FDOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _-- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
DECKER FLD  CUB - 0 - 0 - - - 

D I C K I N S O N :  BHG - 0 - 0 4 37923  1 6 4 9  

D I C K I N S O N  RBS RBS - 0 - 0 1 6 9 0  1 6 1 2  

DOUGLAS 

DULUTH 

DYESS 

RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 

I A P  - 0 - 0 - - - 

AFB 6 9 3  1 1 7 2 1 1 7  990 1 2 1 0 7  3 2 9  2 9 6 9 7 9 3  1 3 5 1 5 7  

DYESS WE A - 0 - 0 - - - 

DYESS REC COM - 0 - 0 1 1555  4 9 

DYESS TRANS COM - 0 - 0 1 2 8 7 6  6 9  

DYESS 0 1  , I MM - 0 - 0 - - - 
DYESS 0 2  I MM - 0 - 0 - - - 

EAKER AFB AFB 4 4 4  1 2 9 1 9 9 4  9 2 8  1 2 1 0 1  1 9 9  1669624  8 1  1 9 3  

EDINBURG GWEN 8 7 0  COM - 0 - 0 - - - 

ELLSWORTH AFB 9 8 5  3 5 7 8 0 3 1  2 6 7 5  2 4 0 6 4  4 2 1  4 5 8 0 3 3 2  2 3 4 9 9 0  

ELLSWORTH ANX - 0 - 0 5 254  1 1 3 4 2  

ELLSWORTH I OM - 0 - 0 - - 

ELLSWORTH STG - 0 - 0 - - - 

ELLSWORTH ANX RRL - 0 - 0 1 1 3 3  7 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 0 - 0 

ELLSWORTH COM COM - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 0 

ELLSWORTH MSL A 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 6  6 4 4 0  4 8 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL A l l  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 2  4 4 4 2  486 

ELLSWORTH MSL A 8  MSL 0 _ 0 1 t 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 3  10 4 4 3  4 9 3  

I ,  2. - f i -  ' 0 4 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 2  7 4 4 0  4 8 7  ELLSWORTH MSL A 9  MSL 
1 O 

ELLSWORTH MSL 6 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 4 4  9 2  1 8  3 5 5  1 2 1 7  

ELLSWORTH MSL 6 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 4  S 4 6 3  5 0 8  

P C N  - SRLPAHA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  09:27 AM PAGE 3 5  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ELLSWORTH M S L  8 1 1  MSL CMB - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  1 1 3  4 462  5 0 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL 8 2  MSL - 0 - 0 I 468 4 0 1 1 5  5 468  5 1 3  

E L L S W ~ R T H  MSL 83 MSL - o - 0 1 468 4 0  1 2 7  7 462  5 0 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL 8 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0 109  4 462  506  

ELLSWORTH MSL 8 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0 14 2 7 4 6 2  5 0 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL 86 MSL - 0 - 0 I 468  4 0  1 1 6  4 463  507 

ELLSWORTH MSL 8 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 5 1 1 3  4 462  5 1  1 

ELLSWORTH MSL B 8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0 1 5 1  4 462  5 0 6  
1 

ELLSWORTY MSL 89 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  3 9 1 2 5  8 4 6 2  509 

ELLSWORTH MSL C 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 1 6  6 9 1 3  3 4 3  1 1 7 2  I 
ELLSWORTH MSL C 1 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL C l l  

ELLSWORTH MSL C 2  

ELLSWORTH MSL C 3  

ELLSWORTtt MSL C 4  

ELLSWORTH M S L  C 5  

ELLSWORTY M S L  C 6  

ELLSWORTt i  M S L  C 7  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

ELLSWORTII  M S L  C 8  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 3  4 4 4 2  4 8 6  

ELLSWORTH M S L  C 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0  124 6 4 4 0  4 8 6  

ELLSWORTY M S L  0 1  MSL - 0 - 
Ir &' 

0 3 1 7 5 7 9  845 9 0  9 3 4  1 1 1 9 5  

ELLSWORTH M S L  0 1 0  MSL 4 I - 
! 

0 11 - 0 4 1 468  4 0 129 4 4 6 2  5 0 6  

ELLSWORTH M S L  D l  1 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0 120  5 4 6 3  5 0 8  

ELLSWORTH M S L  0 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0 128 6 4 6 0  5 0 6  

ELLSWORTH M S L  D 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0  1 2 4  2 4 5 9  5 0  1 

P C N  - SRLPpNA 
03/16/1993' 09:27  AM PAGE 36 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHFR BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FFET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET CDST ACRES COST COST COST __--------------- - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _  _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ELLSWORTH MSL F7 MSL CMB - 0 - 0 .  1 468  4 0 124 6 442 488  

ELLSWORTH MSL F8 MSL - 0 - 0 1 468 4 0 126  6 4 4 0  486  

ELLSWORTH MSL F 9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0 125 6 442 488  

ELLSWORTH MSL G I  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 1 9  7 0  1 7  305 1141  

ELLSWORTH MSL G f O  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0  1 1 6  5 438 483  

ELLSWORTH MSL G I 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 126 6 438 4 8 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL G2 MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0  116  5 438  483  

ELLSWORTH MSL 6 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 468  4 0  1 1 6  5 4 4 0  485 

ELLSWORTH MSL 64  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 12 1 6 438 484  

ELLSWORTH MSL G 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 7  5 438  4 8 3  

ELLSWORTH MSL G6 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 117 6 438  4 8 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL G 7  MSL 

ELLSWORTH MSL G8 MSL 

ELLSWORTH MSL G 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL H I  

ELLSWORTH MSL H I 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL H i 1  

ELLSWORTH MSL H 2  

ELLSWORTH MSL H 3  

ELLSWORTH MSL H 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL H 5  

ELLSWORTH MSL H 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL H7  

ELLSWORTH MSL H8 

ELLSWORTH MSL  H 9  

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MS L 

4 8 2  

4 8 8  

4 8 4  

1207  

4 8 2  

4 8 2  

4 8 3  

4 8 5  

4 8  1 

4 8 5  

4 8 7  

482  

4 9 4  

483  

PAGE 3 8  
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  ' IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS 50 FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - _ _ - - - - - _ _ - - _ - ^ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

ELLSWORTH MSL K 2  MSL CMB - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  112  5 4 4 0  4 8 5  

ELLSWORTH MSL K 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 3  6 4 4 2  4 8 8  

ELLSWORTH MSL K4 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  126  7 4 4 0  4 8 7  

ELLSWORTH MSL K 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 8  7 4 4 0  4 8 7  

ELLSWORTH MSL K 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 7  5 4 5 6  5 0  1 

ELLSWORTH MSL K 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 3  6 4 4 0  4 8 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL KB MSL - 0 0 I 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 6  - 5 4 4 6  4 9  1 

ELLSWORTH MSL K 9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  118  1 0  4 4 2  4 9 2  

ELLSWORTH MSL L 1  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 19  8 2 17  3 3 3  1 1 6 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL L 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 5  5 4 7 2  5 1 7  I 

ELLSWORTH MSL L 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 4  1 0  4 5 9  5 0 9  i 
ELLSWORTH MSL L 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 6  5 4 6 5  5 1 0  

ELLSWORTH MSL L 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 4  5 4 5 9  5 0 4  

ELLSWORTH MSL L 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 9  6 4 6 0  5 0 6  I 
ELLSWORTH MSL L 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 2 8  8 4 6 0  5 0 8  

ELLSWORTH MSL L 6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 2  4 4 5 9  5 0 3  

ELLSWORTH MSL L 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 7  5 4 5 9  5 0 4  

ELLSWORTtl MSL L 8  MSL - 0 - C I 4 6 8  4 0 1 1 5  5 4 6 6  5 1 1  

SLLSWORTCI MSL L 9  MSL - 0 - 0 I 4 6 8  4 0 1 3 0  7 4 5 9  5 0 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL M I  MSL - 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 2 6  7 2 9 333  1168  

ELLSWORTW MSL M I 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 r 4 6 8  4 0 1 2 7  6 4 4 5  4 9  1 
r l 

I t  MY 

ELLSWORTH MSL MI1 MSL - 0 fl - '  0 4 I 4 6 8  4 0  12  1 4 4 3 8  4 8 2  
I 

ELLSWORTH MSL M 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 2 0 8  1 4 3 8  4 7 9  

ELLSWORTH MSL M 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 3 7  4 4 3 8  4 8 2  

ELLSWORTIi MSL M4 MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 7  3 4 5  1 4 9 4  

I 
PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 6 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 4 0  



S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAG€/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

I N S T A L L A T l O N  NAME ----------------- 
ELLSWORTH'~ MSL M 5  

ELLSWORTH MSL M 6  

ELLSWORTH MSL M 7  

ELLSWORTH MSL M8 

ELLSWORTH MSL M 9  

ELLSWORTH M S L  N1. 

ELLSWORTH M S L  N I O  

ELLSWORTH M S L  N 1 1  

ELLSWORTH M S L  N 2  

ELLSWORTH MSL N3 

ELLSWORTH MSL N4 

ELLSWORTH M S L  N5 

ELLSWORTH MSL N6 

ELLSWORTH M S L  N 7  

ELLSWORTH M S L  N8 

ELLSWORTH M S L  N9 

ELLSWORTH M S L  01 

ELLSWORTH M S L  0 1 0  

ELLSWORTH M S L  0 I I 

ELLSWORTH M S L  0 2  

ELLSWORTH M S L  03 

ELLSWORTH MSL 0 4  

ELLS)dORTH MSL 05 

ELLSWORTH M S L  06 

ELLSWORTH M S L  07 

P C N  - SRLPA'UA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  *39:27 AM 

--- 
M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

M S L  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

MSL 

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CMB - 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST 

---------  - - -  
I 468 4 0  

* *  L A N D  * *  
ACRES COST 

- - - - -  
IMPROV 

COST 
- - - -  

4 4 4  

4 38 

438  

4 4 5  

4 3 9  

335  

438  

438  

438  

438  

438  

4 38 

4 3 9  

4 4 0  

4 3 8  

4 4 0  

3 4 2  

439  

4 4 0  

4 4 0  

438  

438 

4 38 

455 

438 

TOTAL 
COST - - - - -  

4 8 9  

PAGE 4 1  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
ELLSWORTH M S L  0 8  

ELLSWORTH MSL 09 

ELLSWORTH MSLE A 1  

ELLSWORTH MSLE A 2  

ELLSWORTH MSLE A 3  

ELLSWORTH MSLE A 4  

ELLSWORTY MSLE A 5  

ELLSWORTH MSLE A 6  

--- 
MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST N8R SO FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -  
CMB - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

- 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

- 0 - 0 3 7 5 7 9  8 1 7  

- 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

- 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

- 0 - -  0 1 4 6 8  4 0 

- 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 1 7  4 4 5  I 

1 2 1  5 4 4 0  

1 0 1  1 6  3 4 9  

1 2 2  6 4 4 0  

1 1 4  5 4 5 3  

1 2 0  5 4 4 2  

1 3 3  8 4 4 0  

1 1 4  4 4 4 2  

TOTAL 
COST 

ELLSWORTH MSLE A 7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 6 8  4 0  1 1 6  5 4 4 0  4 8 5  

ELLSWORTH TRANS COM - 0 - 0 2 5 4 1 5  1 2 2  1 2  2 2 9  1 5 3  

ELLSWORTH 0 2  FHG 1 6  1 8 3 4 8  1 6  2 1 6  4 5 4 0  1 0 0  3 8 4 6 9 3 8 9  

ELLSWORTH 03 FHG 1 6  1 8 3 4 8  1 6  2 1 6  - - - 1 9  2 6 2 2 8 0  

ELLSWORTH 0 4  FHG 1 6  1 8 7 0 8  1 6  2 1 6  6 1 1 1 9  7 0  4 1 4 1 5 2  4 4 2  

ELLSWORTH 06 RRL - o - o I 1 6  3 - - - 3 

E L L S W O R T ~  07 

E L M I R A  GYEN 8 5 8  

E M P I R E  

ENGLAND 

ESCANABA 

ESSEX GWSN 8 7 1  

F E WARRtN 

F E *  WARRSN 

F E WARRSN MS A 1 0  

F E WARRCN MS A l l  

F E WARRFN MS B 1 0  

RRL 

COM 

B C N  

AFB 

OFP 

COM 

AFB 

R R L  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

P C N  - SRLP6NA 
03/18/1993' 0 9 :  2 7  AM PAGE 4 2  





* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OT:!ER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _______---- - - - - - -  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
F E WARREN MS D 7  MSL CMB - 0 - 0 - - 1 2 2  7  4 5 8  4 6 5  

F E WARREN MS D 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 9  9 4 5 8  4 6 7  

F E WARREN MS D 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 1  8 4 5 8  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS E l  MSL - 0 - 0 2 834 1 8 8 8  8 3  2 0  2 4 6  1154 

F E WARREN MS E l 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  8  4 5 8  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS E l l  MSL - 0 . - 0 - - - 1 1 9  8  4 6 0  4 6 8  

F E WARREN MS € 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 126 8 4 6 4  4 7 2  

F E WARREN MS E 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 125 8 4 5 6  4 6 4  

F E WARREN MS E 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 0  7  4 5 8  4 6 5  

F E WARREN MS E 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  8 4 5 8  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS E 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 8  8 4 5 8  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS E 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1 8  6 458  4 6 4  

F E WARREN MS E 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 1  7  458  4 6 5  

F E WARREN MS E 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 128 9 4 5 7  4 6 6  

F E WARREN MS F 1  

F E WARREN MS F 1 0  

F E WARREN MS F 1 1  

F E WARREN MS F 2  

F E WARREN MS F 3  

F E WARREN MS F 4  

F E WARREN MS F 5  

F E 'WARREN MS F 6  

F E WARREN MS F 7  

F E WARREN MS F 8  

F E WARREN MS F 9  

P C N  - SRLP4NA 
03/ 1 8 /  1 9 9 3  09: 2 7  AM 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

1 1 5 0  

4 7 0  

464  

4 6 9  

4 7 "  -, ,a 

4 6 7  

466  

468  

465  

465  

465 

PAGE 44 



* * *  U N C L A ~ :  . , , - * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  

INSTALLAT!ON NAME CMD BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST --,--,---..------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F E WARRE? MS G I  MSL CMB - 0 - 0 2 834 I  8 9 0  3 6  8  3 1 0  1 2 0 8  

? 

F E WARREP-4 MS G I 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 2  7  4 5 7  4 6 4  

F E WARREY MS G I 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 124  8  4 5 8  4 6 6  

1 

F E WARREh; MS 62 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  8  4 6 4  4 7 2  

F E WARREN MS G3 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 6  8 4  5 8  4 6 6  

i 
F E WAR RE^ MS G4 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 3  7  4 5 9  4 6 6  

F E WAR RE^ MS G 5  MSL - 0 - . O  - - - 1 3 0  9  4 7 8  4 8 7  

F E WARRE? MS G7 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 119  8 4 5 9  4 6 7  

F E 'WARRE+ MS G8 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 122 8 4 5 8  4 6 6  

F E WARREh MS G9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 122  7  4 5 6  4 6 3  

F E WARRE6 MS HI MSL - 0 - 0 2 834 1  8 8 8  3 9  1 0  2 4 6  1 1 4 4  

! 
F E WAR RE^ MS 1-110 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 126 8 4 5 7  4 6 5  

F E WAR RE^ MS H I  1 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 125  8 4 6 6  4 7 4  

F E WARRE? MS H2 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 3  9 4 5 7  4 6 6  

F E WARREh MS H3 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 128  9  4 5 7  4 6 6  

F E WARRE4 MS H 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  9 4 5 7  4 6 6  

i 
F E WAR RE^ MS HS MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 3 0  9 4 5 8  4 6 7  

F E WARREF( MS H6 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 119  7  4 6 4  4 7  1  

? 
F E WARREY MS H7 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 5  1 0  4 5 8  4 6 8  

F E WARREY MS H8 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 2 8  1 0  4 6  1  4 7  1  

F E WARRE? MS H9 M S L  0 - 0 - - - 1 2 0  7  4 6 2  4 6 9  

F E WARREk MS I I  M S L  fi - 0 -d 8 3 4  1  8 8 8  3  4  9 2 5 2  1 1 4 9  

1 
F E WAR RE^: MS I 1 0  M S L  

\ O  - 0 - 0 - - - 126 8 4 6 2  4 7 0  

i 

PCN - SRLPAKA 
03/ 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  C9 : 27 AM PAGE 4 5  
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I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME 
* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  

CMD BLOCS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST 
* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  

------- ---------- ---  - - - - - - - - -  ----------  - -------_--____ NBR SO FEET COST 

'F E WARREN MS 12 MSL CMB 
- - - - - - - -_ -______ - 0 - 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - 
F E WARREN MS I 3  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS I 4  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS I 5  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS I 6  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS I7 MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS I8  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS I 9  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS J 1  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS J 1 0  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARRFN MS J 1 1  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS J 2  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS J 3  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS J 4  MSL - 0 - 
F E W A R R ~ N  MS J 5  M S L  - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS J6 M S L  - 0 - 
F E WARRFN MS d 7  M S L  - 0 - 
F E WARRgN MS J8 M S L  - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS J9 M S L  - 0 - 
F E W A R R ~ N  MS K I  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS K 1 0  M S L  - 0 - 

t r  G3 
F E. WARREN MS K 1 1 MSL - 

I 
0 jf - '  

F E WARRCN MS K 2  M S L  - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS K 3  MSL - 0 - 
F E WARREN MS K 4  MSL 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST - - - - - - - - - - - - -______- - - - -  COST 

1 3 1  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  

1 1  4 5 9  4 7 0  

PAGE 4 6  
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- '.ICI 1 i f - 4  * 

sp~c-.~~ - L ~ c l h i r  SQ ~ U U  I I . ~ L ; - u ~ I  NEpURT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  

N8R SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 
CMD BLDGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - -  --  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - _ - - -  

INSTALLAT~ON NAME _____-_-_- - - -  - - ---,-----,------- --- - - 0 
1 2 0  

0 
F E WARREhl M s  Y5  MSL CMB - 1 2 6  - I - 0 - 0 
F E WARREN MS K 6  MSL 

- - 
- - 0 

1 2 8  
0 

F E WARREN MS Y7 MSL - 1 1 6  - - 0 - 0 
F E WARREY MS Y 8  MSL - 1 2 4  - - - 0 - 0 
F E WARREN *S K g  M s L  834 1 

8 8 8  5 0  - - 0 2 I 
F E WAR RE^ MS L 1  14% 0 

- 1 2 8  - - - 0 - 0 
F E WARRE? MS L I O  MSL - - 1 2 5  - - L - 0 0 
F E WARREN *s M s L  - 1 2 2  - - - 0 - 0 
F E WARREN MS L2 MSL 

- - - - - 0 
1 5 3  

0 I 
F E WARREY MS i-3 MSL 

- - - - 1 3 0  
1 - 0 0 

F E WARREY MS L 4  MSL 
- - - - - 0 1 1 8  0 

- - F E WARREN MS L5 MSL 
- 0 - 1 3 4  - 0 ! 

F E WARRE? MS L 6  M s L  
- - - 

- - 0 1 2 2  0 
F E ~ A R R E ~ /  MS ~7 - - - - - 0 1 6 3  0 
F E WARREN MS LB MSL 

- - - 
! - - 0 

1 2 3  
0 

F E WARRE? MS L 9  MSL 
8 3 4  1 8 8 8  7 4 - - 0 2 

F E WARREN MS MI MSL 0 
- 1 2 5  - - - 0 - 0 

F E WAR RE^ MS M I 0  MSL - - - 127  - - 0 0 
F E WAR RE^ MS M I 1  M s L  - - - 1 2 8  

I - - 0 0 
F E WARREN MS M2 MSL - - - 1 2 1  , - - 0 0 
p E WARREF MS M3 MSL - - - - t 

127  
0 0 

F E WARREN MS M4 M5.L 
4 - 1 2 1  

f i -  ' - 
0 

- - - 
1 

i 
F E WARREV M s  *5 MSL 

124 - - 0 0 
F E WARREV MS M6 MSL - - - 1 1 5  - - 0 0 
F E WARRE? MS M7 MSL 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

----  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - -  
7 4 6 2  4 6 9  



I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ---------_---__-- --- 
F E WARREN MS M8 MSL 

F E WARREN MS M9 MSL 

F E WARREN MS N i  MSL 

F E WARREN U S  N i 0  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N i l  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N 2  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N 3  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N 4  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N 5  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N6 MSL 

F E WARReN MS N 7  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N 8  MSL 

F E WARREN MS N9 MSL 

F E WARREN MS 0 6 MSL 

F E WARREN MS 01 MSL 

F E WARREN MS 0 1 0  M S L  

F E WARREN MS 01 1 MSL 

F E WARRCN MS 02 M F L  

F E WARREN MS 03 M S L  

F E WARREN MS 0 4  MSL 

F E WARREN MS 0 5  MSL 
I I 

F E n  WARREN MS 0 7  MSL 

F E W A R R ~ N  MS 0 8  MSL 

F E WARREN MS 09 MSL 

F E WARREN MS P i  MSL 

- -  - 

- - 
* * *  F A M I L Y H O U S I N G  * * *  

CMD BLOCS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST 
* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  

- - - - - - - -_____-  ------------___ NBR SQ FEET COST ---------- 
CMB 

------ - 0 
--------  ---------  - 0 - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST - - - - - - - - - ______  - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _  COST 

1 2 3  7 4 5 6  

TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - - _ 
4 6 3  



* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
CMQ BLDGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST 

NBR SO FEET COST 
INSTALLATION NAME - - _ ___ -__ - -  ________- - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _______- -_ - - -  - _________------ - -  - 0 - 0 
F E WARREN MS P I 0  MSL CMB 

- - 0 - 0 

- F E WARREN MS P I  1 M s L  

F E WARRE? MS P 2  MSL 

F E WARREe *S P 3  MSL 

F E WARREN MS p 4  MSL 
I 

F E kARREY MS P 5  MSL 

F E WARREP( MS P 6  

, 
MSL 

: 
F E WARREN MS P 7  MSL 

F E WAR RE^ MS P a  MSL 

p E WARREh MS P 9  MSL 

F E WARRE4 Ms  M s L  

F E WARRE< I MS 0 1 0  MSL 

F E WARREh I MS 0 1 1  MSL 

F E WARREW MS 0 2  MsL  

F E WARRE& MS 03 M s L  

E WARREh MS 0 4  MsL  

F E WARREN MS 0 5  M s L  

F E WARRE? MS 0 6  MSL 

F E WARREN ! MS 0 7  MSL 

F E WARREN MS 08 MSL 

F E WARREN MS 09 MSL 

F E WARREP( MS MSL 

F E WARREN MS R 1 0  MSL 

F E WARREN MS R 1 1 M s L  

F E WARREN MS R 2  MSL 

* *  LAN0 * *  
ACRES COST ________ - - - - - - - -  - 

- 2 9 2  

- 1 6 8  

- 177  

- 1 8 6  

- 2 4 2  

- 2 4 2  

- 2 4  1 

- 3 4 4  

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - -  

1 1 9 2 6  9 3 7  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
F E WARREN MS R 3  MSL CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 239 18 669 687 

F E WARREN MS R 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 244 3 6 670 706 

F E WARREN MS R 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 240 1 6  673 689 

F E WARREN MS R 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 234 19 720 739 

F E WARREN MS R 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 198 2 6  660 686 

F E WARRFN MS R 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 7 4  1 3  704 717 

F E W A R R ~ N  MS R 9  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 230 28 647 675 

F E WARREN MS S l  MSL 

F E WARREN MS S 1 0  MSL 

F E WARRFN MS S 1 1  MSL 

F E WARREN MS S 2  MSL 

F E WARREN MS S 3  MSL 

F E WARRFN MS 5 4  MSL 

F E WARREN MS 55 MSL 

F E WARREN MS S 6  MSL 

F E WARREN MS 5 7  MSL 

F E WARRGN MS S 8  MSL 

F E WARREN MS S 9  MSL 

F E WARREN MS T I  MSL 

F E WARREN MS T I 0  MSL 

F E WARRgN MS T I 1  MSL - 0 - 0 -4 - - 20 1 1 9  643 662 ., Y I I  ,<' 
F E. W A R R ~ N  MS T 2  MSL - 0 14 -' 0 4 -  - - 242 2 7 655 682 

I 
F E WARREN MS T 3  MSL 

F E WARREN MS T 4  MSL 

F E WARREN MS T 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 223 207 667 874 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
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* . ?) 

S P L Z I A L  BUIL IJ ING SQ CL,UIAG~/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1  15 AS OF 30 S E P  92 

I N S T A L L A T I  ON NAME ----------------- 
F E WARREN MS T 6  

F E WARREN MS T 8  

F E WARREbl MSL A1 

F E WARREN MSL A 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
CMD BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR S Q F E E T  COST --- .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 

M S L  CMB - 0 - - 0 - - 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

M S L  - 0 - 0 2 834 1 1005 

M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 

F E WARREN MSL A 3  M S L  

F E WARREC! MSL A 4  M S L  

F E WARREN MSL A 5  M S L  

F E WARREV MSL A 6  M S L  

F E WARREN MSL A 7  M S L  

F E WAR RE^ MSL A 8  MSL 

F E WARREN MSL A 9  M S L  

F E WARREN MSL B1 MSL 

F E WARREN MSL 8 2  M S L  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
ACRES COST COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

F E WARREF! MSL 83 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 128 9 457 466 

F E WAR RE^! MSL 8 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 122 8 458 466 

F E WARREP) 03 R R L  - 0 - 0 I 80 0 1 0 0 0 
5 

F A I R C H I L D  A F B  777 1328761 1197 17048 554 4666950 153544 569 1 424 102277 273293 

F A I R C H I L D  F HG 16 18904 16 252 8 576 8 6 9 50 319 

F A I R C H I L D  I MM - 0 - 0 1 2 16 9 2 1 12 2 2 

F A I R C H I L D  I OM 0 - 0 1 t 174 13 3 2 57 7 2 

F A I R C H I L D  REC - 5 - 0 4 2887 30 35 1 148 179 \ 

1 O 
F A I R C H I L D  SWG - 0 - 0 2 2234 109 101 3 516 628 

F A I R C H I L D  T NG - - 0 - 0 - - - 34 1 1 

P C N  - S R L P A ~ ~ A  
os/ is/ I 993 ys : 27 AM 

1 

PAGE 51 

. , .. . 

. . * * *  UNCL F I E D  * * *  



INSTALLATION NAME ------_-----_____ - - - 
FAIRCHILD CEMETRy ANX 

FAIRCHILO 0 1  WS S 

FAIRCHILD 0 2  WS S 

FINLEY AFS 

FINLEY COM 

FINLEY FHG 

FINLEY WS S 

FLAGSTAFF STE 8 8 5  COM 

FORESTPORT TST 

FORSYTH FHG FHG 

FORSYTH RBS RE S 

FORSYTH TRAINING TNG 

FORTUNA AFS 

FORTUNA COM 

FT FISHER REC REC 

FT LONESOME BCN 

FT TUTHILL REC 

FUNKSTOWN COM 

GEORGE A FB 

GEORGE RRL 

GFODGE WRG 

I L 
GIBBSBORO AFS 

GILA BEND AAF 

GLENDIVE RBS 

GLENWOOD CON SITE COM 

* * *  UNCLASSIFIED + + *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR~II~ AS OF 30 s ~ p  92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  
CMD BLOGS 5 0  FEET UNITS COST * *  OTHER BUILDINGS + a  * *  LAND * *  

------ NBR 5 0  FEET COST ACRES COST 
IMPROV TOTAL ------------ 

CMB 
------------ - - - - - - - - - - -______ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  COST COST 0 - 0 - ----------  - - - - - - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _  

- - 
- - 1 0 

0 0 
- 6 9 - 

9 
3 3 2 0  203 4 3 

- 

3 689 
0 

8 9 5  
0 1 495  3 0  

- 
5 

- 

2 4 7 7 9 
0 0 

5 7 6 685  
0 

3 4 9 5  - 0 1 3387 
2 1 

104 7 

- 

1 107 
231 19 2 1 278 9 2 12 

3544 3 1 
- 

14 

- 

3 142 
0 

4 5 4  
0 1 112 

- 2 
6 

- 
- 3 

162 167 
0 0 - - - - 2 9  
0 - 

4 
2 9 

0 16264 612 
184 9 0  183 

2 6  78557 

- 6 

8 8 5  
5 0  3274 18968 1444 5 8 

5 1 0  1452 
0 6 6 8 0  - 0 

- 
- 

- 
- 

0 0 - 
0 1 

0 
0 6843 1205 

6 

- 

6 382 1593 
4 5  58056 4 5 5 7 3  67 11 1842 5243 125 

6 1268 
0 

7090  - 0 

- 
1 2730  124 

- 
15 

- 

2 4 3 169 
0 0 73 134788 4335 1 0  1 

9 2  1182 
0 

5609 - 0 
- 

- 
- 

- - 1 0 
0 11 1 0 2 6 18295 3 13 11 1 

- 14 188 
0 - 109 6 10 

0 - - - 1 1  0 3 3 3 3 
424 19g3884 1639 26351 3 3 3  2551853 108660 

5339 1146 49881 186038 - n - 0 
- 

1 160  - - 3 - 5 
- 

0 
>I 0 1'  

- 

5 

0 502 1780  

1 
0 fr - '  

O 4 3  35876 1338 2 3 29  563  1930  
76  127498 2293 77  201581 9163 

1886 - - 1 4213 15670 
0 0 

- 
- 

- 
- - 9 0 

0 1 - 
0 

0 9 0  354 0 0 160 
5 14 
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***  UNCLASSIFIEO * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R ~ ~ ~ S  A s  OF 30 sEp 92 

* *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  ***  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  
. ., SQ FEET U N I T S  - - COST 

NBR SQ FEET COST 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - -  - -  

?R88 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

. _ _ _ - - - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - -  
1 1 0 0 1  1 2 2 1  INSTALLATION NAME ________--- - - - - - -  

GRAND BAY WRG CMB 

GRAND FORKS DFP - 0 - - 0 
noqnn 0 4 GRAND FORKS RKL - 0 

0 - 0 

- - 3 2 4  5 0  6 5 2  7 0 2  GRAND FORKS STG - 0 - - 0 
GRAND FORYS SWG 2 9 7 6 8  2 2 3 7  

8 0 8 3  1 4 4 0  1 4 5  - 0 4 - 0 
4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND F O R ~ S  MS A 0  MSL - - 1 0 5  - 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND FOR1(S MS A 1  MSL 
- 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND FORKS MS A2 MSL - 0 - - 0 
- - 1 0 5  4 9 5 0  9 5 4  GRAND FORKS MS A3 MSL - 0 - - 0 
- - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND FORKS MS A4 M s L  

- 0 - - 0 
4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND FORUS us A5 MSL - - 1 0 5  - 0 - - 0 
4 9 5  1 9 5 5  GRAND FORKS U S  A6  MsL - - 1 0 4  - 0 - - 0 
4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND FORI(S MS A7 MSL - - 1 0 4  - 0 - - 0 
4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND FORKS US  MSL - - 1 0 5  - 0 - - 0 

GRAND FORKS MS A9  MSL 2 9 7 7 0  2 2 4 2  
8 0 8 3  1 4 4 3  1 4 1  - 0 4 - 0 

GRAND FORKS MS 80 MsL 34  7 7 9  2 2 5 3  
8 0 8 3  1 4 4 0  167 

- - 0 4 
0 

GRAND FORKS Ms  CO MSL 3 8  7 9 7  2 2 8 2  
8 6 4 3  1447  1 6 9  - 0 5 - 0 

GRAND FORKS MS 00 *SL 2 8 7 6 8  2 2  1 9  
8 0 8 3  1 4 2 3  19  1 - 0 4 - 0 

GRAND MS € 0  MSL 3 1 7 7 3  2 2 4 4  
8 0 8 3  1 4 4 0  1 6 2  - 0 4 - 0 

3 9 4 8  9 5  1 GRAND FORKS MS FO MSL - I 
- - 1 0 4  

0 - 0 
GRAND FORKS Ms  F l  MSL 4 2 9 4 8  

9 5 2  
4 - 1 0 5  

" _ t - ' 0  
- 

GRAND FORKS MS F 2  USL \ O 
3 9 4 8  9 5  1 - - 1 0 4  - 0 - - 0 
4 9 4 8  9 5 2  GRAND FORUS MS F 3  MSL - - 1 0 5  - 0 - - 0 

GRAND F O R ~ S  MS F 4  MSL 

PAGE 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
GRAND FORKS MS F 5  

GRANO FORKS MS F 6  

GRAND FORKS MS F 7  

GRAND FORKS MS F 8  

GRANO FORKS MS F 9  

GRANO FORKS MS GO 

GRANO FORKS MS HO 

GRAND FOPKS MS 10 

GRAND FOPKS MS J O  

GRANO FOPKS MS KO 

GRANO FORKS MS K 1  

GRANO FORKS MS K 2  

GRAND FORKS MS K 3  

GRANO FOBKS MS K 4  

GRAND FOFKS U S  K 5  

GRAND FOPKS MS K 6  

GRAND FOPKS MS K 7  

GRAND FOHKS MS K 8  

GRANO FOlZKS MS K 9  

GRAND FOWKS MS LO 

GRANO FOPKS MS MO 

GRAND F O ~ ~ K S  MS 00 

GRAND FORKS M S A I O  

GRAND FORKS M S B I I  

--- 
MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

US L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  
CMO BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST N8R SQ FEET COST ACRES COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 

I MPROV 
COST 

- - - -  
9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 5 0  

9 5 0  

9 4 8  

7 5 5  

7 7 3  

7 9 9  

7 7 4  

7 7 3  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

7 6 8  

7 6 8  

7 7 0  

7 6 8  

9 4 8  

9 4 8  

TOTAL 
COST - - - - -  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

9 5 4  

9 5 3  

9 5 2  

2 1 9 9  

2 2 2 8  

2 2 5  1 

2 2 2 6  

2 2 4 9  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

9 5 3  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

2 2 4 0  

2 2 0 6  

2 2 2 5  

2 2 3 7  

9 5 2  

9 5 2  

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3 ;  0 9 :  2 7  AM PAGE 5 4  



. \SC;It . . + 
5 1  L L I A ~  B L ~ i u i  "4  a 2 J .  . / C L , I  L, . ~ & i  

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
GRAND FORKS M S B 1 2  

GRAND FORhS M S B l 3  

GRAND FORKS M S B 1 4  

GRAND FORI$S M S B 1 6  

GRAND FORYS M S B 1 7  
: 

GRAND FORKS M S B 1 8  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST --- .............................................................. - - -  

MSL CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 
MS L - 0 - 0 - - - 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 

MSL - 0 - . o  - - - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORgS M S B 1 9  MSL 

GRAND FORI~S MSBPO MSL 

GRAND FORWS M S C 2 I  MSL 

GRAND F O R ~ S  M S C 2 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND F O R ~ S  MSC23 MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S C 2 4  MSL 

GRAND FORYS MSC25 MSL 
1 

GRAND FORKS MSC26 MSL 
I 

GRAND FORKS MSC27 MSL 

GRAND FORhS MSC28 MSL 

GRAND FORhS MSC29 MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S C 3 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  - 

GRAND F O R ~ S  M S D 3 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORYS M S D 3 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORhS MSD33 MSL - 0 - 0 - t - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORbS MSD36 MSL 
Ir @ - d - 0 4 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

1 O 

- 

GRAND FORKS MSD37 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORbiS MSD38 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

P C N  - SRLPAFlA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 5 5  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L O I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

, SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 s ~ p  9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ------- ---- - CMo BLDGS SQ r E E T  UNITS COST --- -- ------ ------- -___  - - - - - - - - -___--____ 
GRAND FORKS M S 0 3 9  MSL CMB - A 

GRAND FORKS M S D 4 0  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 1  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 2  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M s ~ 4 3  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 4  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 5  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 7  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 8  MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S E 4 9  MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSE5O MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S F I O  MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSG1 I MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSG12 M S L  

GRAND FORKS M s ~ 1 3  MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSGI~ MSL 

GRAND FORKS M S G ~ S  MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSG16 MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSGI~ MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSG18 MSL 

GRAND FORKS MSG19 M S L  

w - 0 

GRAND FORKS MSH22 MSL - 0 - 0 

GRAND FOQKS MSH23 MSL - 0 - 0 

P C N  - SRLP4NA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  . 0 9 : 2 7  AM 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST - - - - - - - - - -_-___ -- - - - - - - - -  - - - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST - - - - - - - _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _  COST COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

PAGE 5 6  



* * *  UNCLAbb&r  A L ~ ?  * * *  
S p E c I A L  B U I L O I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REP0RT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R ~ I I ~  As  0. 3 0  SEP 92 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LANO * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
* * *  FAMILYHOUSING * * *  ACRES COST COST COST 

CUD BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST 
NBR SO FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

INSTALLATION NAME ____________-- - - -  --- __----  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  - 0 - - 0 
GRAND FORKS MSH24 MSL - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  - 0 - - 0 

- - 104  4 GRAND FORKS MSH25 MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  - 0 - - 0 
3 GRAND FORKS MSH26 MSL - 9 5 0  9 5  7 - 1 0 5  - 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORUS MSH27 9 4 8  9 5 2  - 0 - - 0 
- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORKS MSH28 MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  

- 0 - - 0 - 
1 0 5  3 GRAND FORUS MSH29 MSL 9 4 8  - 9 5  1 

- 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORKS MSH30 MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  
- 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND F0RK.S M S I 3 1  MSL 9 4 9  9 5 3  
- 0 - - 0 

4 GRAND FORKS U s 1 3 2  M s L  9 5 0  9 5 4  - - - 1 0 4  - 0 - 0 

- - 1 0 5  3 GRAND FORKS U S 1 3 3  MSL 9 4 8  9 5  1 
- 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORYS M S I 3 4  MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  - - - 0 0 
- - 1 0 4  4 GRAND FOR~.S M S I 3 5  MS\- 9 4 8  9 5 2  - - - 0 0 

4 GRAND FORKS M S I 3 6  M s L  - 0 9 4 8  9 5 2  - - - 1 0 5  - 0 
- 1 0 5  3 GRAND FORHS M S I 3 7  MSL 9 4 8  9 5  1 

- - - - 0 0 
- - 1 0 4  3 GRAND F O R ~ S  M S I 3 8  MSL 9 4 8  9 5  1 - - - 0 0 
- - 1 0 4  4 GRAND FORKS M S I 3 9  MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  

- 0 - - 0 
- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORFS M S I 4 0  MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  

- 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORKS MSJ41 MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  
- 0 - - 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORKS M S J 4 2  MSL 
0 

9 5 0  9 5 4  
- 0 - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  3 GRAND FORKS MSJ43 MSL 9 5  1 9 5 4  
- 0 - f - 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORKS MSJ44  MSL 
0 

9 4 8  9 5 2  
- 0 - 1 - 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORUS MSJ45  MSL 
0 

9 4 8  9 5 2  

I - 1 0 4 
- - 1 0 5  4 GRANQ FORKS MSJ46  MSL 

0 
9 4 8  9 5 2  - - - 0 

- - 1 0 5  4 GRAND FORKS MSJ47 MSL 9 4 8  9 5 2  
- 0 - - 0 

GRAND FORKS MSJ48 MSL 

PAGE 5 7  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  S E P  9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
.GRAND FORKS M S J 4 9  

GRAND FORKS M S J 5 0  

GRAND FORKS M S K I O  

GRAND FORKS M S L 1 1  

GRAND FORKS M S L 1 2  

GRAND FORKS M S L I 3  

GRANO FORKS M S L 1 4  

GRAND FORKS M S L I 5  

GRAND FORKS MSL 1 6  

GRANO FORKS M S L I 7  

GRAND FORKS M S L 1 8  

GRANO FOPKS M S L I S  

GRAND FORKS M S L 2 0  

GRANO FORKS MSM21 

GRAND FOPKS MSM22 

GRAND FORKS MSM23 

GRAND FOPKS MSM24 

GRAND FOPKS MSM25 

GRANO FOPKS MSM26 

GRANO FORKS MSM27 

- - - 
M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

M S L  

M S L  

MSL 

M S L  

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CMB - 0 - 0 

* *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -  
- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

- - - 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 5  3 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 4  5 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 7  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 5  4 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 4  4 

1 0 4  4 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5  1 

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 3  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSM28 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  
I ,  &' 

GRAND FORKS MSM29 MSL - 0 fl - '  0 4 - - - 
\ 
1 

GRAND FORKS MSM3O MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  

GRAND FOPKS M S N 3 I  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 1 0 6  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSN32 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

PCN - SRLPbNA 
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* * *  , * ' . ? , , $ I  5 ,  . 
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY' HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- ---  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
GRAND FORKS MSN33 MSL CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MSN34 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FORFS MSN35 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  5 9 4 8  9 5 3  

GRAND FORKS MSN36 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 5  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORYS MSN37 

GRAND FORKS MSN38 

GRAND FORKS MSN39 

GRAND FORKS MSN40 

GRAND FORKS MS041  

GRAND FORYS MS042  

GRAND FORUS MS043  

GRAND F0RF.S MS044  

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

GRAND FORCS MS045  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND F O R ~ S  MS046  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 5 0  9 5 4  

GRAND FORKS MS047  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 4 8  9 5 2  

GRAND FORKS MS048 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 4  4 9 5 0  9 5 4  

GRAND F O R ~ S  MS049 MSL 
i 

GRAND FORKS MS050  MSL 

GRAND FORKS SMD34 MSL 

GRAND F O R ~ S  SMD35 MSL 

GRAND FORKS SME46 MSL 

GRANO FORbiS 0 2  RRL - 0 - 0 1 t 6 4  8 1 0 - 8 

GRAND FORKS 0 3  RRL d -  ' 0 4 6 4  8 1 0 8 
Ir iP - 

GRASMERE . TNG - 0 - 0 3 5 6 7 9  1 6 3 2  7 0 8 0 8  2 4 4 0  

GREAT BENq  RBS - 0 - 0 4 4 1 6 1  4 5  5 0 6 4 1 0 9  

PCN - SRLPAPlA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  V 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 5 9  

* * *  UNCLb t **  



INSTALLATION NAME ---- --------__-_- _ _ _  
G R I F F I S S  A FB 

G R I F F I S S  FHG 

G R I F F I S s  01 COM 

G R I F F I S S  0 2  COM 

HACKLEBERG G 8 8 6  COM 

HAMMONO RB S 

HASTINGS BHG 

HASTINGS RB S 

HAVRE AFS 

HAVRE ( 1 7 ~ ~ 1 )  RBS 

HAVRE ( 1 7 ~ ~ 3 )  RBS 

HAVRE ( 1 7 ~ ~ 4 )  RBS 

HAVRE TNG TNG 

HAWK RUN GWEN 8 1 0  COM 

HAWTHORNE RBS 

HEPTNER RB S 

HEREFORD GWEN 8 9 2  COM 

HOLBROOK RB S 

HOLLOMAN AFB 

H O L T V I L L E  GWEN855 COM 

HOMESTEAD AFB 
I I 

HOMESTEAD COM 

HOMESTEAD DOC 

HOMESTEAD I MM 

HOMESTEAD WSS 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  
CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
- - __ - -  - - - - - - -__--___ - - - - - - -________ N8R SQ FEET COST ------ - - - - - - - - -_ -_______ -- -  
'ME 1024084 7 3 5  9 6 2 0  3 4 9 6 3 3 1 2  183004 

7 9  2 5 9 7 0 0  2 1 6  2 8 9 2  1 0  1 3 5 4 5  2 6 5  
- n 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _  - - - - _ -_  COST 
3 8 9 9  1 2 6 0  8 6 5 3 1  2 8 0 4 1 5  



HULLETT 

INDIAN SPRINGS 

JACKSONVILLE 

JASPER GWEN 8 9 1  

JEDBURG . 

K I SAWYER 

K A L I S P E L L  

K A L I S P E L L  

KENO 

KENO 

KEY LARGO 

KINGSLEY 

LA JUNTA 

LAKE CHARLES 

LAKE I S A B E L L A  

LANGLEY 

LANGLEY 

* * *  UNCLASSIFIEO * * *  
B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R ~ ~ I ~  AS OF 3 0  92 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * +  LANO * *  
FAMILY HOUSING ***  - - - .,. N ~ R  SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 

_ _ _ _ _  - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - -  ET U N I T S  C l J 3 '  ____- - - -  __________ - - - - - - - -  - 0 
CMO BLOGS SQ FEl ________--- - - - -  ___________-- - - - - - -  - - -- - 0 - 

RBS CMB 
- 0 

- 0 - - 0 - 
n 

3300 

L A S  ANIMAS COM - - 0 - 0 
LEMMON RB S - - - 0 

- 0 - 0 

3 , 3 3 4 4  1 4 3  8 LEMMON INSTRUMENT 118s 

0 - 0 
LOCKPORT COM 8 7 0 2  

AFB 
z57  2 1 6 9 8 7 2  1)17 ' 4 8 5 5 8  4 4189869 174309 

LORING 
7 2 4 9 0 1  1 0 7 3  6 5  \ 

F HG 109 3 5 1 7 0 7  
1 9 1  4 1 7 1  

LORING 
1 5  2 0 4 5 2  1 7 6  3 7 6  

- 0 - 0 
LORING REC 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

_ _ _ _ _ - - -  _____ - - - - - -  
- 0 0 

PAGE 6 1  



I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME -------- 
L O R I N G  

--------- --- 
WSS 

L O R I N G  0 2  FHG 

L O R I N G  0 3  FHG 

L O R I N G  0 3  RCVR COM 

L O R I N G  0 4  ' FHG 

L O R I N G  O$ FHG 

L U K E  AFB 

L U K E  SWG 

L U K E  WRG 

L U K E  NO 1 AAF 

L Y N N  H A V E N  D F P  

M A C D I L L  AFB 

M A C D I L L  p i  AAF 

MALMSTROp NO 9 RRL 

MALMSTROM NO 10 RRL 

MALMSTROW DEP D E P  

MALMSTROM MA K 5  MSL 

MALMSTROfl MS AI M ~ L  

MALMSTROM MS AIO MSL 

MALMSTROlH MS A I 1 MSL 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM 

* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  5 9  FOOTIGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 s ~ p  g p  - 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING ***  
CMO BLDGS SQ F E E T  UNITS  COST * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
- - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - -  - ---------_____ NBR SO FEET COST 
CUB 

- - - - - - - -______ - - - - - -_  
0 - 0 

- - - - - - - - -  
. 1 1 1 0 3 2  7 2 2  

1 6  1 7 8 6 3  1 6  3 7 4  1 0  5 4 2 8  9 5 

1 6  1 7 8 6 3  1 6  2 1 5  

- 
1 4 3 2  3 7 

0 - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST 

- - - - - -  COST 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

6 0 6  2 1 7 4 2  

TOTAL 
COST 

PAGE 6 2  



i : 1, 
S P E C I A L  BU~LDING SQ F ~ U I A O E I S O S T  REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR~  1 15 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LANO * *  
* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 

CMO 8 ~ 0 ~ s  SQ FEET UNITS _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ - -  _ _ _ _ - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - -  
INSTALLATION NAME _______-__ - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ________--- - - - - - -  --- _______-- - - - - -  435 12 100 - 0 1 
~ALMSTROM MS A 7  MSL CMB 

- 0 

435 12 104 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS A 8  

- 0 

435 12 1 05 - 0 1 - 0 
MALMSTROM MS A 9  MSL - 3 6023 823 243 - 0 0 
MALMSTROM MS 6 1  MSL 

435 12 105 
- 0 - 0 

~ALMSTROM US 810 MSL 
435 12 105 - 0 1 

MALMSTROM MS 8 1 1 MSL 
- 0 

435 12 9 7 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS 82 MSL 

- 0 

435 12 104 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS 83 MSL 

- 0 

435 12 105 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS 8 4  MsL 

- 0 

435 12 99  - 0 I 
MALMSTROM MS 85 MsL 

- 0 

4 3 5  12 108 - 0 1 - 0 
~ALMSTROM MS 86 MSL 435 12 100 - 0 1 - 0 
MALMSTROM MS 87 MSL 435 12 100 - 0 1 
~ALMSTROM MS 88 MSL 

- 0 

435 12 104 - 0 1 - 0 
MALMSTROM MS 89 MsL 

6822 842 212 - 0 3 
MALMSTROM MS C l  MsL 

- 0 

435 12 105 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS C10 MSL 

- 0 

435 12 1 05 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS C11 MsL 

- 0 

435 12 104 - 0 1 
~ALMSTROM MS C 2  MSL 

- 0 

435 12 105 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS C3 MSL 

- 0 

435 12 105 - 0 1 
~ALMSTROM MS C4 MsL 

- 0 

435 1 2 105 - 0 1 
MALMSTROM MS C 5  MSL 

- 0 

435 12 105 - 0 i t  0 
MALMSTROM Ms C 6  MSL ,, j? 4 435 12 105 

1 - ' 0  
MALMSTROM MS C7 MSL 

- 
\ O 435 12 104 - 0 1 

~ALMSTROM MS C 8  MSL 
- 0 

435 12 108 - 0 1 - 0 

IMPROV T O T A L  
COST COST 

_ _ _ _ - - - -  _ _ _ _ - - _ - - - -  
3 664 679 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N D  * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MALMSTROM MS 0 1  M S L  CMB - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  8 0 2  2 4 3  4 0  5 7 4  1 4  1 6  

MALMSTROM MS 0 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 9 6  7 1 1  

MALMSTROM MS D l 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8  I 6 9 6  

MALMSTROM MS 0 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 9 6  7 1  1 

MALMSTROM MS 0 3  M S L  

MALMSTROY U S  0 4  M S L  

MALMSTROY MS 05 M S L  

MALMSTROM MS 06 M S L  

MALMSTROM MS 0 7  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS 0 8  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS 09 M S L  

MALMSTROM MS E l  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS E l 0  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS E l l  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS E 2  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS E 3  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS E 4  M S L  

MALMSTROM MS E 5  M S L  

MALMSTROY MS E 6  MSL 

MALMSTROY MS E 7  M S L  

MALMSTROH MS E 8  M S L  0 - 0 1 '  4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 2  6 9 7  
I1 &' - 

MALMSTROM MS € 9  M S L  - 0 fi - '  0 4 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 6  3 6 8 3  6 9 8  
! 

MALMSTROY MS F 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  8 2 2  2 2 5  3 5 4 7 8  1 3 3 5  

MALMSTROM MS F 1 0  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 9  7 0 4  

MALMSTROH MS F 1 1 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 6 9 8  7 1 3  

P C N  - SRLPPNA 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: WAFLEEAR7115  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  L A N D  * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MALMSTROM MS F 2  M S L  CMB - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 6 8 9  7 0 4  

MALMSTROM MS F 3  M S L  - 0 - 0 .  1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 6 8 8  7 0 3  

MALMSTROM MS F 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  9 8 3 7 0 6  7 2  1 

MALMSTROM MS F 5  M S L  - 0 0 I 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 6 8 7  7 0 2  - 

MALMSTROM V S  F 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 7  7 0 2  

MALMSTROM MS F 7  ' M S L  - 0 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 8  7 0 3  - 

MALMSTROM MS F 8  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 9  7 0 4  

MALMSTROM M S  F 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 4 7  3 7 6 6  7 8  1 

MALMSTROM Y S  G I  M S L  - 0 - 0 3 6 8 2 2  8 2 3  2 2 9  2 8 4 9 0  1 3 4 1  

MALMSTROM U S  G I 0  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 6  7 0  1 

MALMSTROM MS G I 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 9  7 7 1 0  7 2 9  

MALMSTROM MS G 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  3 6 8 6  7 0  1 

MALMSTROM MS G 3  M S L  - 0 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 4  4 7 0 9  7 2 5  - 

MALMSTROM V S  G 4  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 6  7 0  1 

MALMSTROM MS G 5  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  4 6 8 9  7 0 5  

MALMSTROM Y S  G 6  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0 5  3 6 8 5  7 00 

MALMSTROM MS G 7  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 4 3 5  1 2  1 0  1 3 6 8 9  7 0 4  

MALMSTROM WS G 8  M S L  - 

MALMSTROM H S  G 9  M S L  - 

MALMSTROM V S  H I  M S L  - 

MALMSTROM f4S H I 0  M S L  - 

MALMSTROM FS H I  1 M S L  
I ,  2 

MALMSTROM F S  H 2  M S L  - 

MALMSTROM V S  H 3  M S L  - 
MALMSTROM M S  H 4  M S L  - 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  w : 2 7  AM PAGE 6 5  
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. - . :r 

S F t C i A L  oUlLUlNG SLj FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ---------..-----..- 
MALMSTROM MS TO 

MALMSTROM.MS T 4 1  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 2  

MALMSTROM'MS T 4 3  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 4  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 5  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 6  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 7  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 8  

MALMSTROM MS T 4 9  

MALMSTROM MS T 5 0  

MALMSTROM 0 1  

MALMSTROM 0 2  

MALMSTROM 03 

MALMSTROM 06 

MALMSTROM 07 

MALMSTROM 0 8  

MAPLE H I L L  8 4 2  

MCCONNELL 

MCCONNELL MS 1 

MCCONNELL MS 2 

MCCONNELL MS 3 

MCCONNELL MS 4 

MCCONNELL MS 5 

MCCONNELL MS 6 

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

--- 
MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

RRL 

RRL 

RRL 

RRL 

RRL 

RRL 

COM 

AFR 

MSL  

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

***  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -  
CMB - 0 0 I 6 8 2 2  4 6 4  - 

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 I 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - . O  1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 30  

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 1 9 3 7  3 3 0  

- 0 - 0 1 5 0 

- 0 - 0 1 96 1 

- 0 - 0 1 96 1 

- 0 - 0 1 96 1 

- 0 - 6 1 9 6 1 

- 0 - 0 1 9 6 15  

- 0 - 0 - - - 

3 1 7  1 1 8 1 7 1 9  4 8 7  7 3 4 5  2 6 1  2 5 2 9 8 5 1  1 5 8 2 2 9  

- 0 - 0 - - - 

- 0 - 0 - - - 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

1 6 4  3 5  2 1 2 6  2 6 2 5  

PAGE 7 1  

* * *  UNCL ' F I E D  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAK7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - _ _ - - _ - _ _ _ - _ - _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
MCCONNELL MS 7 MSL CMB - 0 - - - - 0 262 16 5 7 7 3 

MCCONNELL MS 8 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 248 16 5 2 6 8 

MCCONNELL MS 9 MSL - 0 - - - - 0 2 6 0  16 4 3 5 9 

MCCONNELL MS 1 0  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 253 19 6 3 8 2 

MCCONNELL MS 1 1  M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 2 5 0  18 36 5 4 

MCCONNELL MS 12 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 252 19 5 1 70  

MCCONNELL MS 13 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 253 17 6 1 78 

MCCONNELL MS 14 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 257 16 54 7 0 

MCCONNELL MS 15 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 252 17 4 7 64 

MCCONNELL MS 16 M S L  - 0 - - - - 0 253 15 4 2 5 7 

MCCONNELL MS 17 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 259 16 75 9 1 

MCCONNELL MS 18 M S L  - 0 - 0 - - - 263 4 4 49 93 
1 

M E C H A N I C S V I L L E 8 7 9  COM - 0 0 3 2 8 0  - 36  1 16 0 156 517 

MELROSE WRG - 0 - 0 8 9 1  19 6 0  1 73 109 8662 4 15 9678 

MELSTONE R B S  - 0 - 0 - - - 0 0 0 I 
M I C A  PEAK B C N  - 0 0 1 - 7000 9 7  1 0 97 - I 

1 
M I L L  V A L L E Y  B C N  0 1 1025 - 0 - 0 1 0 - r? 1 

M I N O T  - r c g  , 955 4316920 2459 31854 479  3343588 181512 346 78332 292044 1 5383 1 
M I N O T  AFS 0 1 859  2 9 - 0 - 6 2 30  6 1 

M I N O T  I MM 0 1 3 4 0  18 - 0 - 2 2 3 8 5 8 

M I N O T  STG 0 - 0 - 1 t 40902 0 5 0 0 0 

1 
I, :.I 

M I N Q T  MS A 1  MSL 0 42 5567 558 - 0 h - '  
! 

21 1 3 7 716  131 1 

M I N O T  U S  A10  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1207 1211 

M I N O T  MS A 1  I MSL - - 0 - 0 - - 107 4 1239 1243 

M I N O T  MS A 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 106 4 121 1 1215 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03 /18 /1993 0 9 :  27 AM PAGE 72 



4 * r , . r :. .. 
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COJT REPOHI 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  

NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 
COST COST 

INSTALLATION NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ________________ - -_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  _______________ - -  --- ------------- - - - - 107 4 1 2 0 7  1 2 1  1 
0 

MSL CMB MINOT MS A 3  
- 0 

- 9 8 4 1 2 1 5  1 2 1 9  - 0 - - 
MSL R INOT MS 4 4  

- 0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 0 8  1 2 1 2  - 0 
MS L MINOT MS A 5  

- 0 

- - - 106  4 1 2 2 5  1 2 2 9  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS A 6  
- 0 

- - - 106  4 1 2 0 6  1 2 1 0  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS 47 
- 0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 0 4  1 2 0 8  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS 48 
- 0 

- - - 106  4 1 2 0 8  1 2 1 2  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS A 9  
- 0 

- 5 5 8  2 0  1 3 5 6 9 7  1 2 9 0  
- 0 0 2 5567  

MINOT MS Q 1  MSL - - - 
107  4 1 2 1 4  1 2 1 8  - 0 

MSL MINOT MS 6 1 0  
- 0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 5  1 2 1 9  - 0 
MSL MINOT MS 5 1 1  

- 0 

- - - 1 0 5  7 1 2 0 8  1 2 1 5  
- 0 

MINOT MS q 2  MSL 
- 0 

- - - 1 0 7  4 1 2 1 3  1 2 1 7  - 0 
MINOT MS 83 MSL 

- 0 

- - - 1 0 7  5 1 2 1 1  1 2 1 6  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS 8 4  
- 0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 0 8  1 2 1 2  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS 6 5  
- 0 

t - - - 1 0 7  4 1 2 3 0  1234  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS 66 
- 0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 0  1 2 1 4  
- 0 

MINOT MS 6 7  MSL 
- 0 

- - - 1 0 7  4 1 2 1 2  1 2 1 6  
- 0 

MSL MINOT MS 6 8  
- 0 

- - - 1 0 7  5 1 2 1 6  1 2 2  1 - 0 
MINOT MS E9 MSL 

- 0 
I 2 3 6  3 9 7 2 4  1 3 2 1  - 0 2 5 5 6 7  5 5 8  

MINOT MS C 1  MSL 
- 0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 0 8  1 2 1 2  
- - 0 

MSL MINOT MS C 1 0  
0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1207  1 2 1  1 - 0 
MSL MINOT MS C 1 1  

- 0 

- - 1 0 6  4 1 2 1 3  1217  

0 - 0 - I 

MINOT MS C2  MSL 
t ,  J - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 0 8  1 2 1 2  

MSL - S - 0 
MINOT MS c3 

4 
\ O - - - 1 0 7  4 1 2 1 3  1 2 1 7  

- - 0 
MINOT MS C4 MSL 

0 

- - - 1 0 6  4 1 2 2 0  1 2 2 4  
- - 0 

MINOT MS ~5 MSL 
0 

PCN - SRLPANA PAGE 7 3  
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - _ a _ -  __-  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----------------- 

MINOT MS C 6  MSL CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 121 1 1215 

MINOT MS C7 MSL 0 - 0 - - - - 107 4 1224 1228 

MINOT US C 8  MSL _ 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1219 1223 

MINOT MS D l  MSL - 0 - 0 2 5567 559 215 37 756 1352 

MINOT MS D l 0  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 106 4 1233 1237 

MINOT MS D l 1  MSL _ 0 . -  0 - - - 107 4 1228 1232 

MINOT MS D2 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1234 1238 

MINOT MS 0 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1240 1244 

MINOT MS D4 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 1 b6 4 1228 1232 

MINOT MS 0 5  MSL - 0 0 - - - - 106 4 1234 1238 

MINOT MS D6 MSL - 0 - - 0 - 106 4 1234 1238 

MINOT MS D7 MSL - 0 - 0 - - 106 4 1230 1234 

MINOT MS D 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS D9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1239 1243 

MINOT MS E l  MSL - 0 0 2 5567 558 194 3 4 759 1351 - 

MINOT MS E l 0  MSL _ 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1235 1239 

MINOT MS Ell MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1236 1240 

MINOT MS € 2  MSL - 0 0 - - - - 106 4 124 1 1245 

MINOT MS € 3  MSL - 0 - o - - - 105 4 1233 1237 

MINOT MS E4 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 109 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS € 5  MSL _ 0 - 0 - t - - 106 4 1231 1235 
I r :i' 

MINOT MS E 6  MSL - 0 fi - '  0 4 - - - 106 4 1230 1234 
1 

MINOT MS € 7  MSL _ 0 0 - - - - 106 5 1245 1250 

MINOT MS €8  MSL - - - 0 - 0 - 106 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS € 9  MSL - - 0 - 0 - - 105 4 1227 123 1 

PCN - SRLPANA 
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I1 I L L )  4 *  

SFECIAL  BUiL,i1d3 5 ;  FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEART115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MINOT MS F1 MSL CMB 0 2 5567 558 233 3 9 695 1292 - 0 - 

MINOT MS FIO MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1218 1222 

MINOT MS F11 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1214 1218 

MINOT MS F'2 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1218 1222 

MINOT MS F3 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1217 1221 

MINOT MS F4 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1229 1233 

MINOT MS F5 MSL - 0 - . o  - - - 106 4 1205 1209 

MINOT MS F6 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1220 1224 

MINOT MS F7 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1213 1217 

MINOT MS F 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1218 1222 

MINOT MS FB MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1224 1228 

MINOT MS GI MS L - 0 - 0 2 5567 558 229 4 1 735 1334 

MINOT MS GI0 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1236 1240 

MINOT MS GI1 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1236 1240 

MINOT MS 6 2  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1229 1233 

MINOT MS G4 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1228 1232 

MINOT MS G5 MSL - 0 - 0 - - 107 4 1235 1239 

MINOT MS G6 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1226 1230 

MINOT MS G7 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1239 1243 

MINOT MS G8 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS G9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1233 1237 

MINOT MS H I  MSL 0 0 2 f 5567 558 206 30 7 20 1308 &j 
- 

I I 
- r z -  ' 

' MINOT. MS HI0 MSL 0 -1 - - 106 4 1230 1234 
1 O 

MINOT MS HI1 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1226 1230 

MINOT MS Y2 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1223 1227 

PCN - SRLPAYA 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ___________-- - - - -  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~----------------- 

MINOT MS H3 MSL CMB 0 - - - 0 - - 108 4 1242 1246 

MINOT MS H4 MSL 0 - - - 0 - - 107 4 1236 1240 

MINOT MS H5 MSL - - 0 - 0 - - 106 4 1233 1237 

MINOT MS H6 MSL - 0 - - 0 - - 107 4 1236 1240 

MINOT MS H7 MSL 0 - - 0 - - - 106 4 1237 1241 

MINOT MS H8 MSL 0 . -  0 - - - - 107 4 1235 1239 

MINOT MS H9 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 108 4 1244 1248 

MINOT MS I 1  MSL - 0 0 2 5567 558 233 40 728 1326 - 

MINOT MS I 1 0  MSL - - 0 - 0 - - 106 4 1228 1232 

MINOT MS I 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1235 1239 

MINOT MS I 2  MSL - 0 - - 0 - - 105 4 1228 1232 

MINOT MS I3 MSL 0 - - 0 - - - 106 4 1230 1234 

MINOT MS I4 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 5 1238 1243 

MINOT MS I5 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1236 1240 

MINOT MS I 6  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 5 1235 1240 

MINOT MS I 7  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1238 1242 

MINOT MS I 8  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1243 1247 

MINOT MS 19 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1229 1233 

MINOT MS J1 MSL - 0 - 0 2 5567 558 211 37 742 1337 

MINOT MS J10 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 1233 1237 

MINOT MS 311 MSL - 0 - 0 - I  - - 107 4 1236 1240 
E J 

' I  ti- 

MINOT MS J2 MSL - 0 d - '  0 1 - - 107 4 1232 1236 

MINOT MS J3 MS L - 
t - 0 - 0 - - 108 4 1247 1251 

MINOT MS 34 MSL 0 - - 0 - - - 106 4 1230 1234 

MINOT MS J5 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1233 1237 

PCN - SRLPANA 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30  SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
M I N O T  MS J6 MSL CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1233 1237 

M I N O T  MS J7 MSL - 0 - 0 . -  - - 106 4 1235 1239 

MINOT MS 28 MSL - o - o - - - 110 4 124 1 1245 

M I N O T  MS 49 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1238 1242 

M I N O T  MS Y,1 MSL - 0 - 0 2 5567 629 202 3 5 7 7 7  144 1 

M I N O T  MS 510 ' MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1214 1218 

M I N O T  MS K l 1  MS L 

M I N O T  MS K2 MSL 

M I N O T  MS 8 3  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 107 4 1215 1219 

M I N O T  MS K 4  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 1209 1213 

M I N O T  MS k 5  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 105 4 12 10 1214 

M I N O T  MS k6 

M I N O T  MS 57 

M I N O T  MS k 8  

M I N O T  MS lr9 

M I N O T  MS 1 I 

M I N O T  MS 1 1 0  

M I N O T  MS 1 1  1 

M I N O T  MS 112 

M I N O T  MS c 3  

M I N O T  MS L4 

M I N O T  MS 15 

MINOT MS L 6  

M I N O T  MS L7 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL - 

MSL , , $i 
MSL - 

MSL - 

M I N O T  MS L8 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 106 4 121 1 1215 

PCN - SRLPANA 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

- --------_-_--____ --- 
M I N O T  MS L 9  MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  
CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST -------- ------------ - ---------_---___ 
CMB - ,. 

u - 0 
M I N O T  MS N8 MSL 

l r  f l  - 0 - 0 
M I N O T  MS N 9  MSL - I 0 b - '  

0 
M I N O T  MS 01 MSL - n 

V - 0 
M I N O T  MS 0 11 MSL - 0 - 0 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST IMPROV TOTAL 

COST COST 
- - - 1 0 7  4 1 2 2 1  1 2 2 5  

2 5 5 6 7  6 2 8  2 0 0  3 6 7 7 2  1 4 3 6  
- - 
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***  UNCLASSIF PED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ F O O T A G E ~ C ~ S T  REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 A s  OF 30 SEP 9 2  

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - -  

4 1 2 1 1  1 2 1 5  

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  

NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 
CMD BLOGS 5 0  FEET U N I T S  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - - - -  

--- _____- - -  ___________-_- - - - - - -  - 0 - - - 1 0 6  - 0 
MSL CMB 

- - - 107  - 

INSTALLATION NAME _________----- - - -  
MINOT MS 0 2  

MINOT MS 03 

MINOT MS q4 

MINOT MS 05 

MINOT MS 06 

MINOT MS 07 

MINOT MS 0 8  

MINOT MS 09 

MINOT MSL .CS 

MINOT SM C3 

MINOT SM N 4  

MOODY 

MOODY 

MOODY AF CLN 

MORRISTOWN 

MOSCOW 

MOTT S I T E  

MT HOME I 

MT HOME 

MT HOME 

MT HOME 

MT LAGUNA 

MT SUNRISE 

MYRTLE BCff I L  

MYRTLE BEACH 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

AFB 

REC 

SVC 

RBS 

- 0 - u 
MEW 

- 0 - U 
RBS 

6 3 4  $ 9 3 8 6 2 4  1 5 0 7  2 6 0 8 9  6 2 8  2 5 8 0 7 0 3  100390 
6 7 0 0  

AFB 
3 7 6  1 1  2 1 - 0 1 

I MM 
- 0 

3 9 9 2  18  3 - 0 4 
REC - 0 

1 6 0 0  8 - I 2 3 8 2  - 0 0 
SRG - - - - - 
BCN 

L I T  

.S MM I M M  

AFB 



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -  --- - _ - - - - - _ _ _ - - - _ - _ - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-----__---------- 

NASHWAUK BCN CMB 0 1 4 4 0 0  1 9 4  1 0 - 1 9 4  - 0 - 

N E L L I S  AFB 1 1 8 0  1 9 6 1 2 5 6  1 4 6 7  2 6 0 9 4  8 4 4  4 2 7 4 2 5 6  2 0 5 9 7 5  11274  1 1 1 6  1 0 0 2 6 9  3 3 3 4 5 4  

N E L L I S  COM - 0 0 2 2 9 5 8  0 2 0 - - 0 

N E L L I S  

N E L L I S  

N E L L I  S 

NEUSE 

NEW ENGLANO 

NEW ENGLANO S I T E  

NEW L E I P Z I G  S I T E  

NEW I NGTON 

NEWPORT 0 1  REC 

NEWPORT 0 2  TRANS 

NO TRURO 

NO TRURO 

OATLANO GWEN 8 8 1  

O B E R L I N  S I T E  843  

OFFUTT 

OFFUTT 

OFFUTT 

OFFUTT 

OFFUTT 

OFFUTT 

OFFUTT LEVEE 

OFFUTT 02 

PCN - SRLPANA 
03/ 18/  1 9 9 3 '  09 : 2 7  AM 

SRG 

WRG 

WSS 

I MM 

RBS 

RBS 

REB 

DFP  

TST  

TST 

AFS 

COM 

COM 

COM 

AFB 

APC 

COM 

F HG 

I MM 

TCN 

ANX 

COM 

4 5 5  

2 3 6 9 0  

1 7 9  

13  

0 

0 

0 

2 6 6 0  

8 3 9  

1 8 4 1  

5 2 5 9  

2 9  1 

4 7 0  

3 5 

3 4 4 6  13  

4 7 8  

2 5  17  

6 8 2 0 7  

9 4 4  

5 

5 8 5  

3 6 6 0  

PAGE 8 0  
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
'POWELL MMR (16MM2 

POWELL MMR 16MM3 

QUAKER H l L L  

RAYMOND GWEN 6 6 4  

RCKY F L T S  STE 8 9 7  

REMSEN GWEN 8 3 6  

RICHMOND 

RICHMOND 

R I V E R H E A D  C I T Y  

SALEM 

SAN PEDRO H I L L  

S A N  PEDRO H I L L  

SAULSTON 

SAYLOR CREEK 

SEARSPORT 

SENECA GVEN 8 9 8  

SEYMOUR 4OHNSON 

SHAY 

SHAW 

SHAW I L S  

S H I P  SHOAL I S L A N D  

SPOKANE 

SPOKANE 

S P R I N G  V 4 L L E Y  6 6 0  

S P R I N G F I E L D  RR S I  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

RBS CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 1 4  0 - 0 

COM - 0 - 0 - - - 1 4  0 - 0 

T S T  - 0 - 0 - - - 7 0 7 7 

COM - 0 - 0 2 2 0 2  3 5 4  0 0 1 6 7  5 2  1 

COM - 0 - 0 2 3 7 8  4 3  1 1 1  0 4 1 4 7 2  

COM - 0 - 
' 0 - - - 1 2  1 6  6 1 7 7 

A F S  

RBS 

B C N  

B C N  

B C N  

F HG 

ANX 

WRG 

OFP 

COM 

AFB 

A C E  -. 
I MM 

APC 

WRG 

FHG 

I A P  

COM 

ANX 

PCN - SRLPANA 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING *** * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLATION NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  CDST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ST GEORGE MTK CMB - 0 - 0 - - - 1 6 2 8 

STOCKBRIDGE TST - 0 - 0 4 145 1 0  44 1 2 9 5  4 8 1 8 2  67 1 

STOCKETT S I T E  654 

SUMATRA 

SUMMERALL. 

SUNDANCE 

T I B E R  DAM 

TONOPAH 

TUMMONDS H I L L  

TYNDALL , 

U T I C A  

VERONA 

VERONA 

VIENNA 

WATEREE 

WATERTOWN 

WATFORD C I T Y  

WATKINS GWEN 666 

WHEELER RIDGE 648 

WHITEHOUSE 

WHITEMAN 

WHITEMAN 

WHITEMAN 

COM 

RBS 

TCN 

ANX 

RBS 

svc 

TST 

AFB 

BCN 

DFP 

TST 

TST 

REC 

COM 

BCN 

COM 

COM 

BCN 

AFB 

I OM 

STG 

WHITEMAN GWEN 8 2  MSL 

WHITEMAN MLS K 7  MSL 

PCN - SRLPANA 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E 3  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD R f  OGS SO F E t T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST --_-------- "----- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WHITEMAN MSL A 1  MSL CMB - 0 - 0 2 16606 1105 265 7 0 169 1344 

WHITEMAN MSL A 1 0  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 111 7 566 699 

WHITEMAN MSL A t  1 MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 111 6 566 698 

WHITEMAN MSL A 2  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 110 6 567 699 

WHITEMAN WSL A 3  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 111 15 566 707 

WHITEMAN MSL A 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 8 566 7 00 

WHITEMAN MSL A 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  126 153 6 566 698 

WHITEMAN MSL A6  MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  126 113 5 566 697 

WHITEMAN MSL A7  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 113 6 566 698 

WHITEMAN MSL A8  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 10 566 702 

WHITEMAN MSL A9  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 11 1 7 566 699 I 
WHITEMAN MSL 61 

WHITEMAN MSL B 1 0  

WHITEMAN MSL B 1 1  

WHITEMAN MSL 8 3  

WHITEMAN 'MSL 04 

WHITEMAN MSL 8 5  

WHITEMAN MSL 8 6  

WHITEMAN MSL 87 

WHITEMAN MSL B 8  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 9  

WHITEMAN MSL C1 

WHITEMAN MSL C10 

WHITEMAN MSL C11 

WHITEMAN MSL C 2  

PCN - SRLPANA 
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MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

1 300 

670 

669 

659 

667 

670 

670 

684 

669 

186 

1137 

620 

62 1 

620 
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*t* UhCLASSI r  1rO 
S P E C 1 ~ ~  BUILDING SQ FOOTAGEICOST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R ~ ~ I ~  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  t* LANO * *  
* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  

NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 
CMD  LOGS SQ FEET U N I T S  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -  

INSTALLATION NAME __________-___- - - - - - - - -  _______-__- - - -  ________--------- --_ --- 375 126 113 
- - 0 1 

WHITEMAN MSL C3 MSL CMB 
0 

375 126 112 - 0 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN NSL  C4 MSL _ 375 126 119 

- 0 1 
WHITEMAN MSL C5 MSL 

0 

37 5 126 114 
- - 0 1 

WHITEMAN MSL C 6  MSL 
0 

375 126 114 - 0 - 0 I 
WHITEMAN VSL  C7 MSL - 375 126 113 

0 - 0 1 
~ H I T E M A N H S L C ~  MSL 375 126 113 

- 0 1 
WHITEMAN y S L  C9 MSL 

- 0 

16606 929 234 - - 0 2 
WHITEMAN MSL 01 MSL 

0 

375 126 112 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN MSL 010 MSL 

- 0 

- 37 5 126 117 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN MSL  0 1 1 MSL 0 

375 126 112 - - 0 1 
WHITEMAN H S L  0 2  MSL 

0 

- 37 5 126 1 1 1  - 0 1 
WHITEMAN h!SL 03 MsL 

0 

- 375 126 1 1 1  - 0 I 
WHITEMAN tdSL 0 4  MSL 

0 

375 126 113 - - 0 1 
WHITEMAN Y S L  05 MSL 

0 

375 126 112 - 0 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN HSL  06 MSL 

375 126 1 1 1  - - 0 1 
WHITEMAN HSL 07 MSL 

0 

375 126 112 - 0 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN MSL 08 M s L  

375 126 1 1 1  - 0 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN q S L  D 9  M s L  - 

- 0 16606 927 
234 

2 
WHITEMAN MSL € 1  MSL 

0 

375 126 112 - 0 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN MSL €10 MSL 

- 375 1 26 109 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN MSL €11 MSL 

0 

1 1 375 125 106 
0 - 0 

WHITEMAN 4 S L  € 2  MSL k I '  _ 4 375 126 113 
$ - ' 0  

375 126 1 1  1 - 0 1 
WHITEMAN ~ S L  E 4  MSL 

- 0 

37 5 126 113 - 0 1 - 0 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

- - - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - -  
9 489 624 

WHITEMAN MSL € 5  MSL 





I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
WHITEMAN MSL G9 

WHITEMAN MSL H i  

WHITEMAN M-SL HI0 

WHITEMAN MSL H1 1 

WHITEMAN MSL H2 

WHITEMAN MSL H 3  

WHITEMAN MSL H 4  

WHITEMAN M S L  H5 

WHITEMAN MSL H6 

WHITEMAN M S L  H 7  

WHITEMAN MSL H8 

WHITEMAN Y S L  H9 

WHITEMAN Y S L  11  

WHITEMAN MSL I 1 0  

--- 
MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

M S L  

MS L 

M S L  

MS L 

M S L  

*, 
S P ~ C I A L  B U I L D I t . r G  SQ FOUTAGt/CClbr  REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
CMD BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST .............................................................. - - -  
CMB - 0 - 0 I 375 126 

- 0 - 0 2 16606 93 1 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 I 375 126 

- 0 - 0 I 375 126 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

- 0 - 0 2 16606 972 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 

112 5 487 

2 18 5 8 229 

110 5 357 

110 6 357 

1 1 1  6 357 

115 5 357 

109 5 357 

112 6 357 

110 15 357 

119 5 35 1 

115 5 357 

1 1 1  5 357 

250 8 0 17 1 

1 1  1 8 36 1 

T O T A L  
COST - - - - -  
6 18 

1218 

488 

489 

489 

488 

488 

489 

498 

488 

488 

488 

1223 

495 

WHITEMAN M S L  Ill MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 6 36 1 493 

WHITEMAN Y S L  I 2  MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 113 5 36 1 492 

WHITEMAN MSL I3 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 5 36 1 492 

WHITEMAN y S L  I 4  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 5 362 493 

WHITEMAN M S L  I 5  MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 115 14 36 1 50 1 

WHITEMAN M S L  16 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 125 1 1  1 12 36 1 498 

WHITEMAN Y S L  1 7  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 110 9 36 1 496 

WHITEMAN M S L  18 MSL - 0 - 0 1 I 375 126 115 6 36 1 493 

I l  Gi 
' WHITEMAN M S L  19 M S L  - 1- ' 0 11 375 126 112 6 36 1 493 

) O 
WHITEMAN MSL dl M S L  - 0 - 0 2 16606 937 203 5 7 170 1164 

WHITEMAN M S L  dl0 M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 12 357 495 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
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* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

***  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
^ _ _ _ _ ^ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WHITEMAN M S L  L 5  MSL CMB - 0 

- 0 3 375 126 1 1 1  5 486 617 

- 0 - 0 . I  375 126 112 6 486 618 WHITEMAN Y S L  L 6  MSL 

WHITEMAN M S L  L7 MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 1 1 1  5 486 617 

WHITEMAN M S L  L8 M S L  _ 0 
- 0 1 375 125 1 1  1 6 486 617 

WHITEMAN M S L  L 9  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 109 5 486 617 

WHITEMAN y S L  MI ' M S L  - 0 - 0 2 16606 932 268 7 3 164 1169 

WHITEMAN M S L  M I 0  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 109 10 36 1 497 
I 

WHITEMAN M S L  M i  1 M S L  _ 0 _ 0 1 375 126 114 9 36 1 496 

! 

WHITEMAN M S L  M 2  M S L  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 1 1 1  6 14202 14334 

WHITEMAN M S L  M 3  

WHITEMAN M S L  M 4  

WHITEMAN MSL M 5  

WHITEMAN MSL M 6  

WHITEMAN ~ S L  M 7  

WHITEMAN 7 S L  M 8  

WHITEMAN GSL M9 

WHITEMAN ~ S L  N1 

M S L  

M S L  

M S L  

MSL 

M S L  

M S L  

MSL 

MSL 

WHITEMAN K S L  N10 MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 118 9 49 1 626 

WHITEMAN ~ S L  N11 MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 127 7 49 1 624 

WHITEMAN MSL N 2  MSL - 0 _ 0 I 375 126 109 7 49 1 624 

- 0 - 0 1 375 126 131 9 5 49 1 712 WHITEMAN Y S L  N 4  MSL 

WHITEMAN MSL N 5  MSL 0 - 0 1 1  375 126 9 5 10 49 1 627 

I 
- 1 - t 

' WHITEMAN Y S L  N6 MSL 0 4 375 126 109 5 49 1 622 

! \ O  - 0 - 0 1 375 126 110 6 49 1 623 WHITEMAN Y S L  N 7  MSL 

WHITEMAN Y S L  N8 MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 112 5 49 I 622 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
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* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

INSTALLATION NAME ----------------- 
WHITEMAN MSL N9 

WHITEMAN MSL 0 1 0  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 1 1  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 2  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 3  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 4  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 5  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 6  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 7  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 8  

WHITEMAN MSL 0 9  

WHITEMAN SML N 3  

WHITEMAN 0 1  

WHITEMAN 0 2  

WH!TEMAN 0 3  

WILDER 

WOLF POINT RBS 

WURTSMITH 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMD BLOGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

MSL CMB - 0 - 0 1 375 126 111  5 49 1 6 2 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375  125 1 1 0  11 4 8 9  6 2 5  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126 109  6 489  6 2  1 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126 1 1 0  7 489  6 2 2  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 1 2 6  1 1 0  5 489  6 2 0  

MSL - 0 . -  ' 0 1 375 126 1 1 0  6 489  6 2  1 

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126  112 5 489  6 2 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 1 2 6  1 1  1 8 489  6 2 3  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126  113  6 489  6 2  1 

MSL - 0 - 0 I 375 126  122 5 489 6 2 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 3 7 5  126 1 1 0  5 489  6 2 0  

MSL - 0 - 0 1 375 126  113  12  49 1 6 2 9  

RRL - 0 - 0 1 120  1 7 0 11 12 

RRL - 0 - 0 1 120  1 7 0 11 12 

RRL - 0 - 0 1 120  2 9 3 0  11 4 3  

RBS - 0 - 0 8 25727  2 0  12 1 1  1 9  7 0  1 2732  

RBS - 0 - 0 - - - 8 0 0 

AFB 6 4 0  2303532 1349  19899  441 2307531  103236 5298  1 4 0  58815  1 8 2 0 9 0  

PCN - SRLPANA 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IEL  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR71 15 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* *  LAN0 * *  
ACRES COST 

, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

6 17 0 

IMPROV 
COST 

- - -  
108 15 

3218 

994 

5963 

5679 

5750 

1972 

836 

1737 

2235 

5380 

67 1 

1009 

TOTAL 
COST 

29697 

7899 

5532 

16443 

22254 

11041 

11361 

5278 

5178 

7074 

13207 

4890 

5784 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ___________________-------------------------------------------  - 
CMO 274 806188 468 8351 150 880136 10531 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME _--___-_------_-- - - - 
AFS ALBROOK 

BROUGHTON I S L A N D  DEW 

DEW BRYON BAY 

CAMBRIDGE BAY DEW 

DEW CAPE DYER 

CAPE HOOPER DEW 

DEW CAPE PARRY 

CAPE YOUNG DEW 

CL INTON P O I N T  DEW 

DEWAR LAKES DEW 

E COAST DEW 

DEW EASTERLY I C E  CAP 

GLADMAN POINT  DEW 

DEW - 0 - 0 2 1 130967 13818 2880 0 4969 18787 H A L L  BEACH 

AFB 309 1122466 704 14085 190 1774109 44210 13553 0 36050 94345 HOWARD 

- 0 - 0 8 20698 3317 3220 0 982 4299 
JENNY L I N Q  I S L A N D  DEW 

DEW - 0 - 0 7 24987 3442 924 0 3039 648 1 KOMAKUK BEACH 

LADY F R A N K L I N  PT DEW - 0 - 0 7 40161 4595 1487 0 2305 6900 

LONGSTAFF BLUFF DEW - 0 - 0 7 37801 5739 4 169 0 2154 7893 

MACKAR I N L E T  DEW - 0 - 0 8 22482 4990 6237 0 2602 7592 

NICHOLSON PEN - 0 - 0 9 23326 3897 2803 0 966 4863 DEW 

- 0 - 0 8 t 22998 485 1 3794 0 2567 7418 PELLY  BAY DEW 
I #  ii-' - - - 0 d 2576 492 SAN ANDRES S I T E  COM I -  ' 1562 2054 

'1 O - - - - 0 4 1077 379 SANTO DOMING0 STE COM 0 
1662 204 1 

SHEPHERD qAY DEW - 0 - 0 7 39850 4796 5470 0 957 5753 

PCN - SRLPANA 
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***  U N C L A S S l F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAN0 * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO tEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ___---_---------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SHINGLE P O I N T  DEW CMO 0 9 2 3 2 3 4  3 6 8 4  2 6 8 2  0 2 4 2 1  6 1 0 5  - 0 - 

T R U J I L L O  RAD STE COM - 0 - 0 3 1 0 5 7  3 7 9  - - 1 9 6 6  2 3 4 5  

TUKTOYAKTUK DEW - 0 - 0 7 3 8 6 9 5  4 6 9 5  9 1 3  0 1 2 8 1  5 9 7 6  

W COAST DEW 0 6 4 5 7 6 0  8 5 2 0  1 0 0 0  0 4 8 8 8  1 3 4 0 8  - 0 - 

WESTERLY I C E  CAP DEW - 0 - 0 2 4 4 0 0 6  4 4 6 2  2 5 8 3  0 5 3 8  5 0 0 0  

P C N  - SRLPANA 
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* + *  W i t ' L A '  ! .t 

SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FUOTAGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE : HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30  SEP 9 2  

*.** FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
INSTALLATION NAME CMD BLDGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ________---- - - - - -  --- - - - - - _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ _  _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
AF PLANT NO 7 0  AFP I N D  - 0 8 375723 3919  5 3  I 539  4 4 5 9  - 0 

AF PLANT 0 3  AFP 0 7 0  2799071 26607  6 6 0  5 11996  38608  - 0 - 

AF PLANT 0'4 AFP - 0 102  6511006 9 0 2 0 7  5 9 9  5 6  19596  109859  - 0 

AF PLANT 06 AFP - 0 - 0 1 0 8  6404214 8 9 8 5 5  7 2 0  294  27468  117617  

AF PLANT 19 AFP 0 16  1574326 6 3 3 9  7 1 5 6 2  6 6 6  7 5 6 7  - 0 - 

AF PLANT 38 AFP - 0 - 0 2 1 71590 2 3 1 3  5 6 0  4 9  1216 3 5 7 8  

AF PLANT 44 AFP 0 6 3  873000 26575  2208  2 5 3  9 7 2 1  36549  - 0 - 

AF PLANT 59 AFP _ 0 0 6 638586 5 2 5 9  3 2  7 0 273  5 6 0 2  - 

AF PLANT 7 8  AFP - 0 - 0 1 1 0  535042 18915 1516  9 4473  23397  

AF PLANT 8.5 AFP - 0 - 0 7 7  3490243 39458  5 3 3  1047  11445 5 1 9 5 0  

MARTIN MTS - 0 0 3 7  134902 5 9 0 3  4 6 4  1 7082  12986 - 

PROOCTN F T I  AFP42 AFP - 0 - 0 1 0 1  1786863 32563  6 1 3 1  3 7 3 3  29079  6 5 3 7 5  

PCN - SRLPANA 
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* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
S P E C I A L  BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS  OF 30 SEP 92 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
'ALBUQUERQUE SWG 

ALTUS 

ALTUS 

ALTUS 

ALTUS 

ANDREWS 

BELLEVILLE 

BRANDYWINE 

BRANDYWINE 

BRANDYWINE 

BURLINGTON 

CHARLESTON 

CHARLESTON 

CHARLESTON 

DAVIDSDNVILLE 

DOVER 

DOVER 

ELLENDALE WAE 

FREDERICK WAE 

FT D I X  COMM COM 

- --  
SWG 

AFB 

I MM 

TNG 

VOR 

AFB 

TST 

COM 

FHG 

STG 

POL 

ADM 

AFB 

DFP 

FHG 

AFB 

FHG 

WAE 

WAE 

COM 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
CMD BLUGS SU FEET  U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MOB - 0 - 0 

715 1125797 800 20006 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

689 2960915 2054 42805 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

3 15984 12 219 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

632 1141803 955 12106 

- 0 - 0 

16 17848 16 272 

370 1750960 1256 22682 

150 366906 300 5888 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

- 0 - 0 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  
NBR SQ F E E T  COST - - -  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T O T A L  
COST 

. - - - - - - 
189 

17 1646 

8 

15 

24 

366584 

37 

2906 

463 

195 

4 2 

0 

135104 

251 1 

525 

203703 

748 1 

0 

197 

28 

GOVERNORS BRIDGE COM - 0 - 0 41 272 16 1368 864 83 1365 28 16 

GRANT 
I1 ;1 

TNG - 

GREAT F A L L S  RRL - 0 - 0 1 10 0 - - - 0 

G R I  SSOM AFB 588 1486052 1116 15221 217 2364525 95933 3181 1669 55456 168279 

KIRTLAND AFB 1728 2848272 2122 37353 856 6807685 290622 44025 833 88907 417715 

PCN - SRLPPNA 
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* . . 
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST Htrukl 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

INSTALLATION NAME ----------------- 
L I T T L E  ROCK 

L I T T L E  ROCK 

L I T T L E  ROCK 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 2 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 3 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 4 

LITTLE ROCK MS 5 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 6 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 7 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 8 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 9 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 0  

- - - 
AFB 

I OM 

T NG 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MSL 

MS L 

MSL 

MSL 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMD BLOGS SQ FEET UNITS COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST .............................................................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
MOB 8 5 9  1907442  1535  36402  3 4 1  3081883 93222  6 8 9 8  3 3 5  50731  180690  

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 1 1  MSL - 0 - 0 - - 2 3 9  7 6 6 7 3 - 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 12 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 4 2  6 6 8 7 4 

L I T T L E  ROqV MS 13 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 3 2  7 49 5 6 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 14 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 236  7 56 6 3  

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 15 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 4 0  9 67 7 6  

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 16 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 3 9  8 6 8 7 6  

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 17  MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 5 9  9 9 6 105 

L I T T L E  ROCK MS 18 MSL - 0 - 0 - - - 2 4 0  8 1651 1659 

L I T T L E  R O W  S I T E  COM - 0 I I 1 0 0  0 - 0 - - - 0 

LOS ANGELES 0 1  AOM 0 f i -  ' 0 4 2 7 6 0  0 - - 
I r  ;;d - - 0 

4 
MALMSTROM AFB 5 4 8  1694598  1406 3 0 8 2 4  6 3 0  2661666 173344 3 6 0 8  4 7 6  103122 3 0 7 7 6 6  

MALMSTROM IOM - 0 - 0 1 3 4 4  16  1 0 4 2 0 

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / i a / i s s 3  ~ s : 2 7  AM PAGE 9 5  

. , ... * * *  UNCLL I E D  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

INSTAL I A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
MALMSTROM 

MALMSTROM 

MALMSTROM STOR 

MALMSTROM TRNSMTR 

MARCH 

MARCH 

MARCH 

MARCH 

MARCH 02 

MARCH 0 2  

MCCHORD 

MCCHORD 

MCGUIRE 

MCGUIRE 

MCGUIRE 

M U K I L T E O  

NO CHARLESTON 

NO CHARLESTON 

NORTH 

?!C,DTON 

NORTON 

NORTON 

NORWALK 02 

OAKLANO 0 1  

OZOL 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993' 09:27 AM 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

REC MOB - 0 - 0 15 11043 93 9 0 2 16 

SWG - 0 - 0 - - - 18 2 5 1 

STG - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0 - 

COM - 0 - 0 1 1966 3 1 23 8 2 

AFB 567 972740 710 8789 271 3097225 118939 682 1 1326 65679 

RRL 

WSS 

L I T  

wss 

AFB 

TNG 

AFB 

I MM 

MSL 

DFP 

F HG 

TNG 

A AF 

AFB 

COM 

I MM 

OFP 

ADM 

DFP 

TOTAL 
COST 

. - - - - - - 

1834 

7 7 

18 

92 

187 188 

0 

225896 

20  

1523 1 

628 1 

518 

238 

7138 

169548 

26 

24 

2328 

0 

13005 

PAGE 96 



INSTALLATION NAME _________---- - - - -  

PLATTSBURGH 

PLATTSBURGH 

PLATTSBURGH 

PLATTSBURGH 

PLATTSBURGH 0 1  

PORT MAHON 
t 

POTRERO H I L L S  

SCOTT 

SCOTT 

SCOTT 

SCOTT MARC, 

SKYLANO PEAK 

SOLANO COUNTY 

ST L O U I S  

ST L O U I S  

ST L O U I S  

ST L O U I S  

ST LOUIS 4NX 

SUNNYBROOK 

T R A V I S  

CMD _ _ _  ---- 
RSC MOB 

ADM 

BHG 

AFB 

I MM 

TCN 

TNG 

ANX 

COM 

ANX 

POL 

STG 

AFB 

I OM 

RRL 

COM 

RRL 

COM 

ADM 

AFS 

F HG 

STG 

COM 

F HG 

AFB 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
BLOGS S Q F E E T  U N I T S  COST 

NBR SO FEET COST 

. - - - - - - - _______-- - - - - - - - - - -  _________________ -_ - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - 
n - 0 7 10063 679 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
8 2 384 

TOTAL 
COST 

1065 

648 1 

0 

0 

42257  1 

PAGE 

~ C N  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 , AM 

* * *  UNCLL ' I E D  * * *  



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF' 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  lLAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ---------_------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T R A V I S  DOC MOB 0 .  1 525  3 6 I 4 3 8  4 4 2  - 0 - 

T R A V I S  I MM 0 1 3 4 4  2 1 3 2 2 6 4 9 - 0 - 
T R A V I S  

T R A V I S  

I OM - 0 - 0 - - - 3 3 5 8 

VOR - 0 - 0 1 3 14 37 296 0 1 1  4 8 

T R A V I S  WILTON TNG - 0 - 0 - - - 8 00 0 4 4 

T R A V I S  01 WSS 0 3 1749 129 23 3 5 7 4  7 0 6  - 0 - 

TRAVIS 02 WSS - 0 - 0 14  17727 594 206 12 1479 2 0 8 5  

PCN - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 9 8  



-S ;r '  .' 
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO F001kGE/~Ubr ntPudT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  A S  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  H O U S I N G  * * *  **  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ________---- - - - - -  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
AGUALVA AM0 MOO 0 8 5 9 8 5  8 8 6 8 0 3 4 4  4 3 2  - 0 - 

AGUALVA COM 3 4 3 2 0  3 20 1 1 9  2 7 3 6 5  2 3 7 5  1 5  0 4 6 9  3 0 4  5 

C A B R I T O  . STG - 0 -  2 4 7 7  4 8  3 0 9 6  1 1 0 0 9  - 0 

C A L D E I R A  B C N  0 1 1 0 0 1  1 1  1 0 6 1 7  - 0 - 

C A L D E I R A  STG 0 5 1 1 0 1 3  4 0 9  2 5 0 1 9 0  5 9 9  - 0 - 

C A L D E I R A  VOR - 0 0 2 9 1 7  1 0 1  4 0 1 6  1 1 7  - 

C A L D E I R A  ANX COM - 0 0 1 1 0 2 3  6 3  1 0 1 8  8 1 - 

C I N C O  P I C O S  COM 3 4 3 2 0  3 1 9 5  6 2 6 2 3 2  7 3 8  1 9  0 3 7  1 1 3 0 4  

COVA D A S  C I N Z A S  

CUME D A  P R A I A  

CUM€ D A  P R A I A  

F O N T I N H A S  

L A J E S  

L A J E S  

P O R T E L L A  NOVA 

P R A I A  D A  V I C T O R A  

P R A I A  D A  V I C T O R A  

RAMEY 

P O L  

R R L  

T C N  

WSS 

F LO 

WSS 

B C N  

DOC 

P O L  

AFB 

RAMEY RSC - 0 - 0 7 6 2 3 6  4 6 7  8 1  9 3 4 2  8 1 8  

S A N  MIGUEL. R R L  - 0 - 0 1 4 7 6  2 1 0 - 2 

V I L L A  NOVA COM 3 4 3 2 0  3 2 0 4  3 1 3 6 6  1 4 4 4  6 0 2 2 8  8 7 6  

V I L L A  NOVA 06 WSS - 0 - 0 I t 2 0 4  9 1 0 22 3 1 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 99 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTACE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y H O U S I N G  * * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS FEET U N I T S  COST * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  - - - - - - - -_-_______ --- - - - - - -_-_--_____ -------- - -_-  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  NBR SO F E E T  COST 
ALAMOGOROO B C N  MTC ------------- - - - - - - - - -_____ _ _  - 0 - 0 9 1 1 7 7 2 3  1 3 0 3 7  
ANTELOPE RDGE R R L  - ,. 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST - - - - - - - - - - ___________  - - - - -_  

TOTAL 
COST - - - - _ _ _ _  

1 8 0 5 9  

ARNOLD 

B A L D  MTN 

A F B  

R R L  

R R L  

B E A T T Y  

B I S H O P  

R R L  

T S T  V - 0 - - 
R R L  - B L A C K  ROCK - 0 - 0 - - 
R R L  - B O N N E V I L L E  - 0 - 0 - - - 

BOULDER R S C  - u - 0 7 6 9 1 5  6 6  1 
B O V I N E  M T N  COM - 0 - 0 2 2 8 6 5  1 0 1 2  
BOWMANS BAYOU 01 RRL - 0 - 0 1 1 2 4 7  3 3 
B R I T T O N  R R L  - - 
BROOKS A F B  

B R Y A N T  S T R E E T  R R L  
V - 0 2 1 0  

- 0 C A P E  S A N  B L A S  D-3 MTK 
0 - 0 1 3  2 9 9 5  1 9 4  1 

CARTER CREEK REC - 0 - 3 1 0 8  4 8  0 1 1  
C A S T L E  M T N  RRL 

0 - 0 - - - 
CEDAR P A S S  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 
CHERRY CREEK RRL - 0 - 0 3 4 5 6  2 6 
C I N C I N N A T I  D F P  - 
C L A U S E N  

C L I V E  

' l  RYI 
0 - 0 

MTK 
1 or 4 9 9 3  

- 1 1 9  

1 
0 ,4 - '  0 

RRL 

4 - 
- - 

- - 

CONCORD 
u - 0 - - - 

CONE M O U N T A I N  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 

P C N  - SRLPbNA 
03/18/1993'09:27 AM 



* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  
INSTALLATION NAME BLDGS so FEET U N I T S  COST 
____________- -_ - -  --- ------- __________ - - - -  _______---- - - -  

- 0 
CONFUSION PEAK RRL MTC 

- 

0 - 
CONFUSION RANGE RRL 

- 

- 0 - 
RRL CONGER MTN - 0 

CONGER PEAK RRL 

CONGER RANGE RRL 

COWBOY OVERLOOK . RRL 

COWBOY PASS RRL 

COYOTE F L A T S  T ST 

C p  KOHLER ANX 

CP PARKS COM 

CRATER ISLAND RRL  

D A V I S  COM 

DEEP CREEK VALLEY RRL 

DISAPPOINTMENT RRL 

OUGWAY 0 1  RRL 

DUGWAY 0 2  RRL 

RRL DUTCH MTN 
- 

AFB 1689 2457752 1989 EDWARDS - 0 
- 

MTK EOWAROS A!O - 0 

EOWARDS MTK 

EDWARDS A 1 2  MTK 

RRL EGAN .RANGE I 1 
E G L I N  AFB 

1126 3053650 A 2334 - 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LANO * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST ___________ -__ -_ - - - - - - -  - - -  _ _ _ _ _ - - - _ _ - - - - -  

1976 404 11 0 2 

- - 10 

IMPROV TOTAL 
COST COST 

0 63  467 

- 0 0 

- 0 0 

- 0 0 

- 0 0 

- 0 0 

- 0 0 

0 474 508 

17 220  623  

2 144 677 

- 0 0 

4 1 915 274 1 

- 0 0 

0 0 

- 0 0 

- 0 0 

- 0 0 

9277 178505 597915 

0 113 113 

2 8 0 

1 7 0 

3 3 0 

3 3 0 

1156 97727 394787 

- 1 1 

E G L I N  H 1 0  

PAGE 101 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
E G L I N  1 3  

E G L I N  1 6  

E G L I N  U 9  

E L  P A S 0  M T N  

E L Y  

F I S H  S P R I N G S  

F I S H  S P R I N G S  F L A T  

F I S H  SPRJNGS 02 

FORT MACIRTHUR 

FOURTH C L I F F  

G E N T I L E  

GOOSENECK 

GOSHUTE 

GRASSY MTN 

GRASSY MTN 0 2  

GROOME At jNEX 

HANSCOM 

H I L H A U S  CENTER 

H I L L  

H I L L  

--- 
AAF 

AAF 

AAF 

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

FHG 

REC 

DEC 

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

A F B  

REC 

A F B  

I MM 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING *** 
CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST ...................................... 
MTC - 0 - 0 

**  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR SQ FEET COST ........................ - 
3 0 7  9 9 6 7 2 0  4 0 6 4 8  

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 3 4 8  5 

6 2 9  3 

6 6 3 4  2 2  

3 2 0  0 

5 0  0 

1 0  0 

1 0  0 

1 0  0 

1 2 8  4 0 3  

5 6 1 7 7  

1 6 5  2 2 5  

3 0 

5 0 

5 1 0 

1 0  0 

1 0  0 

8 4 6  2 9 5  

3 0 

6 6 9 8  1 3 3 3  

4 3 

IMPROV 
COST - - - - - - - - - -  
2 4 4  1 7  

T O T A L  
COST 

. - - - - - - 
6 5 0 7 0  

6 9 3 0  

1 1 2 8 3 9  

3 

8 6 8  

0 

0 

0 

3 9 4 4 2  

1 9 3 5  

2 6 1 7 8  

0 

7 8 

1 1 2  

0 

0 

2 0 4 4 9 8  

2 4 9  

5 4 9 2 7 9  

3 7  

HOLY ROCKS R R L  0 - I  3 0 - 0 - - - - 0 
Ir d 

I P S W I C H  T S T  - 0 if - '  0 4 5 1 1 2 8 5  1 0 8 0  6 5 0 8 5  1 1 6 5  

'I 
J E D E D I A H  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 

J U A B  ANNEX R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 3 0 - 0 

K E G  M T N  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 1 0  0 - 0 



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  + * *  

S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1  1 5  A S  OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
CMD BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

**  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
NBR S O  FEET COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - -  

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV 
ACRES COST COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4 6 6 0  3 2 5 5  9 3 1 4 4  

TOTAL 
COST - - - - - -  

4 5 0 1 8 5  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
K E L L Y  

--- 
A F B  

T C N  

VOR 

ANX 

R R L  

E C N  

R R L  

R R L  

COM 

R R L  

T S T  

A F B  

ANX 

RSC 

A F B  

K E L L Y  

K E L L Y  

K E L L Y  S T G  

K E R N  M O U N T A I N  

KRAMER 

L A K E S I D E  

L I B E R T Y  

L I N C O L N  

L I T T L E  HORSESHOE 

L I T T L E  MTN 

L O S  ANGELES 

L O S  ANGELES 03 

MAYNARD GEOPHYSIC 

M C C L E L L A N  

M C C L E L L A N  

MCPHERSON PEAK 

M I O O L E  RAYGE 

MONTEZUMA PEAK 0 1  

MT P I N O S  

MUD L A K E  

NEW ORLEANS 

NEWARK A F B  

NEWARK NO 1 

NEWARK S T G  

F H G  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

R R L  

ADM 

A F B  

TNG 

S T G  

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 1 0 3  

* * *  UNCL. . = I E D  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A Z S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  --- CMD BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST -------------- --_ _ _ _ _ _ _  - ----  ------  ----- -------------- NBR SQ F E E T  COST --------------_ 
NEWFOUNDLAND RRL MTC - 0 

- - - - - - - - - - -  - -  - 0 - - - 
NORTH DRUM RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 
OAKLAND ADM - 0 - 0 1 8 6 3  

- 
0 

O B S I D I A N  RRL 0 - 0 - - - 
OR0 DELREY M I N E  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 
PANAMA C I T Y  D - 1 ( B  R R L  - 0 - 0 1 1 2 4 7  3 1 
P I N O N  PEAK RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 
P I S M I R E  RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 
PLYMTON R I D G E  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
PONY R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
PORT HUENEME S T S  MTS - 0 - 0 2 4 6 0 2 3  3 9 1 6  
PROSPECT H I L L  E L C  RSC - 0 - 0 4 4 8 2 4  1 5 3  
R A T T L E  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
RATTLESNAKE BENCH R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
RATTLESNAKE SMT R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
RED B A Y  WAE - 0 - 0 - - - 
RED D I S H  R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
RED GULCH R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
R O B I N S  A F B  

822 1837976  1396 25383 4 8 3  1 1 2 1 0 ( 2 2  325217 
RYOALCH R R L  - 0 - 0 - - - 
S SPOR MTN R R L  

l r  H - 0 - t 0 - - - 
SAC~AMENTO DOC - 

O 
A - '  0 ' 2  3 2 8 4  1 8  

SAGAMORE H I L L  E L C  RSC - 0 - 0 5 1 0 1 3 9  4 4 9  
SANDEM RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 
S I L V E R  I S L A N D  NO2 RRL - 0 - 0 - - - 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 0 9 : 2 7  AM 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

1 0  0 - 0 

PAGE 1 0 4  



INSTALLATION NAME _________--- - - - - -  
SLOW E L K  H I L L S  

SOONER 

SOUTH PLYMPTON 

SOUTH P O I N T  

SPRING CREEK 

SUDBURY ELECTRON 

SWASSY 

THOMAS HEIGHTS 

T INKER 

TINKER 

T INKER 

T I N K E R  

T INKER SA 

TONOPAH 

TOPEKA 

TULAROSA 

TULE VALLEY 

TWIN  MOUNTAIN 

UTAH PEAK 

UTAH RGE NORTH 

UTAH RGE SOUTH 

UTAH SOUTH NV 

. WENOQVER 

WEST KEG PASS 

WILD  HORSE 

CMD _ _ _  ----- 
RRL MTC 

RRL 

RRL 

AFS 

RRL 

RSC 

RRL 

RRL  

AFB 

RRL 

TNG 

ANX 

AFS 

STG 

BCN 

RRL 

RRL 

RRL 

TST 

-UT TST 

TST 

RRL 

RRL 

RRL 

* *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  
* *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST 
BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  _________________ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - 1 0  

- 0 - 0 
- 

2 - 12 0 - 0 0 

- - - 1 0  
- 0 - 0 

- 1 - - 0 - - 0 
- 3 - - 0 - - 0 

- - - 1 0  - 0 - 0 

- - - 1 0  
- 0 - 0 

- - 1 0  

IMPROV COST - TOTAL 0 
COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
0 

p c ~  - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 Q9:27  AM 



I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD ----------------- --- --- 
W I L D  HORSE 0 1  RRL MTC 

WORTHINGTON MT RRL 

* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  
BLDGS SO F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST 

* *  LAND * *  
ACRES COST --  - - - - - - - - -  

6 

IMPROV 
COST 

T O T A L  
COST 

. - - - - - - 
0 

3 

WRIGHT P I T T  T S T  0 6 7 0 9 8  1 6 1  9 2 5 0  8 9 3 0 0  - 0 - 

WRIGHT P 4 T T  01 COM - 0 - 0 2 2 2 5  1 9 5  8 2 3 3  1 3 0  

WRIGHT PATTERSON A F B  6 6 7  3 3 6 7 2 4 7  2 3 5 9  5 0 1 8 9  903 1 4 7 9 0 9 8 2  5 8 6 5 7 2  8 1 4 5  1 3 6 6  1 3 4 6 4 4  7 7 2 7 7 1  

YOUNGSTOWN T S T  - 0 . -  0 8 7 6 8 6  2 3 3  9 9 8 3 3  1 5 7 2  

PCN - S R L P A N A  
03/18/1993' 09:27 AM PAGE 1 0 6  



* - * b N C L A S S I F i C b  + * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME ----------------- 
AKASAKA 

A L A I D  I S  

ANDERSEN 

ANDERSEN 

ANDERSEN 

ANDERSEN 

ANDERSEN 

ANDERSEN 

ANDERSEN 01 

ANDERSEN 0 1  

ANDERSEN 0 1  

--- 
ADM 

ANX 

ADM 

AFB 

A F S  

B C N  

VOR 

WSS 

COM 

F HG 

POL 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST -------------------------------------------------------------- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
P AF - 0 - 0 1 6 5 2 5  0 - - - 0 

ANDERSEN 0 2  COM - 0 - 0 2 2 2 9 2 4  1 2 4 9  4 3 2  94 3 5  1 1 6 9 4  

ANDERSEN 0 2  POL 6 9 6 1 2  6 1 0 4 4  2 6 0 1  I 2 7 0  6 4  2 3 1 3 6  4 4 5 2  

ANDERSEN 0 4  

A N V I L  MTN 

A T S U G I  . 

A T T U  

B A R K I N G  SANDS 

BARTER I S L A N D  

BEAR CREEK 

BEAVER CREEK 

BEAVER CREEK 

' BELLOWS 

B E T H E L  

F HG 

RRL 

COM 

RSC 

ANX 

DEW 

RRL 

RRL 

RSC 

AFS 

RRL 

B I G  MTN RRL - 0 - 0 8 2 0 5 1 9  1 6 3 7  4 0 2  0 3 4 9 7  5 1 3 4  

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 1 0 7  

*+ *  UNCLA I E D  * * *  



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAN0 * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CUD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR 50 FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST -_--------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ - - - _______________ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
B I R C H  LAKE REC PAF - 0 - 0 3 1 1 9 3 7 8  4 8 7  5 1 0 1 9 0  6 7 7  

B L A I R  LAKE WRG 0 7 8 1 0 6  9 7  1 - 0 - 3 3 9 6 4  0 4 5 5  1 4 2 6  

BURNT MTN RSC - 0 0 6 - 4 3 2 0  5 0  1 5 0 7 0  0 144  6 4 5  

CAMP CASEY WEA 0 7 1 8 5 0 8  - 0 - 0 - - - 0 

CAMP COURTNEY FHG 4 9  1 0 9 1 6 9 5  5 4 2  0 17  2 2 3 0 4  0 5 9 0 8 8 

CAMP H I A L E A H  BHG 0 1 1 0 8 7 4  0 - 0 - - - - 0 

CAMP HOWZE ANX - 0 - 0 3 5 2 7 6  0 - - 0 

CAMP HUMPHREYS RRL - 0 0 1 9 4 0  - 0 - - - 0 

CAMP MCTUREOUS . FHG 7 8  6 7 3 3 9 8  4 5 0  0 5 6 5 9 8  0 - - 4 4 

CAMP RED CLOUD RRL 0 3 5 6 4 0 2 7  0 - 0 - - - - 0 

CAMP SHIELDS F HG 8 9  4 7 8 6 7 7  3 5 3  1 4 4  9 1 1 1 7 3  0 9 1 0 6 1 5 0  I 
CAMP I ON 

CANYON CREEK 

CAPE L I SBURNE 

CAPE NEWENHAM 

CAPE ROMANZOF 

CHENA R IVER 

CHIRAN 

rH:TCSE 

CHONG JU 

COLD BAY 

CP KUWAE 

CP ZAMA 

CP ZUKERAN 

DRIFTWOOD BAY 

PCN - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM 

AFS 

RRL 

COM 

COM 

COM 

RSC 

RRL 

ADM 

ANX 

COM 

F HG 

COM 

FHG 

RRL 

1 1 9  

2 9 9  

2 3 7 8 6  

2 0 1  14  

1 5 5 5 6  

5 8 8 9  

8 3 7  

2 3 5 7  

4 1 

3 0 6 4  

2 

0 

3 1 5  

7 1 9 3  

PAGE 1 0 8  



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - ^ - ^ _ _ _  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ - -_ - - - - - - -________- - - - - - - - -_ - - - - - - - -  
E I E L S O N  AFB PAF 2 7 5  2 4 6 6 3 4 6  1 3 4 1  3 5 9 7 7  3 2 5  3 4 4 3 3 4 5  2 2 2 4 2 2  1 9 7 9 0  0 1 2 0 6 2 4  3 7 9 0 2 3  

E I ELSON VOR - 0 - 0 - - 104 0 2 0 0  2 0 0  

E I E L S O N  ALPA 1 - 1  RSC - 0 - 0 1 77  5 2 0 16  2 1 

E I E L S O N  ALPA 2 - 2  RSC - 0 - 0 1 77  5 2 0 1 6  2 1 

E I E L S O N  ALPA 2-3 RSC - 0 - 0 1 77  5 2 8 0 1 6  2 1 

E I E L S O N  ALPA 2-4  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7 5 6 0 1 6  2 1 

E I E L S O N  ALPA 3 - 2 3  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7 8 2 0 16  2 4  

E I E L S O N  ALPA 3 - 3  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7 5 4 0 16 2 1 

E IELSON ALPA 3 - 3 4  RSC - 0 - 0 1 7 7 5 2 0 16 2 1 

ELMENOORF AFB 3 7 4  3 2 1 2 5 3 5  1 7 8 0  4 5 9 6 5  456 6 1 9 5 4 8 4  2 2 6 3 4 1  1 3 0 3 5  2 5 5  1 1 9 3 1 2  3 9 1 8 7 3  

FLAXMAN I $LAND DEW - 0 - 0 8 2 2 7 9 8  3 0 3 9  6 2 0  0 2 4 4 6  5 4 8 5  

FT  YUKON COM - 0 - 0 2 4  123728  1 3 2 8 9  2 0 7  I 3 0 8 4  1 6 3 7 4  

FUCHU COM - 0 - 0 3 8 7 4 9  2 2 4 0 1 8 0  2 0 2  

FUKAYA COM - 0 - 0 1 1 4 4 0  0 1 0 0 0 

GALENA APT - 0 - 0 7 4  4 3 5 6 8 7  4 3 0 5 2  1 7 2  1 1 0 3 3 1  5 3 3 8 4  

GOLD K I N G  CREEK RRL - 0 - 0 1 1 9 3 9  1 5 0  3 0  0 157  3 0 7  

GRANITE MTN RRL - 0 - 0 7 1 9 6 6 0  3 5 4 5  2 5 8  0 5 7 2 4  9 2 6 9  

GULKANA V i L L A G E  MEW - 0 - 0 - - - 5 4 0 9  2 4 7 0  2 5 0 5  4 9 7 5  

HAKONE RRL - 0 - 0 4 2 5 5  1 1 5 1  2 0 134 2 8 5  

H ICKAM AFB 7 7 7  3 3 2 0 7 1 6  2 4 5 5  5 0 4 8 2  3 8 6  4 7 8 7 2 1 2  1 2 9 9 8 7  2 7 3 9  1 1 4 0  8 1 8 2 7  2 6 3 4 3 6  

H ICKAM POL - 0 _ 0 2 1 1 2 1 3 2  1 8 6  1 5 0  1 8  8 1 8 0  8 3 8 4  

HOONAH RRL 0 - 0 1 1  1 3 8 1  7 9 19  1 7 3 0  8 1 0  

WRG - f i -  ' IDESUNA J I M A  0 4 - - 6 1 0 7 7 

I N D I A N  MTN COM - 0 _ 0 14 4 3 3 4  1 1 0 9 6 7  4 2 2 6  0 3 5 1 3  1 4 4 8 0  

I N D I A N  MTN RSC - 0 - 0 - - - 4 4 7  0 3 5 6  3 5 6  

PCN - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE t o 9  

* * *  UNCL, i I E D  * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R T 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLDGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST _-_--____-_------ --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I T A Z U K E  AAF PAF - 0 - 0 .  I 100456 262 6 0 136 398 

I W A K U N I  COM 0 6 8054 0 1 0 0 0 - 0 - 

JOHNSTON A T O L L  AFD 0 254 1292826 97066 684 26370 46436 169872 - 0 - 

K A A L A  AFS - 0 - 0 8 16584 872 7 0 562 1434 

KADENA ABS 1557 5011039 3452 33078 1194 7763833 125679 4936 0 102299 261056 

KADENA AM0 47 349497 . 226 66 382 1222141 14324 6438 0 7167 21557 

KAENA P O I N T  MTK - 0 0 2 6 56602 3647 153 1 4503 8151 - 

K A L A K A K E T  CREEK RRL - 0 - 0 7 19205 285 1 316 0 5260 8111 

K A M I  SEYA COM - 0 0 2 2770 0 1 0 0 0 - 

K E N A I  APT - 0 - 0 - - - 6 0 - 0 

K I M H A E  STG - 0 0 25 258014 10090 86 0 2161 12251 - 

K I M P O  AOM - 0 0 1 2570 0 - - - - 0 

K I N  WAN P O L  STOR STG - 0 - 0 1 270 0 5 0 0 0 

K I N G  SALMON APT - 0 - 0 70 413508 35073 802 2 11438 465 13 

KOKEE AFS - 0 0 15 25054 1136 1 1  0 526 1662 - 

KOON N I  WRG - 0 0 2 4 274 16 437 588 1 0 386 823 - 

KOTZEBUE COM 0 2 4 93470 6909 676 0 2008 89 17 - 0 - 

KUME J I M A  WRG - - - 0 - 0 - 1 0 2 6 2 6 

KUNSAN ABS - 0 - 0 523 2971438 120887 2557 0 52577 173464 

KWANG- J U  ABS - 0 0 158 708224 17563 316 0 16117 33680 - 

L A K E  L O U I S E  REC - 0 - 0 - I  - - 25 0 - 0 
1 4  $* 

LONELY DEW - 0 $ - '  0 4 1 40727 1 1444 2830 0 6251 17695 
! 

M A K I M I N A T O  SVC 32 2075'946 98 1 90 29 614215 0 5 9 0 5 9 5 

MAKUA SCL 0 1 2835 140 3 0 2 7 167 - 0 - 

MAN1 L A  ADM 0 10 13153 30 - 0 3 0 - 0 - - 

PCN - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM PAGE 110 



I . .  

S i ' C C l 4 i  BUlLDiNG SO t U U I A G E / C O S T  REPORT 
SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

INSTALLATION NAME ----------------- 
MANI  L A  

M A N I  L A  

M A N I L A  01 

MICROWAVE 

MISAWA 

MISSAWA 

MOMOTE 

MURPHY DOME 

NAHA 

NAHA PORT 

NAKNEK 01 

NAKNEK 02- 

--- 
ATM 

BHG 

ADM 

R R L  

ABS 

WRG 

ANX 

AFS 

STG 

ADM 

REC 

REC 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILDINGS * *  * *  LAND * *  I M P R O V  
CMO BLDGS SO FEET UNITS COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PAF - 0 - 0 1 4 100 13 I 0 0 

T O T A L  
COST 

- - - - - - 

N A R I T A  ATM - 0 0 1 388 0 - - - - 0 

NEGISHI  COM 0 1 5274 0 1 0 0 0 - 0 - 

NIKOLSKI  RRL - 0 - 0 1 120 48 4 34 0 1574 1622 

NO R I V E R  R R L  - 0 0 8 202 19 1683 144 1 4290 5974 - 

NO W GUAM AFB - 0 - 0 18 60487 3260 4378 40 8039 11339 

OKUMA 

O L  I KTOK 

REC - 0 0 53 64526 1090 135 0 519 1609 - 

DEW - 0 0 6 36640 7789 672 0 3372 11161 - 

OSAN ABS 18 407004 287 678 694 4937112 251816 1777 0 99526 352020 

OSAN N I  AM0 0 20 , 74334 744 603 0 874 1618 - 0 - 

I ,  $' 
OWADA COM - 0 $ -  ' 0 Cl 23567 518 328 0 4 19 937 

PIL-SUNG WRG - '0 - 0 9 42469 740 2 7 0 46 1 1201 

PILLAR MTN R R L  - 0 0 4 6694 559 4 5 - 0 1116 1675 

PCN - SRLPANA 
03/18/1993 09:27 AM 

* * *  UNCL F I E D  * * *  

PAGE 1 1 1  



* * *  UNCLASSIFIED * * *  
SPECIAL BUILDING SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SQ FEET COST __________-- - - -_-  --- ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
P O I N T  BARROW DEW PAF - 0 - 0 6 5 2 9 6 5  1 4 1 5 1  

P O I N T  LAY DEW 0 7 3 6 6 6 0  7 5 3 5  - 0 - 

PORT H E I D E N  RRL - 0 - 0 7 3 4 4 0 2  3 1 6 8  

PORT MOLLER RRL  0 5 2 8 6 3 3  3 5 8 0  - 0 - 

PUGUM-SAN BCN - 0 - 0 - - - 
PUNAMANO AFS - 0 . -  0 3 3 7 6 6  1 9 6  

ROKKO RRL 0 7 3 6 8 3  2 0 8  - 0 - 
SACHON STG 0 5 4 1 9 7 7  16  1 - 0 - 
SAGAMI COM 0 2 4 6 2 4  0 - 0 - 
SANNO AN)( ANX - 0 - 0 1 5 0 

SASEBO ANX 0 2 4 1 2 9  0 - 0 - 
SEBURIYAMA RRL 0 6 8 3 9 3  2 5 0  - 0 - 
SENAHA COM 0 7 1 6 0 6 9  6 2 7  - 0 - 
SEOUL BHG - 0 - 0 I 7 2 8  1 7 2 

SEWARD REC - 0 - 0 2 4 2 5 6 6 8  4 6 4  

SHEMYA AFB - 0 - 0 1 1 0  1 3 4 8 6 4 3  1 8 0 4 8 9  

SOFU COM - 0 - 0 4 2 3 4 6  2 0 6  

SPARREVOHN COM - 0 - 0 1 0  4 1 2 9 3  9 8 8  1 

SPARREVOHN REC - 0 - 0 - - - 

SUNABE ANX - 0 - 0 2 2 0 0 8 8  6 

SUWON ABS 0 
I r  Jly/ - 

- 0 1 2 7 '  9 0 2 5 3 4  1 6 6 3 4  

SYDNEY ATM 0 8 -  0 ( 1  3 7 3 0  2 0 8  
\ - 

1 
TAEGU ABS - 0 - 0 1 7 3  8 0 7 0 5 7  2 2 7 5 6  

TAMA SVC - 0 - 0 6 1 1 0 7 7 6 7  1 5 8 3  

T A T A L I N A  COM 0 1 2  4 2 8 3  1 1 0 9 3 3  - 0 - 

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 6 8  0 1 8 4 6  1 5 9 9 7  

PAGE 1 1 2  



* * *  OF~CLA 'JS IF1EO A * *  

S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 
SOURCE: H A F L E E A 9 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 9 2  

I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME _____-_---------- 
T I N  C I T Y  

TOKOROZAWA 

TOLSONA 

T O R I  S H I M A  

T O R I 1  ADM 

T S U S H I M A  

WAHIAWA 

WAINWRIGHT 

WAKE I S L A N D  

WAKKANA I 

WHEELER 

WONJU 

YAEOAKE 

Y AKATAGA 

YOKOHAMA 

YOKOSE COMM STA 

YOKOSUKA 

YOKOTA 

YONGSAN A O M I N  

Y U K I  

YUKON 

P C N  - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM 

--- 
COM 

COM 

RRL 

WRG 

ANX 

COM 

COM 

DEW 

AFD 

ASN 

A F B  

A S N  

COM 

R R L  

AOM 

COM 

COM 

ABS 

ANX 

R R L  

WRG 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
CMO BLOGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PAF - 0 - 0 1 3  9 9 8 0 4  8 7 9 5  723 4 5 1 2 8  1 3 9 2 7  

PAGE 1 13 

* * *  UNCL. +=XED * * *  



* * *  U N C L A S S I F I E D  * * *  
S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SO FOOTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: H A F L E E A R 7 1 1 5  AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  F A M I L Y  HOUSING ***  * *  OTHER B U I L D I N G S  * *  * *  LAND * *  I MPROV T O T A L  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SQ F E E T  U N I T S  COST NBR SQ F E E T  COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
CAPE CANAVERAL A F S  SPC - 0 - 0 552 3094521 1761 14 15435 5674 180296 362084 

CAPE COD A F S  0 1 1  96880 8962 101 ' 0 1936 10898 - 0 - 

C A V A L I E R  A F S  6 16880 12 252 46 395994 24 650 0 0 276 

CHEYENNE M T N  A F B  OPS - 0 0 53 335649 49342 519 392 23770 7 3 504 - 

CLEAR A F S  0 60 785801 52806 1 1438 0 15432 68238 - 0 - 

COCOA BEACH 01 COM 0 . -  0 1 1457 15 2 6 - - 2 1 

COCOA B E q C H  02 COM - 0 - 0 1 535 12 3 14 2 6 

COCOA OCEAN BEACH MTK - 0 - 0 1 59 1 3 12 1 1 1  124 

ELDORAOO A F S  - 0 - 0 9 114530 19981 129 105 1874 2 1960 

F A L C O N  A F B  - 0 - 0 29 1196287 167320 3243 6070 32138 205528 

FORT P I E S C E  R R L  - 0 - 0 1 400 112 2 8 7 8 198 

J O N A T H A N / O I C K I S N S  MTK - 0 - 0 1 1  26764 6009 12 0 944 6953 

LAMAR COM - 0 0 4 2988 184 4 0 4 126 3 14 - 

L O U I S  BLOTNER 01 MTK - 0 - 0 7 14975 590 3 1 3 153 746 

L O U I S  BLQTNER 0 2  MTK - 0 - 0 - - - 1 1  0 - 0 

MALABAR 

M A U I  SUR 

MELBOURNE BEACH 

MOLOKA I 

NEW BOSTON 

O N I Z U K A  

O N I Z U K A  FHG ANX 

P A T R I C K  

PETERSON 

PETERSON 01 

COM 

D S S  

MTK 

COM 

A F S  

A F B  
I t  

F N G  

A F B  

A F B  

R R L  

P C N  - SRLPANA 
- . 



* * *  UNCLASSIF IED  * * *  
SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SQ FOOTAGF/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 30 SEP 92 

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMD BLOGS SO FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
PETERSON 0 2  RRL  SPC - 0 - 0 - - 

P I L L A R  P O I N T  AFS 0 - 0 1 5  22342 1882 - 

P I L L A R  P O I N T  0 1  MTK - 0 - 0 1 288 14 

PORT CANAYERAL SCL - 0 - 0 1 809 40 

PORTLAND BS ANX ANX - 0 - 0 - - - 

SOCORRO BHG - 0 - 0 I 950 0 

SPOKANE 0 1  MTK - 0 - 0 14  39557 8806 

SPOKANE 02 MTK - 0 - 0 - - - 

STUART RRL - 0 - 0 1 400 112 

VANDENBERG AFB 1913 2773765 2078 2 3 7 5 2  1 3 2 4  7468156 740523 

VANDENBERG COM - 0 - 0 I 5573 667 

VANDENBERG SWG - 0 - 0 I 2 1 5 

VANDENBERG 01 MTK - 0 - 0 - - - 

VANDENBERG 0 1  WSS - 0 - 0 - - - 

VANDENBERG 02 MTK - 0 - 0 2 903 134 

VANDENBERG 02 WSS - 0 - 0 9 16493 2793 

VANDENBERG 03 MTK - 0 - 0 4 74 10 88 

VANDENBERG 04 MTK - 0 - 0 2 577 4 4 

WABASSO RRL - 0 - 0 1 400 112 

* *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
ACRES COST COST COST . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 0 1 I 

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 115 



* 
* * *  UNCLASSiF IEO * * *  

s SPECIAL B U I L D I N G  SO FOCTAGE/COST REPORT 

SOURCE: HAFLEEAR7115 AS OF 3 0  SEP 9 2  

* * *  FAMILY HOUSING * * *  * *  OTHER BUILD INGS * *  * *  LAND * *  IMPROV TOTAL 
I N S T A L L A T I O N  NAME CMO BLDGS SQ FEET U N I T S  COST NBR SO FEET COST ACRES COST COST COST ----------------- --- . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
ADELAIDE ANX SPO 0 3 2 2 0 8  0 - - - 0 - - 0 

ANTIGUA ASN 1 3 3 0 0  1 0 5 8  1 3 0 4 2 9  6509  2 7 4  0 2 9 1 5  9 4 2 4  

ASCENSION AAF t 1 4 4 0  1 0 1 1  1 3 1 9 2 5 5  14747 3 8 5 7  0 1 6 4 1 9  3 1  1 6 6  

B I G  CARTER CAY NA F - 0 - 0 - - 8 0 $3 A 

CHOEJONG-SAN DSS 0 8 2 2 0 3 7  2434 4 3 0 1 3 2 7  3 7 6  1 - 0 - 

COPENHAGEN FHG 3 5 2 1 9  3 0 2 2 0 1 3  0 - - - 0 

GREAT STIRRUP CAY NAF - 0 - 0 2 3 3 7 6  7 3 1 1  0 8 6  1 5 9  

L I T T L E  CARTER CAY MTK - 0 - 0 3 6 0 6 5  227 2 4 0 1 1 2  3 3 9  

MAHE MTK MTK 1 2 0 0 0  1 0 6 1  1 0 8 0 6 7  4926  2 6 2  0 9 7 0  5 8 9 6  

MARSH HARBOUR NA F 0 3 6 1 2  16 16  0 1 5  3 1 - 0 - 

PARHAM COM 0 1 5 1 5 0  6 13 1 7 6  0 1 3 7  7 5 0  - 0 - 

PRETORIA MTK - 0 - 0 - - 3 2 5  0 5 1 4  5 1 4  

S A I P A N  STS 0 5 9 6 4 5  2975  5 0 2 8 5 7  5 8 3 2  - 0 - 

S A I P A N  BHG BHG 0 1 7 6 0  0 - - - - 0 - 0 

SONORESTROM ABS - 0 - 0 8 4  6 2 5 5 5 4  4 5 8 7 0  2 3 1  1 4 2  0 4 2 1 0 4  8 7 9 7 4  

THULE ABS - 0 - 0 3 4 0  3 2 4 0 6 9 0  2 8 0 3 2 2  2 3 4 0 2 2  0 1 1 8 6 9 8  3 9 9 0 2 0  

WOOMERA AOM - 0 - 0 5 5  1 3 4 9 3 7  5 2 4 2  - - 5 5  5 2 9 7  

WOOMERA ASN - 0 - 0 2 5  8 6 1 7 2  10579  2 2  0 3 2 9 7  1 3 8 7 6  

WOOMERA FHG 1 0 4  1 4 3 1  14  1 2 2  1 8 6 3  1 2 2  7 6 8 6  122 1 0  0 1 1 9  2 1 0 4  

PCN - SRLPANA 
0 3 / 1 8 / 1 9 9 3  0 9 : 2 7  AM PAGE 1 1 6  
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POINT PAPER 
ON 

AIR FORCE DBOF DEPOT MAINTENANCE BUSINESS AREA 
FY 1986-1993 REVENUE CHANGES 

QUESTION: Are we spending more money today than we were in 1986 
for depot maintenance? 

ANSWER 
- No. Although FY 1993's Depot Maintenance Business Area revenue 

was slightly greater than FY 1 9 8 6 ' ~ ~  adjusting for inflation 
and financing changes reveals FY 1993 revenue be far less: 

Revenue 
In Then Yr $M 
In FY 1993 $M 

Financing Changes 
Repairable Spares 
Consumable Price Chg 

Ad j us t ed Revenue 5429.2 3764 - 7  

DISCUSSION 
- The AF component of the Depot Maintenance Business Area is a 

revolving fund activity comparable to an autonclmous business. 

-- Formerly the AF Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund; now a 
business area under the DoD1s Defense Busin.ess Operations 
Fund (DBOF) . 3 

-- Charges appropriated fund customers for services performed; 
uses those resources to pay for labor, material, and other 
costs incurred in performing the services. 

-- Revenue based on work completed each year. 

- Impact of annual inflation and pay raises is estimated based on 
Standard DoD operations and maintenance inflation rate for FY 
1986 to FY 1993. 

- Repairable spares is a new cost for DBOF activities in FY 1993. 

-- Previously, depot level repairable spares were financed 
from the AF procurement appropriations and not reflected in 
depot maintenance costs. 

- -. As of FY 1993, all consumers of repairable spares were 
required to bear the costs directly. 

- Consumable (non depot repairable) materiel costs also 
increased. 



-- Defense Management Review Decision 901 converted material 
sales to a "fully burdened" concept by adding personnel and 
other management and material handling and storage costs to 
end item prices. 

-- First year of full cost impact for consunlers of these items 
is FY 1993. 

- Materiel cost increases were financing changes only. 

-- Simply moved costs from one account to another; did not 
increase net DoD funding requirements. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF T H E  ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
Room 4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

This letter is in response to your March 22, 1993, letter to Secretary Donley requesting 
the Air Force provide manpower authorizations used in the Air Force's analysis. Requested 
information is attached. Please note this document is classified SECRET as manpower 
impacts of program changes have not yet been publicly announced. This manpower 
information has been certified by the Air Force and was used in our Base Closure and 
Realignment analysis. Extra copies are provided for delivery to the House and Senate 
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations. 

Other material requested in your letter is being provided under separate cover. 

I hope this information is useful. 

GL$AMEs F. BOATRIGHT 
Depu ssistant Secretary of the Air Force , A 9% 

Atch 
FY95 Manpower (S), 6 Copies 

(Installations) fl < C3‘ 

((4 

THIS PAGE IS UNCLASSIFIED 



(CERTIFIED INFORMATION) - 
FOR: SAC 

BASE REALIGNMENT & CLOSURE POPULATION RECAP SHEET 
(AS OI? 11 DEC 92) 

LOCATION 

A ~ ~ u s  AFB OK 
Andersen AFB GU 
Andrews AFB MD 
Barksdale AFB LA 
Beale AFB CA 
Bolling AFB DC 
Brooks AFB TX 
Cannon AFB NM 
Charleston AFB SC 
ColUnbus AFB MS 
Davis-Monthan AFB AZ 
Dover AFB DE 
Dyess AFB TX 
Edwards AFB CA 
Eglin AFB FL 
Eielson AFB AK 
Ellsworth AFB SD 
Elmendorf AFB AX 
Fairchild AFB WA 
Falcon AFB CO 
FE Warren AFB WY 
Goodfellow AFB TX 
Grand Forks AFB ND 
Griffiss AFB NY 
Hanscom AFB MA 
H i c k a m  AFB HI 
Hill AFB UT 
Holloman AFB NM 
Homestead AFB FL 
Hurlburt AFB FL 
Keesler AFB MS 
Kelly AFB TX 
KI Sawyer AFB MI 
Kirtland AFB NM 
Lackland AFB TX 
Langley AFB VA 
Laughlin AFB TX 
Little Rock AFB AR 
Los Angeles AFB CA 

ESTIMATED m95 POPULATION 
OFF AMN CIV TOT 

(CERTIFIED INFORMATION) 



(CERTIFIED INFORMATION) 

ammR 
FOR: SAC 

BASE REALIGNMENT f CLOSURE POPULATION IBCAP SHEET 
(AS OI? 11 DEC 92) 

LOCATION 

Lowry DFAS Ctr CO 
Luke AFB AZ 
MacDill AFB FL 
Malmstrom AFB MT 
March AFB CA 
Maxwell AFB AL 
McChord AFB WA 
McClellan AFB CA 
M c C O M ~ ~ ~  AFB KS 
McGuire AFB NY 
Minot AFB ND 
Moody AFB ID 
Mt Home AFB ID 
Nellis AFB NV 
Newark AFB OH 
Norton AFB CA 
Offutt AFB NE 
Patrick AFB FL 
Peterson AFB CO 
Plattsburgh AFB NY 
Pope AFB NC 
Randolph AFB TX 
Reese AFB TX 
Robins AFB GA 
Scott AFB IL 
Seymour Johnson AFB NC 
Shaw AFB SC 
Sheppard AFB TX 
Tinker AFB OK 
Travis AFB CA 
Tyndall AFB FL 
USAF Academy CO 
Vance AFB OK 
Vandenberg AFB CA 
Whiteman AFB MO 
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 

ESTIMATED F295 POPULATION 
OE'E' AMN CIV TOT 

4mm= 
(CERTIFIED INFORMATION) 
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7 0  5bl-$flLl/ 
D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g n m e  t C o m m ~ s s i o n  

P a g t  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  ( E C T S )  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - . . - - . - . - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - . - - - - - - - - - . -  

9 2 0 7 2 2 - 3  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 7 / 2 1 / 9 2  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  to:  A I R  FORCE D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 7 / 2 2 / 9 2  NONE R E P .  

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  ( C H A I R M A N  a t  D B C R C ) .  

T o :  B O A T R I G H T ,  J A M E S  F. ( D E P A S S T S E C  a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  

C o n t e n t s :  FORWARDING J O B  D E S C R I P T I O N S  FOR P O S S I B L E  D E T A I L E E S  TO DBCRC I N  '93 ROUND; REQUEST COPY O F  B A S E - L E V E L  Q U E S T I O N N A I R E .  

921223-1 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  1 2 / 2 3 / 9 2  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  to :  A I R  FORCE D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  1 2 / 2 3 / 9 2  NONE R E P .  

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  ( C H A I R M A N  a t  D B C R C ) .  

T o :  B O A T R I G P T ,  JAMES F .  ( D E P A S S T S E C  a t  A I R  F O R C E ) .  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 .  
C o n t e n t s :  S E L E C T I O N  O F  A I R  FORCE D E T A I L E E S  FOR 1 9 9 3  DBCRC: KURT D I T T M E R ,  R I C H A R D  D I C A M I L L O ,  J E F F E R Y  M I L L E R .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  

9 3 0 3 1 2 - 2  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 3 / 0 8 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 3 / 1 2 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F r o m :  BEHRYANN, MATTHEW P .  ( E X E C  D I R .  a t  D B C R C ) .  

T o :  B O A T R I G H T ,  J A M E S  ( A F  BCEG a t  D E P T .  A I R  F O R C E ) .  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  FORWARDING DBCRC CONTACT NAME FOR P I R  FORCE I S S U E S  ( F R A N K  C I R I L L O ) ;  COPY OF R E Q U E S T S  MADE THUS FAR BY DBCRC.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ? - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ - ~ ~  

9 3 0 3 3 1 - 7  ( 1 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 3 / 1 8 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 3 / 3 0 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 3 / 3 1 / 9 3  NONE REP.  

F r o m :  C A L V E R T ,  K E N  ( R E P .  ( C A )  a t  U . S .  CONGRESS).  

T o :  B O A T R I G H T ,  JAMES F. ( D E P A S S T S E C  a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l  l a t i o n ( s ) :  MARCH A F B ,  CA ( F - P C Z P ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  COPY OF L E T T E R  T O  B O A T R I G H T :  R E Q U E S r  C L A R I F I C A T I O N ,  I N F O  & ANSWERS TO Q U E S T I O N S .  

9 3 0 4 0 2 - 1 9  ( 1 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 0 2 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  A I R  FORCE D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 4 / 0 2 / 9 3  COMPLETE.  

F r o m :  BORDEN, B E N  ( D E P .  D I R .  a t  DBCRC, R & A ) .  

To: B O A T R I G H T ,  JAMES F .  ( D E P A S S T S E C  a t  A I R  F O k C E ) .  

! # ~ s t a l  l a t i o n ( s ~ :  , ( - ) .  

~ o & e n t s :  A S K I N G  WHY A I R  FORCE D I D  NOT E V A L U A T E  PROGRAMMED E N V I R O N M E N T A L  COSTS/COST A V O I D A N C E S  PURSUANT TO D O O I S  GUIDANCE. 

930406-1 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 0 6 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  COMPLETE.  

F r o m :  -COURTER,  J I M  ( C H A I R M A N  a t  D B C R C ) .  

T o :  B O A T R I G H T ,  JAMES F .  ( D E P A S S T S E C  a t  A I R  FOR1:E). # PI 
I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  

C o n t e n t s :  FOLLOW-UP Q U E S T I O N S  FOR T H E  RECORD; RESPONSE BY A P R I L  13, 1 9 9 3 .  

9 3 0 4 1 3 - 1  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 4 / 2 0 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3  COMPLETE.  

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  ( C H A I R M A N  a t  D B C R C ) .  

T O :  B O A T R I G H T ,  JAMES F .  ( D E P A s s T s E c  a t  A I R  F O R C E ) .  +k (g 
I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  G R l F F l S S  A F B ,  NY ( F - J R E Z ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR A D D I T I O N A L  D A T A  R E :  G R l F F l S  A F B ,  P L A T T S B U R G H  A F B ,  8 ROME LABORATORY.  

NOTE: 3 6  R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



P a g e  

D e i e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  ( E C T S )  

- - - ----------------------- . ---------------------------------------- . ----------------------------------------- . . ----- . -----------  

9 3 0 4 1 3 - 2  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To:  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  HOMESTEAD AFB,  F L  ( F - K k J L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST THAT USAF STAFF RUN COST ANALYSES RE: DETACHMENTS RETURNING TO HOMESTEAD AFB; QUESTIONS R A I S E D  BY TEAM M I A M I .  
- -------------.----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.  
9 3 0 4 1 3 - 3  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 0 9 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f  e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  G R I F F I S S  AFB,  NY ( F - J R E i ) .  
d- f 

C o n t e n t s :  WHAT ARE THE FUTURE USAF PLANS FOR ROME LABORATORY OVER THE NEXT F I V E  YEARS? 
v" 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 4 1 6 - 1 1  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 1 6 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 1 5 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 1 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

T o :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR C O P I E S  OF USAF F A C I L I T Y  S I T E  SURVEY REPORTS/ M I L C O N  REQUIREMENTS AND COST E S T I M A T E S  (BY 5 / 1 5 / 9 3 ) .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 4 2 8 - 8  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 1 4 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 5 / 2 4 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTES, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

TO: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  ( D E P A s s T s E c  a t  A I R  FoRc:E) .  +z$ 
I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  G R I F F I S S  AFB, NY ( F - J R E Z ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQ. FOR A L L  DATA USED TO DETERMINE THE RATIONALE USED 6Y USAF RE:  G R l F F l S S  & K I  SAWYER A F B I S  (PER GAO REPORT & 
ANALYSES 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 4 3 0 - 1  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 3 9 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / F l e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 1 8 / 9 3  C L o s e d :  0 6 / 2 1 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

pT,2 
C o n t e n t s :  REP.  FR INFORMAT lON R E S U L T I N G  FROM QUEjT IONS/STATEMENTS A R I S E N  AT OAKLAND HRNG; RESPONSE BY 18 MAY 1993. 

930430-2 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  04/30/93 R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 1 4 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 5 / 2 4 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To:  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a ( l a t i o n ( s ) :  GENTILE AFS ,  OH ( F - H U S A ) .  4&T3 
C o n t e n t s :  REQ. FOR 1NFORMATION.CONCERNING CLOSURE OF DESC AT G E N T I L E  AFS,  OHIO; RESPONSE BY 1 4  MAY 1 9 9 3 .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - . - - - - . - * - - -  

> 3 0 5 0 4 - 1 5  (0, ) 

I r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 0 4 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 1 9 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 5 / 2 0 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC) .  

o :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  PLATTSBURGH AFB,  NY (F-THWA).  
&-SO 

3 n t e n t s :  FORWARDING CORRESPONDENCE FOR REPLY BY I(? MAY 1 9 9 3  RE: FUEL CAPACITY  AT PLATTSBURGH AFB; REF  ECTS# 9 3 0 4 2 1 - 1 8 .  
. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TE: 3 6  R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a L i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E i x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

930507-10 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/06 /93  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  to :  D u e :  05/14 /93  C L o s e d :  05/27 /93  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

l n s t a l k a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  A D D I T I O N A L  QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD; RESPONSE BY 14 MAY 1993. 

930507-11 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/07 /93  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  05/21 /93  C l o s e d :  06/21 /93  COMPLETE 

From:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  NEWARK AFB, OH ( F - R R T O .  4- '37 
c o n t e n t s :  REQUEST USAF REVIEW OF NAFB ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED BY NAFB ADVISORY GROUP; RESPONSE BY 21 MAY 1993. 

930507-12 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/07 /93  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  Due :  / / C l o s e d :  06/21 /93  COMPLETE. 

From: COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n i s ) :  , ( - ) .  

c o n t e n t s :  FORMAL REQUEST F R  COBRA RERUNS i o R  s c E N A R I o s  O R I G i N A L L y  SUBMITTED 
--...----.--------------------------.--------- * . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  [ - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - -  

930507-16 (0 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/06 /93  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 1 8 / 9 3  C L o s e d :  06/21 /93  

3 
COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FClRCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  G R I F F I S S  AFB, NY ( F - J R E Z ) .  

- #  3 ' 
C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR COBRA RUNS ON ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS RE: G R I F F I S  AFB 6 K . I .  SAWYER AFB; RESPONSE BY 18 MAY 1993. 
- - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

930507-9 (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/07 /93  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  Due :  / / C l o s e d :  06/15 /93  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

T o :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l L a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

641 
C o n t e n t s :  A D D I T I O N A L  QUESTIONS REGARDING CRITEr71A 8, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ L _ _ . _ _ _ - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - . - - - - - . . - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

930510-2 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/07/93 R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  05/18 /93  C l o s e d :  06/15 /93  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

T o :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l L a t i o n ( s ) :  RICKENBACKER AGE, OH ( F - N L Z G ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR A D D I T I O N A L  COST BREAKDOWNS/OPERATING COSTS FOR RICKENBACKER ANG, MDAFB, MAFB, BAFB & CAFB. 

930510-32 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/10 /93  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  05/25 /93  C l o s e d :  06/01 /93  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  ( D E P A s s T s E c  a t  A I R  FORCE). # y; I n s t a l L a t i o n ( s ) :  BERGSTROM AFB, TX ( F - B J H Z ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR INFORMATION REGARDING REALIGNMENT FROM BERGSTROM AFB i 0  CARSWELL AFB; RESPONSE BY 25 MAY 1993. 
- - - - - - -_ - - - -_____ ._ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - -~ - - - - - - - - - - -~ -  

JOTE: 36 R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



P a g e  4 .  

D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

9 3 0 5 1 0 - 3 3  (R, ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 5 0 4 - 2 5 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 1 0 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 2 1 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 1 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC) .  

To :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , (-1. 4Wu7 
C o n t e n t s :  UNDERSTAND T I M E  R E S T R A I N T S  ON I N F O  R E P ' S ;  REP. ANY DATA BY 2 1  MAY FOR COMM. D E L I B E R A T I O N S ;  REF ECTS# 9 3 0 5 0 4 - 2 5 .  

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/13/93 R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  to: D u e :  06/04/93 C l o s e d :  0 6 / 0 1 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  HOMESTEAD AFB,  F L  ( F - K Y J L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR USAF REVIEW OF COMMUNITY DOCUMENTS ON HAFB, NAS AGANA/AAFB; RESPONSE BY 4 JUNE 1 9 9 3 .  

9 3 0 5 1 7 - 2 1  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 1 7 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 2 4 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 1 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a L l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 .  
C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR PROPOSED CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS FOR USAF M O B I L I T Y  WINGS I N  RESPONDING TO MRCIS, AND THEIR  PEACETIME ROLLS.  

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 1 8 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  - D u e :  06/;"93 C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  COMPLETE 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

To :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  F O ? C E ) .  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MCGUIRE AFB,  N J  ( F - P T F L )  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST USAF REVIEW/COMMENTS ON M A T E R I A L S  PRESENTED TO DBCRC BY COMMUNITIES - MARCH AFB/ IqCGUIRE AFB; RESPONSE BY 

6 - 1 7 .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~  

9 3 0 5 1 9 - 8  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 1 9 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 5 / 2 5 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 0 8 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST BACK-UP DATA SUPPORTING USAF COBRA STANDARD FACTORS; RESPONSE BY 25 MAY 1 9 9 3 .  
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ . - - ~ - ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - . -  

930520-6 (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 1 7 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  C L o s e d :  0 5 / 2 0 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  BEHRMANN, MATTHEW P .  (EXEC D I R .  a t  DBCRC).  
*.,"// T o :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST USAF ASSISTANCE TO CONDUCT NDEPENDENT A N A L Y S I S  OF EXCESS CAPACITY .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
9 3 0 5 2 5 - 4  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f  e r r e d  to: D u e :  0 6 / 0 L / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To:  BOATRIGHT,  J l M E S  F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MARCH AFB,  CA ( F - P C Z P ) .  
& 6a 

C o n t e n t s :  P O T E N T I A L  PROBLEMS W/ PROPOSED REALIGNMENT; CAN USAF SUPPORT R A P I D  DEPLOYIdENT REQUIREMENTS W/O A C T i V E  DUTY PRESENT7 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - ~ - - - - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - - ~ - . . - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - . - - - - -  

IOTE: 3 6  R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



D e f e n s e  B a s e  C L o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

P a g e  5 .  

_ -_ -_______- - - -__- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~- -~-~~~~- - - - . . - - - - - - - - -~~~- -~  
9 3 0 5 2 5 - 7  (0, ) 

Originated: 0 5 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 5 / 2 5 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l [ a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  $f 5:j 
C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR TESTIMONY BEFORE THE DBCRC ON 1 7  JUNE 1993. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

9 3 0 5 2 8 - 5  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 5 / 2 6 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 0 3 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 4 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COLIRTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To:  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  'ORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  LOURY AFB, CO (F -NTMU)  

4 ! -  C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR SECURITY  ARRANGEMENTS PLANNED FOR CANTONMENT AREA AFTER LOWRY I S  CLOSED 1 94. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - . - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 0 1 - 1 1  ( 0 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 0 1 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F rom:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To:  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a l \ a t i o n ( s ) :  LOWRY AFB,  CO ( F - N T M U ) .  
B e4 

C o n t e n t s :  REQ. AF  P O S I T I O N  ON WHETHER THE AF  D I S A S T E R  PREP. SCHOOL WOULD MOVE TO F T .  MCCLELLAN I( Fp+&IS OPEN. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - . - - - - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - . - - - - . . - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 0 2 - 8  (0, ) 

Originated: 0 6 / 0 1 / 9 3  R e c e ~ v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 1 4 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 1 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

T o :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , (-1. 
4 GS 

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR A L T E R N A T I V E  SCENARIO COERA RUNS; RESPONSE BY 12:OOPM ON JUNE 1 4 ,  1 9 9 3 .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - 7 . - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 0 3 - 3  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 0 2 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 1 1 / 9 3  C L o s e d :  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To:  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  G R I F F I S S  AFB,  NY ( F - J R E Z ) .  
6- LQ aA' 3 

C o n t e n t s :  A D D I T I O N A L  QUESTIONS CONCERNING G R I F F I S S  AFB,  NY. 
- - - - - - - _ _ _ _ - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

9 3 0 6 0 4 - 2 4  (0, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 0 4 / 9 3  Received: / / 7 e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 1 4 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC) .  

To:  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  F O R C t ) .  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUEST FOR A D D I T I O N A L  COBRA RUNS ON A L T E R N A T I V E  SCENARIOS. 
- - - - - - - - _ _ _ - ~ _ - _ - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - ~ ~ - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ . - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

9 3 0 6 1 1 - 1 6  (0, ) 

Originated: 0 6 / 1 1 / 9 3  Received: / / R e f e r r e d  t o :  ADMIN  D u e :  0 6 / 1 4 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

To:  BOATRIGHT, J4MES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

I n s t a L l a t ~ o n ( s ) :  BERGSTROM AFB,  TX ( F - B J H Z ) .  
$ -7; 

C o n t e n t s :  SUPPLEMENTAL REQ. RE: B A F B  + CARSWELL AFB; LEAVE 9 2 4 T H  AT BAFB; MOVE NAVY U N I T S  TO CAFB W /  301ST F IGHTER WING. 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ . - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - . - . - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

IOTE: 3 6  R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

Executive Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

930614-38 ( 0 ,  ) 

Originated: 06/14 /93  Received: / / Referred to: Due: 06/18 /93  CLosed: 06/27 /93  COMPLETE. 
From: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

To: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIR FORCE). 
Installation(s): , ( - ) .  

~ 4 , -  7 1 
** 

Contents: REP. FOR ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR USE DURING HEARING, 17 JUNE; RE: USAF-1993 CLOSURE ROUND. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - ----------------__--------------------------------------------.----.--.------------ 

OTE: 36 Records Selected by CIRILLO, Criteria: . 





~ e f e n l e  B a s e  C L o s u r e  a n d   eat i g n d n t  C o m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

P a g e  1. 

- - - - - - - _ _ - - - - - _ - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - . - - - - - - ~ - - - - - ~ - - . - - ~  

9 3 0 1 1 1 - 1  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 1 / 0 5 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 1 / 1 1 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  A I R  FORCE D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 1 / 1 1 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

TO: COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 -  

C o n t e n t s :  APPROVAL OF D E T A I L  FROM A I R  FORCE OF LTCOL JEFFREY M I L L E R ,  RICHARD D I C A M I L L O  AND KURT DITTMER AS OF 2 / 1 5 / 9 3 .  
- - - - - _ - - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ? - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ . - - ~ - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ - -  
9 3 0 4 0 2 - 1 3  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 3 / 3 1 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 0 2 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 4 / 0 2 / 9 3  NONE REO. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  A I R  FORCE DATA PER MARCH 2 2  REQUEST; S P E C I A L  B U I L D I N G  SQUARE FOOT/COST REPORT, ETC. ( E S g 9 3 0 3 2 2 - 1 2 )  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

930414-4 (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 0 9 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 1 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  to: D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  O L / 1 4 / 9 3  NONE REQ.  

F rom:  BOPTRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  ,AIR FORCE). 

To :  BEHRMANN, MATTHEW P.  (EXEC D I R .  a t  DBCRI:). 

I n s t a l L a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADDIT IONAL USAF I N F O  REQUIREMENTS; DATA RE: F A C I L I T E S  DATA, OP. & SUPPORT COSTS. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 4 1 5 - 1 5  ( I ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 1 4 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 1 5 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 4 / 7 5 / 9 3  NONE REP. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  BEHRMANN, MATTHEW P. (EXEC D I R .  a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 .  
C o n t e n t s :  A 1 4  FORCE A D D I T I O N A L  REQUESTED BY THE DBCRC ON 8 MARCH 1 9 9 3 .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - . - - - - -  

9 3 0 4 1 5 - 1 6  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 1 2 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  04/15/93 R e f e r r e d  t o :  Due :  / / C L o s e d :  0 4 / 1 5 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a L L a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 .  
C o n t e n t s :  A D D I T I O N A L  A I R  FORCE DATA REQUESTED BY THE DBCRC 22 MARCH 1993; REFERRAL E C T S i Y 9 3 0 3 2 2 - 1 2 .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

930422-8 ( 1 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 1 9 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 2 2 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 4 / 2 2 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). /I 

T o :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a ( l a t i o n ( s ) :  HOMESTEAD AFB, F L  ( F - K Y J L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  N O N - C E R T I F I E D  DATA RE: COSTS OF OPTIONS AT HOMESTEAD AFB; C E R T I F I E D  DATA RE: COST OF ANG DETACHMENT AT HOMESTEAD AFB. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 4 2 6 - 2 7  (R, ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 4 0 6 - 1 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 4 / 2 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C L o s e d :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

T O :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  D B c R c ) .  R o s y o ~  ly 
I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH ( F - Z H T V ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  ANSWERS:PROPOSED REALIGNMENT OF 1 7 8 T H  FIGHTER GROUP FROM SPRINGFIELD ANGB TO WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

NOTE: 68 R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



P a g e  2. 
D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E : x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

930426-38 (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  04/22 /93  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 2 6 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  04/26 /93  NONE RtiO. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a \ \ a t i o n ( s ) :  G R I F F I S S  AFB.  NY ( F - J R E Z ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  CORRECTION TO NUMBER OF FUEL HYCRANTS A T  G R I F F I S S ;  SHOULD READ 3 0 ,  V I C E  24. 
- - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

930428-3 (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  04/23 /93  R e c e i v e d :  04/26 /93  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  04/28 /93  NONE REO. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I ns ta l ka t i on (? . ) :  WRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB, OH ( F - Z H T V ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS I N  5 A P R I L  1993 LETTER RE: PROPOSED REALIGNMENT FROM S P R I N G F I E L D  ANGB TO W-P AFB,  OHIO.  
___________________-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - -  
930429-3 (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  04/22 /93  R e c e i v e d :  0 4 / 2 8 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  04/29 /93  NONE REG. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

TO: M I L L E R ,  J E F F  ( I S S U E S  TM a t  DBCRC - 1993) .  

I n s t a l k a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  K E L L Y  A F B  / ROBBINS AFB;  RESPONSE TO REP. FOR LEVEL  P L A Y I N G  F I E L D  COBRA DATA F I L E S ;  C E R T I F I E D  DATA!  
- - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ .  

930504-25 (R ,  ) ( S e e  a l s o :  930416-11) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/03 /93  R e c e i v e d :  0 5 / 0 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  06/21 /93  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A ' R  FORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  
16 J p J C . P r 4 1  2% 

C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSE TO LETTER 16 A P R I L  1993 R E Q 6 I N G  RESULTS OF S I T E  SURVEYS; UNABLE TO PROVIDE RESULTS U N T I L  1 JUNE; #930416-11. 
- _ _ - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - - - - - . - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ > ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ 7 ~ - ~ ~ ~  

930505-5 ( 1 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  05/03 /93  R e c e i v e d :  05/05 /93  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  05/05 /93  NONE REO. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIF! FORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  
lbrp6r~cc ff IS+- 

C o n t e n t s :  C E R T I F I E D  RESPONSES TO F .  C I R I L L O I S  LETTER FROM 15 A P R I L  1993. 

930506-6 (I, ) 

o r ig ina t ed :  05/03 /93  R e c e i v e d :  05/05 /93  R e f e r r e d  t o :  

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

TO: C I R I L L O ,  FRANK (AF  LEADER a t  1993 DBCRC).  

I n s t a l i a t i o n ( s ) :  , (-1. 

D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  05/06 /93  NONE REP. 

. 
C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RE:  AFRES & ANG MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS.  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

930506-7 (I, ) 

Originated: 05/03 /93  R e c e i v e d :  05/05 /93  F ! e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C k o s e d :  05/06 /93  NONE REO. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT,  JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a ( ( a t i o n ( s ) :  NEWARK AFB,  OH ( F - R R T C ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF NAFB COMMUNITY STUDY - WORKLOADS AND COST FACTORS. 

NOTE: 68 R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



Page 3. 

Defense Base CLosure and Realignment C o m i s s i o n  

Execu t i ve  Correspondence Track ing  System (ECTS) 

930510-18 (R, ) (See a l s o :  930405-8) 

Or ig ina ted :  05/04/93 Received: 05/07/93 Refer red  to :  

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l L a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) -  

Contents: RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION (QUESTIONS 8,9,10) FROM F 

- - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - . - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Due: / / Closed: 05/10/93 NONE REQ. 

CIRILLO; REFERRAL ECTS# 930405-8. 

930511-25 (R, ) (See a lso :  930413-1) 

Or ig ina ted :  05/10/93 Received: 05/11/93 Re fe r red  to:  

From: B04TRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE) 

To: COURTEP, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  GRIFFISS AFB, NY (F-JREZ). 

Due: / / Closed: 05/11/93 NONE REG 

Contents: RESPONSE TO QUESTION CONCERNING FUTURE USAF PLANS FOR ROME LABORATORY; REFERRAL ECTS# 930413-I! 

930512-18 (R, ) (See a l so :  930405-8) 

Or ig ina ted :  05/04/93 Received: 05/12/93 Refer red  t o :  Due: / / Closed: 05/12/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  

Contents: ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FOR THE RECOED (NON-CERTIFIED); REGARDING 1993 USAF RECOMMENDATIONS; QUESTIONS #8 - 10. 

930512-19 (R, ) (See a l so :  930405-8) 

Or ig ina ted :  05/03/93 Received: 05/12/93 Refer red  to :  

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

l n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

Due: / / Closed: 05/12/93 COMPLETE. 

Contents: ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORtl ( # I - 7 ) ;  NON-CERTIFIED 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

930514-6 ( ' ,  ) 

O r i g i na ted :  05/11/93 Received: 05/14/93 Re fe r red  to :  Due: / / Closed: 05/14/93 NONE REP. 

From: BOATFIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MCCLELLAN AFB, CA (F-PRJ'O. 

Contents: CORRECTION TO COLOR RATING FOR AVAIL. OF PUBLIC TRANS. AT MCCLELLAN AFB; SHOULD BE CURRENTLY I S  I8REDL1. 

930520-1 ( R ,  ) (See a l so :  930504-15) 

Or ig ina ted :  05/19/93 Received: 05/20/93 Refer red  to :  Due: / / Closed: 05/20/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F-THVA). ~J$w+Yo 70 # ? I  
Contents: RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR USAF REVIEW OF REFUELING CAPACITY AT PLATTSBURGH AFB DURING WINTER MONTHS. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ___ .___.________-__- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~- - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
930520-18 (I, ) 

Or i g i na ted :  05/17/93 Received: 05/19/93 Re fe r red  to :  Due: / / CLosed: 05/20/93 NONE REP. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

l n s t a ( L a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  
Contents: CORRECTIONS TO TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS 114 COLOR-CODED RATINGS FOR OFF-BASE REC. FACILITIES FOR AFB'S. 

NOTE: 68 Records Se lec ted  by CIRILLO, C r i t e r i a :  



Page 4. 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comlsslon 

Executive Correspondence Tracklng System (ECTS) 

930524-32 (R, ) (Seealso: 930430-2) 

Originated: 05/21/93 Received: 05/24/93 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/24/93 NONE REQ. 
From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation(s): GENTILE AFS, OH (F-HUSA). 

Contents: RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING USAF PLANS FOR GENTILE AFS IF DESC IS CLOSED. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
930524-33 (I, ) 

Originated: 05/20/93 Received: 05/24/93 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/24/93 NONE REQ. 
From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 
Installation(s): CARSWELL AFB, TX (F-DDPF). 

Contents: SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION TO REVISED CANTONMENT AREA FOR CARSUELL AFB, TX. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.----------- 

930524-7 (R, ) (See also: 930428-8) 
Originated: 05/20/93 Received: 05/21/93 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/24/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

lnstallation(s): K. I. SAWYER AFB, MI (F-LWRC). I& S P ~ N ~ @  4.2 fj 
Contents: RESPONSE TO DBCRC CONCERN THAT GAO COULDN'T JUSTIFY USAF GROUPING OF BASE + GRIFFISS INTO "LEAST DESIRABLEu CATAGORY. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.--------------.---.----.--------- 

930524-8 (R, ) (See also: 930507-10) 
Originated: 05/20/93 Received: 05/21/93 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/24/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIR FORCE). 
TO: CouRTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBcRc). IEe:rw~ '0- 
Installation(s): GRIFFISS AFB, NY (F-JREZ). 

Contents: RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RE: GRIFFISS/K.I. SAWYER; FAIRCHILD AF 
>( 

CLOSURE; ENCLOSURES. 
------------.------------------------------------------------s----------------------------------------------.---.--------------- 

930527-30 (R, ) (See also: 930507-10) 

Originated: 05/25/93 Received: 05/27/93 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/27/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIF' FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation(s): GRIFFISS AFB, NY (F-JREZ). 

Contents: RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RE: GRIFFISS AFB, NY. 

930527-31 (1, ) 
Originated: 05/25/93 Received: 05/27/93 Referred to: 

From: BOATRISHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIR FORCE). 
To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation(s): MCCLELLAN AFB, CA (F-PRJY). 

Contents: RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM DBCRC STAFF. 

Due: / / Ctosed: 05/27/93 NONE REQ. 

930601-24 (R, ) (See also: 930513-24) 

Originated: 05/25/93 Received: 06/01/93 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 06/01/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC at AIR fORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation(s): NAS, AGANA, GU (N-61577). 

Contents: REVIEW OF FORWARDED INFO. RE: CONSOLIDATlON OF NAS AGANA AT ANDERSON AFB; "UNREALISTICALLY LOW ESTIMATES...11 

NOTE: 68 Records Selected by CIRILLO, Criteria: 



C~efense Base Closure and Realignment Comnission 

Execut ive  Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

930601-25 (R, (See also:  930510-32) 

Or ig inated:  05/25/93 Received: 06/01/93 Refer red to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/01/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a? A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a ( l a t i o n ( s ) :  BERGSTROM AFB, TX (F-BJHZ). 
q-Je- 

Contents: RESPONSE TO REP. FOR ADD. INFO. ON REALIGNMENT T O  CARSWELL AFB; USAF + DON WILL CO-REALIGN; SUPERCEDES ANY '91 REC. 

930607-32 (I, ) 

Or ig inated:  06/03/93 Received: 06/07/93 Refer red to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/07/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: BORDEN, BEN (DEP. DIR. a t  DBCRC, R&A). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

Contents: RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS REGARDING THE EFFECTS OF ADDITIONS TO CLOSURE LIST TO USAF FORCE STRUCTURE NU14BERS. 

930607-33 (1, ) 

Or ig inated:  06/04/93 Received: 06/07/93 Refer red to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/07/93 NONE REQ. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l ( a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

Contents: COMMENTS ON DBCRC ANALYSIS THAT LEI1 TO THE ADDITION OF SEVERAL ALC'S TO CLOSURE LIST; ENCLOSURE. 

930608-4 (R, ) (See also:  930519-8) 

Or ig inated:  06/03/93 Received: 06/08/93 Refer red to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/08/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - 1 -  

Contents: RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR THE BACKUP DATA SUPPORTING THE USAF COBRA STANDARD FACTORS. 
- - - - - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . _ _ - - _ - - _ _ - - _ _ - _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - . - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - . ~ - - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

930613-29 ( R ,  ) (See a lso :  930528-05) 

Or ig inated:  06/13/93 Received: 06/13/93 Referred to :  Due: 06/27/93 Closed: 06/13/93 NONE REP. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

i n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  LOWRY AFB, CO (F-NTMU). 

Contents: RESP'JNSE TO INQUIRY MAY 26, 1993;REQlJEST FOR INFO. CONCERNING POST-CLOSURE SECURITY ARRANGMENTS A T  LOWRY A F B ,  COL. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
930613-30 ( I ,  ) 

Originated: 06/13/93 Received: 06/13/93 Referred to :  Due: 06/27/93 CLosed: 06/13/93 NONE REQ. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 
r t  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F-THWA), and MCGUlRE AFB,NJ (F-PTFL). c-? <133:2 ;* 
Contents: RESPOMSE CONCERNING PLATTSBURGH AFB AS A PRIMARY SUPPORT CENTER FOR CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS. 

lP -2 

2s y z  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - > - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + -  

930613-31 (R, ) (See also:  930601-11) 

Or ig inated:  06/13/93 Received: 06/13/93 R? fe r red  to :  Due: 06/27/93 Closed: 06/13/93 NONE REO. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t l o n ( s ) :  LOURY AFB, CO (F-NTMU), and MCCLELLAN, FORT,AL (A-01102). 

Contents: A I R  FORCE POSITION ON A I R  FORCE DISASTER PREPAREDNESS TECHNICAL TRAINING MOVE FROM LOWRY AFB TO F T .  MCCLELLAN. 

OTE: 68 Records Selected by CIRILLO, C r i t e r i a :  



D e f e n s e  B a s e  C L o s u r e  a n d  R e a l i g n m e n t  C o m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

P a g e  6. 

9 3 0 6 1 3 - 3 2  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  NONE RE13. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  K. I. SAWYER AFB, M I  (F-LWRC),  a n d  PLATTSBURGH AFB,NY (F-THWA).  

C o n t e n t s :  CORRECTIONS TO COLOR-CODED RATINGS FOR VIOLENT/PROPERTY CRIME; ACCIDENT POTENTIAL  ZONES; NEWARK AFB INFRASTRUCTURE. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -------------____----------------------------------------------~.-----~~--~-----~- 

9 3 0 6 1 3 - 3 3  (R, ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 4 1 3 - 0 2 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  Due :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  \ CLqSED. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  ip c-! f!"SiZ 3 

4' 50 
I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  HOMESTEAD AFB, F L  ( F - K t ' J L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  A I R  FORCE RESPONSE TO P O I N T S  R A I S F D  BY TEAM M I A M I  RE: HOMESTEAD AFB; REFUTES SEVERAL P O I N T S  I N  M I A M I  PRESENTATION. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 1 3 - 3 4  ( R ,  ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 4 1 3 - 0 2 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  CLOSED. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 1~ . g - d : . /  
TO:  COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  %p$~;c 
I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  NEWARK AFB, OH ( F - R R T C ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSE TO LETTER REQUESTING THE REVIEW OF THE DOCUMENT PROVIDED BY THE NEWARK ADVISORY GR0UP;BASE ALTERNATIVES.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - > - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 1 3 - 3 5  ( 1 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  C L o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE), 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l ( a t i o n ( s ) :  G R l F F l S S  AFB, NY ( F - J R E Z ) ,  a n d  PLATTSBURGH AFB,NY (F-THWA).  

C o n t e n t s :  A I R  M O B I L I T Y  COMMAND'S MILCON ESTIMATE TO LOCATE WING AT G R I F F I S S ;  MATRIX  COMPARISON BETWEEN GRIFFISS/PLATTSBURGH. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -?--- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 1 3 - 3 6  (R,  ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 5 1 8 - 3 1 )  

Originated: 0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  NONE REP. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MCGUIRE AFB, N J  ( F - P T F L ) ,  a n d  MARCH AFB,CA ( F - P C Z P ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  RESPClNSE TO REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF COPIMUNITY PRESENTATIONS ON MARCH AFB,CA, 6 MCGUIRE AFB, N J .  

9 3 0 6 1 3 - 3 7  ( I ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  CORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC) .  

I n s t a l  l a t i o n ( s ) :  PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F -THWA) .  

C o n t e n t s :  RESPOYSE TO THE COMMISSIONS REQUEST FClR INFORMATION ON FUEL REQUIREMENTS AN0 STORAGE C A P A B I L I T Y  AT PLATTSBURGH AFB, 

NY. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

9 3 0 6 1 3 - 7  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 3 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n t s ) :  , ( -1 .  

C o n t e n t s :  ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE COSTS NOT ACTUALLY REQUESTED I N  A I R  FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

IOTE: 68 R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comiss ion  

Execut ive  Correspondence Tracking System (ECTS) 

930615-14 (R, ) (See a lso :  930510-2) 

Originated: 06/14/93 Received: 06/15/92; Refer red to :  

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  AIR FORCE). 

Due: / / CLosed: 06/15/93 COMPLETE. 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

Contents: ANSWERS TO REQ. FOR COST DATA ON THE REDIRECTS FROM MATHER, BERGSTROM, MACDILL, CARSWELL AFBS ; RICKENBACKER AGB. 

930615-15 (R, ) (See a lso :  930603-3) 

Originated: 06/14/93 Received: 06/15/93 Refer red to:  Due: / / Closed: 06/15/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  GRlFFlSS AFB, NY (F-JREZ). 

Contents: ANSWERS TO REQ. FOR ADDITIONAL INCORMATION ON GAFB; RE: OPERATION PLANS; REOCCURING COSTS; FACILITIES COSTS. 

930615-16 (R, ) (See a lso :  930413-1) 

Originated: 06/12/93 Received: 06/15/93 Referred to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/15/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  

i6 f i ~ ~ t m e  
, ( - ) .  

Contents: ANSWERS TO REQIS FOR COBRA COST ES'rlMATES REGARDING GRJFFISS AFB, PLATTSBURGH AFB + ROME LABORATORY. 

930615-17 ( R ,  ) (See a lso :  930604-24) 

Originated: 06/14/93 Received: 06/15/93 Referred to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/15/93 COMPLETE. 1 
From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l \ a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  
4-69 

Contents: REQUESTED COBRA MULTIPLE SCENARIOS; USAF OPPOSITION TO ANY SCEN. W/ FAIRCHILD OR GRAND FORKS ON CLOSURE LIST 

930615-18 (R, ) (See a lso :  930510-2) 

Or ig inated:  06/14/93 Received: 06/15/93 Referred to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/15/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  

Contents: REQUESTED REFINED COST ESTIMATES DEVELOPED FROM THE MAJOR COMMAND (MAJCOM) SITE SURVEYS, 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

930615-19 (I, ) 

Originated: 06/14/93 Received: 06/14/93 i e f e r r e d  to:  Due: / / Closed: 06/15/93 NONE REP. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (OEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: BEHRMANN, M4TTHEW P. (EXEC DIR. a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  BERGSTROM AFB, T X  (F-BJHZ). 

Contents: REQUEST DBCRC ASSISTANCE IN MINOR WORDING ADJUSTMENT TO DOD RECOMMENDATION REGARDING BERGSTROM AFB, T X .  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - . ~ ~ . - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~  

930615-43 (R, (See a lso :  930507-9) 

Or ig inated:  06/11/93 Received: 06/15/93 Referred to :  Due: / / Closed: 06/15/93 COMPLETE. 

From: BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, JIM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

Contents: REQUESTED DATA ON ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE COSTS. 

OTE: 68 Records Selected by CIRILLO, C r i t e r i a :  . 



D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a L i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - . - - -  
9 3 0 6 1 5 - 4 4  (R, ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 5 2 5 - 4 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/10/93 R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 5  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 5 / 9 3  COMPLETE. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MARCH AFB, CA ( F - P C Z P ) .  
b 5 pmw,? G 

C o n t e n t s :  MARCH AFB W I L L  S T I L L  BE I N  P O S I T I O N  TO HANDLE A L L  R A P I D  DEPLOYMENT SCENARIOS AS A RESERVE DUTY BASE. 

9 3 0 6 1 9 - 6  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/18/93 R e c e i v e d :  06/18/93 R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 1 9 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  GRAND FORKS AFB, ND ( F - J F S D ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUESTED COBRA RUNS: CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB, R E T A I N  M I S S I L E  F I E L D  OPERATED BY MINOT AFB, ND. 
- __________________- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 1 9 - 7  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  9 6 / 1 8 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 1 8 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C t o s e d :  0 6 / 1 9 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  G R I F F l S S  AFB,  NY ( F - J R E Z ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REVIEW OF THE A I R  STAFF + A I R  MOBII.ITY COMMAND MICON ESTIMATES FOR DEVELOPING G R I F F I S S  AFB AS EAST COAST M O B I L I T Y  

BASE. 
- - - - - - - _ - -_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~~ - - - - - - - - - - - - -~ - . . - - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - - - - - - - -~ -~ - - - - - - - . -  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 2 0  ( I ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  ~ e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e f  e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  
C o n t e n t s :  INF3RMATION ON DEPOT SUPPORT MANPOWER ISSUES.  

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/16/93 R e c e i v e d :  06/22/93 R e f e r r e d  t o :  Due :  / / C L o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

TO: CouRTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  D B c R c ) .  
~ + o > f ~ , d &  ?@ 3 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  CARSWELL AFB, TX ( F - D D P F ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  R E I N c O R C I N G  DOD PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDPTE THE 9 2 4 T H  FG AT BERGSTROM W/ 301ST FU AT CARSWELL A F B .  

930627-23 (R, ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 6 1 1 - 1 6 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/16/93 R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 0 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REP. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a i l a t i o n ( s ) :  CARSWELL AFB, TX ( F - D D P F ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSE TO SCENARIO; "LEAVE THE 9 2 4 T H  AT BAFB + MOVE THE NAVY U N I T S  FROM DETROIT ,  DALLAS + MEMPHIS TO CAFE W/ THE 

3 0 1 S T  
- - - - - _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 7 - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 2 4  (R ,  ) ( S e e  a l s o :  9 3 0 6 1 4 - 3 8 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 1 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 2 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REP. 

F r o m :  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , (-1. 
C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSES TO S P E C I F I C  QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD CONCERNING BASE CLOSURES/REALIGNMENTS. 

OTE: 6 8  R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



0 3 / 1 0 / 9 4  a t  1 7 : 4 3 : 3 7  P a g e  9. 

D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a L i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 2 5  (R, ) ( S e e a l s o :  9 3 0 5 1 8 - 3 1 )  

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/21/93 R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 2 / 9 2 ;  R e f e r  r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MCGUIRE AFB, N J  ( F - P T F L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  P O I N T - B Y - P O I N T  A N A L Y S I S  OF THE COMMUNITY PRESENTATION/PROPOSAL REGARDING MCGUIRE AFB, N J .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 2 6  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/22/93 R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C L o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a L l a t i o n ( s ) :  PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F -THWA) .  

C o n t e n t s :  CLARIFICATION OF THE CONFUSION T H . ~ T  HAS ARISEN REGARDING COMMUNITY ENCROACHMENT.AROUND PLATTSBURGH A F B .  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 2 7  ( 1 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 2 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REP. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MCGUIRE AFB, N J  ( F - P T F L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  POPULATION D E N S I T Y  FIGURES FOR MCGIJIRE, PLATTSBURGH + G R I F F I S S  A F B ' S .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 2 8  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 2 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  to: Due :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REO. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To: COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MCGUIRE AFB, N J  ( F - P T F L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  FORWARDING DOCUMENTS REGARDING THE GAO A N A L Y S I S  OF FUEL CAPACITY/RESUPPLY, AN0 A IRCRAFT PARKING C A P A B I L I T Y .  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 2 9  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 2 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 3 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  

F rom:  BOATR!GHT, JAMES F .  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  C I R I L L O ,  FRANK ( A F  LEADER a t  1 9 9 3  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  SUMMARY PAPERS ON ACCIDENT POTENTIAL  ZONES ( A P Z ) .  

D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REO. 

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 3 0  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 1 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 2 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REP. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE).  

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l L a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  RAW DATA USED TO SUPPORT THE DEPOT CATEGORY M I S S I O N  S P E C I F I C  STANDARD D E V I A T I O N S .  

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/23/93 R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C L o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a L l a t i o n ( s ) :  K .  I. SAWYER AFB,  M I  (F -LWRZ) ,  a n d  G R I F F l S S  AFB,NY ( F - J R E Z ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  CALRIFICATIONS/CORRECTlONS TO ERRORS MADE BY DBCRC STAFF DURING PRESENTATIONS. 

NONE REP. 

- - - - - - - - - .  

VOTE: 68 R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 



D e f e n s e  B a s e  C l o s u r e  a n d  R e a L i g n m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

E x e c u t i v e  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  T r a c k i n g  S y s t e m  (ECTS)  

P a g e  1 0 .  

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 3 2  (1 ,  ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 3 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To:  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( -1 .  
C o n t e n t s :  CONCERN THAT "MIS IMPRESSIONS"  WERE CREATED BY OBCRC STAFF PRESENTATIONS ON A I R  L O G I S T I C S  BASES; CAPACITY,  COST TO 

CLOSE 

9 3 0 6 2 7 - 3 3  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  06/23/93 R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 4 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY (F-THWA).  

C o n t e n t s :  RESPONSES TO REP. B O E H L E R T t S  ASSERTIONS THAT THE USAF HAS NOT BEEN 11STRAIGHTFORWARD18 REGARDING PLATTSBURGH AFB, NY.  
------------------------.-------------------- - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - . - - - - * - - - -  

9 3 0 6 3 0 - 8  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 9 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 9 / 9 3  R e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 6 / 3 0 / 9 3  NONE REP. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  MCGUIRE AFB, N J  ( F - P T F L ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  M ILCON ESTIMATES FOR RELOCATING 12 iANKERS FROM PLATTSBURGH TO MCGUIRE; I T  I S  AN UNTENABLE S I T U A T I O N .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

9 3 0 7 0 1 - 5  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 8 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  06/30/93 R e f e r r e d  t o :  Due :  / / C L o s e d :  0 7 / 0 1 / 9 3  NONE REQ. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F. (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, :IM (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC).  

I n s t a l l a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQ1D L I S T  OF REALIGNMENTS/CLOSURE BENEATH THRESHOLD IMPLEMENTED BY THE USAF DURING THE 2 YEARS S INCE ' 9 1  CLOSURE 

ROUND. 
- - - ------------------------ . ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
9 3 0 7 0 6 - 2 5  (I, ) 

O r i g i n a t e d :  0 6 / 2 8 / 9 3  R e c e i v e d :  0 6 / 2 7 / 9 3  , ? e f e r r e d  t o :  D u e :  / / C l o s e d :  0 7 / 0 6 / 9 3  NONE REO. 

F rom:  BOATRIGHT, JAMES F.  (DEPASSTSEC a t  A I R  FORCE). 

To :  COURTER, J I M  (CHAIRMAN a t  DBCRC). 

I n s t a L L a t i o n ( s ) :  , ( - ) .  

C o n t e n t s :  REQUESTED L I S T  OF REALIGNMENTS/CLOSURES BELOW THRESHOLD IMPLEMENTED BY USAF S I N C E  THE 1 9 9 1  CLOSURE ROUND. 
- - . - - - . - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

\TE: 6 8  R e c o r d s  S e l e c t e d  by C I R I L L O ,  C r i t e r i a :  . 
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December 28, 1994 

The Honorable James F. Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
SAFIMLI 1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1660 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

Thank you for your letter of November 21, 1994, in which you supported our request for Mr. 
Rick DiCarnillo and Lt.Co1. Bob Bivins and provided two additional officer candidates to be detailed to 
the Commission's staff during the 1995 deliberations. During interviews, we found all to be high 
quality and dedicated professionals. 

I have selected LTC Menill Beyer, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and 
Plans, Mr. DiCamillo and LTC Eiivins to serve as Military Analysts with the Commission's Office of 
Review and Analysis. I would lilre Mr. DiCarnillo and LTC Beyer to be detailed starting February 1, 
1995 as you suggested, but request LTC Bivins report in early January to properly prepare for his 
COBRA analysis assignment. August 15, 1995 should be acceptable as the termination date for all 
three. However, it may be necessary to extend the end date to September 15 if the President does not 
accept the Commission's report of July 1. 

In accordance with section 2902(i)(3)@) of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990, as amended, all three will relceive performance reports prepared by the Commission for the 
period of time that they are detailed to the Commission's staff. 

Sincerely, 

David S. Lyles 
Staff Director 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

? f N  p~ ?n?v-~t.60 J U ~ Y  I, 1994 !& ,' 

COMM 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B .  BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RET) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable James Eloatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Installations) 

Plasa rafw b tM IUJ~?'W 

Department of the Air Force (SAFIMII) 
~.ytqn ;ogcrn;d#rq94-0 705- b 

The Pentaqon 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

Thank you for your outstanding support during the off-year 
education phase of the commission process. We were particularly 
pleased with the informative and professional presentations on "The 
Air Mobility Wing" and " ~ i r  Force composite Wings1! as presented by 
Major Lynn Sherlock and Lt. Col. Karl Rodefer, respectively. Both 
briefings provided our staff key aspects of the Air Force 
operational concepts that are essential in understanding necessary 
basing pergpectives. Major Sherlock and Lt. Col. Rodefer were 
superb representatives of Air Force professionalism. We were 
especially pleased to meet Major General Blume during the Mobility 
Wing briefing. 

As always, the Commission staff looks forward to working with 
you and the base closure offices as we prepare for the 1995 round. 
Because we must be ready to fully brief new commissioners early 
next year, I would welcome at your convenience a taped briefing or 
appropriate literature on the overall Air Force concept of 
operations. It was extremely helpful, for example, for each of 
our 1993 commissioners to have a copy of General McPeakfs video 
llTomorrowfs Air Force: Reshaping the Future.I1 

If you or your staff feel we should be briefed on any other 
matter that would be pertinent and informative for our 1995 
commissioners, please feel free to contact me or Frank Cirillo, our 
Air Force team leader, at 696-0504. 

I appreciate your generous assistance and look forward to 
working with you and your fine team. 

;+om   oust on 
Staff Director 



MEXO FOR TOM HOUWTON/MR. JAMES BOATRIGHT MEETING ( 6 / 1 5 / 9 4 )  

General Discussion Items 

Introductions and discussion of Chairman/Staff situation from a 
 omm mission perspective. Possibly a mention of Mr. Gottbaum call. 

Indication of continuing plans to meet with Mr. Coleman. 

Reiteration of thanks for USAF briefings to Staff and request for 
other briefings that USAF could deem as helpful. 

Verbal mention of request for USAF wOrientationN info for new 
Chairman and commissioners. MAJCOM structure/ Concept of 
Operations/Air Force BCEG schedule and process to include capacity 
calculations/visits and use of Data Base for review tool. 

Discussion of best methods of communication flow now and after 
March 1st. We are currently working well with XOOR but based on 
last year need to think of best flow to answer official queries eg; 
SAF/MII or XOOR or AFVCSAF ? - Involvement of Maj General Blume in 
the flow? 

Reminder that we will soon be formally requesting assignment of 
USAF detailees. We would be overjoyed if any or all of Mr. 
DiCamillo, Lt. Col. ~iller (probably out of the question due to 
job) and Lt. Col Dittmer would be able to return. If not, they 
would be suburb resources for the type of folks that would be in 
the best interest of all. 

Specific Issues of Interest 

MacDill AFB Status. We get a few calls on this and would like to 
be just in the loop o:n info basis. We saw a copy of a late June 
letter where Mr. Duetch took a f a i r l y  hard line with DOC, basically 
staying with the 1991 position that the joint commands needs could 
be met at Tampa. We now understand that USAF will fund runway 
operations for an additional year (through FY 95) and that Reps 
Gibbons and Canady have been so informed. Is DOC still taking over 
airfield operations on 1 Oct 94? 

Rationale for downsizing fighter squadrons ie. Active 24->18 
Reserve 24->18->12 ? Seems a bit counterproductive if reducing 
basing is a goal. OASD PA&E asked us some questions on this. 

a Thought on Senate bomber discussions vs USAF attrition reserve vs 
basing issues, such as capacity. ie. 178 vs 120 bombers (or so). 

Discuss status of START and relationship with ICBM basing 
(500+50) and any ABM related issues as related to Grand Forks. 
Future briefing? 

Discussion of OSD Joi.nt Study Groups as ~pprpriate. (Depot/UPT) 



March 18, 1993 

Colonel James Casey 
Base Realignment Division Chief (XOOR) 
Room 5D973, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Dear Colonel Casey: 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission will begin research and analysis of the Air Force's list 
of base realignments and closures starting March 15, 1993. We are 
requesting the opportunity to question members of the Base Closure 
Working Group that provided technical support to the Air Force's 
Base Closure Executive Group. We will be asking general questions 
on selection methodology, exclusions, and questionnaires. 

We appreciate the long hours and hard work that the Base 
Closure Working Group underwent preparing the Air Force list and do 
not expect all members of the staff to be available to answer 
questions, but would like as many as possible to attend a meeting 
with the Air Force team on March 25, 1993 at l:00 pm in our 
conference room. If you have any questions, my project officer for 
this meeting is Mr. Rick Di~amillo. Thank you for your support in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

FRANCIS A. CIRILLO, JR. 
Air Force Team Leader 

-' 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

(703) 696-0504 
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March 18, 1993 

Gregory B. Baecher 
President 
ConSolve Incorporated 
70 Westview Street 
Lexington, MA 02173 

Dear Mr. Baecher: 

Thank you very much for the invitation to participate in the 
Federal Restoration Conference of the Hazardous Materials Control 
Resources Institute (HMCRI) to be held May 25-27, 1993 in 
Washington DC. As you may know, our Commission has just begun 
extensive proceedings in support of the 1993 round of base 
closures. Unfortunately, the HMCRI conference is during one of our 
more demanding workload periods. In that regard, we cannot commit 
at this time to full participation in the conference. I have asked 
Mr. Frank Cirillo, .Air Force Team Leader from the Commission's 
Review and Analysis staff, to attempt to attend whatever day you 
feel would be more appropriate. 

Our Commission plays a key role in reviewing all closures 
proposed by the Secretary of Defense. These installations only 
include those where there are at least 300 civilian personnel 
authorized for emp1o:yment. This year, the Secretary provided the 
list of proposed c1o:sures to the Commission on March 12. We must 
report the results of our review to the President by July 1, 1993. 

Our review is based on an application of eight criteria 
including environmental impact. We do not get involved in the 
actual disposal of installations once the President's approved list 
is supported by the Congress. Each Military Service has separate 
procedures to insure the earliest transfer of property for 
potential use elsewhere within the federal government or by the 
surrounding community. Also of note is the fact that any clean up 
costs of an installa.tion are not a direct decision tool as that 
clean up will be required whether that installation is closed or 
remains open. 

Please contact Mr. Cirillo with specifics on the conference. 
You may also wish to address how the actions of the Commission 
relate to your conference goals. This will allow Mr. Cirillo to 
provide your company with further information. Thank you again for 
the invitation. 

Jim Courter 

Sincerely, 

ECTS #921116-2/Cirill-o 
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We believe that the Federal Restoration Conference will be  a timely 
meeting and one that will attract an important set of participants from 
the environmental restoration community. We also believe that the 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission is a n  important 
stakeholder in  the issues t o  be addressed a t  the conference. 

For this undertaking we would appreciate i t  if you could make 
available a senior member of your analytical staff to participate and to 
provide the Commission's perspective on this most critical matter. 

Very truly yours, 
CONSOLVE INCORPORATED 

- , 

Gregory B. Baecher 
President 
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1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

(703) 696-0504 

February 17, 1993 

Mr. and Mrs. Frank Hoyle 
6307 Kishwaukee Road 
Rockford, Illinois 61109 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Hoyle: 

Thank you for your letter of January 12, 1993 which was 
forwarded to us by the Defense Conversion Commission. The Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, as set out in public Law 
101-510, is responsible for the review and analysis of 
recommendations made by the Secretary of Defense to close or 
realign military installations within the United States. 

The Secretary of Defense's recommendations are due to this 
Commission by March 15, 1993. If the Secretary of Defense 
recommends that the reserve forces at Chicago-O'Hare International 
Airport be relocated to the Greater Rockford Airport and that the 
installation be closed, then it would be included in this March 
report. 

If that recommendation is proposed, your comments will be 
considered as part of the base closure process. In fact, your 
individual comments and those of your community are always most 
welcome. 

Thank you again for your input and your interest in the base 
closure process. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

ref: 930202-3 
Cirillo 



1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM 

FOR ALL COMMISSIONERS 

FROM : Frank Cirillo; Air Force Team Leader 

SUBJECT: The Air Force Structure and Strategy 

Matt has asked that each Team Leader gather information which 
might give you a better understanding of how each Service is 
developing in its transition from the Cold War era to the current 
level of Defense policy. In the attached documents, the ~ i r  Force 
leadership explains the restructuring as planned in 1991 (and now 
nearing completion) and the revised strategy of Global Reach - 
Global Power as demonstrated in recent efforts in Northern Africa 
and Eastern Europe. In addition, the Air Force Team has a 72 
minute video tape which details the thinking in these areas by the 
Air Force Chief of Staff. The latter will be made available, to you 
upon receipt of more copies. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
myself or any of the Air Force Analysts. 





1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

(703) 696-0504 

March 24, 1993 

Mr. Patrick Meehan 
Principal Director 
ODASD (Environment) 
400 Army-Navy Drive, Room 206 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Meehan: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners, I would like to thank you 
for appearing before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission and explaining the methodologythe Department of Defense 
used to examine the environmental considerations for the 
installations reflected on the Department's closure and realignment 
list. I would also like to express our appreciation to Mr. Richard 
Newsome, Ms. Elsie Munsell and Mr. Gary Vest for their testimony. 

Attached are a number of additional questions that the 
Commissioners and staff would like answered for the record. 
Included are questions for Mr. Newsome, Ms. Munsell, and Mr. Vest 
which should be forwarded to them. I would appreciate the 
responses to these questions by April 6, 1993 so that the 
Commission can consider them early during the deliberative process. 
Furthermore, the commission reserves the right to offer additional 
questions at a later date. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

jac:fac 
enclosure 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Mr. Patrick Meehan; Principle Director, ODASD (Environment) 

Process 

1. Please explain the different requirements associated with 
clean-up actions required for bases on the NPL and those 
bases which are not. 

2. Presumably, it would take longer to complete clean-up 
actions at bases on the NPL. If so, how much longer, and 
how did this affect the selection process, if at all? 

3. To some extent, the success of individual basesf 
environmental compliance programs may depend on how 
successful local commanders are in working with local, 
state and federal officials. Were there any instances 
where bases were selected for closure or realignment 
because a strong compliance program is already in place? 

4 .  The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) requires that "all necessary 
remedial actionsw be taken prior to the federal 
governmentfs transfer of property. Did the selection 
process include comparisons between bases on the length 
of time that will be required to perform cleanup actions? 

5. ~xplain the process you used in reviewing ttreceivingw 
bases in terms of assessing environmental impact. 

6. From your review of the 1991 process, what changes, if 
any, would you make to the application of the 
environmental impact criterion? 

7. The Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1991 authorized 
the establishment of the Base Closure Account. Among 
other things, this account may be used for environmental 
clean-up under the Installation Restoration Program. 
What is your estimate for this clean-up cost and has it 
been included in your Base Closure Account requirements? 

8. Has the requirement to fund environmental clean-up 
actions from the Base Closure Account reduced funding for 
the Installation Restoration Program? 

(continued) 



9. There are currently separate accounts for the first two 
rounds of base closures (BRAC I and BRAC 11). Does DoD 
plan to seek the establishment of a third account? Given 
that BRAC I expires at the end of FY 94, is DoD 
contemplating combining all three rounds into one 
account? 

10. In an effort to expedite cleanup actions and reuse of 
closing bases, Congress has established deadlines for 
milestones in DoD's cleanup process. These imposed 
deadlines will require the devotion of significant 
resources to accelerate work. Were relative fiscal 
impacts of accelerating investigation and cleanup 
considered in the selection process? 

Criteria 

Many environmental protection statutes, regulations and 
associated permit requirements impact the Services' 
capability to conduct military training, particularly at 
large installations with range complexes. Commanders are 
faced with maintaining and enhancing war-fighting 
capabilities within environmental guidelines enacted by 
Congress, the states and local authorities. How did you 
balance the Services' operational training needs against 
these environmental requirements in reviewing bases for 
closure or realignment? 

Reuse 

12. Are you aware of any instances where potential users of 
base excess property are reluctant to enter into a re-use 
program because of liability concerns or other unresolved 
issues relating to the environment? 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Mr. Richard Newsome; Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for 
Environment, Safety & Occupational Health 

Process 

1. Describe the environmental cleanup process for a closed 
installation and how much time (on average) is required 
for each step? 

2. What would be required to speed up the process (i.e. 
money, legislation, etc.)? 

Fundinq 

3 .  What has been the historical estimate versus actual costs 
for BRAC I and BRAC '91 closures? 

4. Are there any installations, or portions thereof, that 
the Army would like to close but cannot due to 
prohibitive environmental costs? 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Ms. Elsie L. Munsell; Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(~nvironment and Safety) 

Process 

1. Do any of the proposed Navy actions impact wetlands? If 
so, what mitigation is proposed? 

2. Has a new Air Installation compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) 
been prepared to analyze the effect of adding F-14s to 
NAS Lemoore? 

3. Which of the Navy's recommended base closures will 
require cleanup past the six year closure period? 

Fundinq 

4. How did you calculate increased compliance costs at 
receiving locations? Were these costs included in COBRA? 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Mr. Gary Vest; Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) 

Process 

1. You wrote in the July/August 1992 issue of Defense 92, 
that the Air Force's "five air logistics centers dispose 
of more than 50 percent of the Service's hazardous 
waste.ll Which of the air logistics centers is the 
largest polluter and where did that installation rank in 
your review of depots for closure or realignment? 

McClellan AFB is on the ~ational Priorities List; it is 
in an air quality non-attainment zone for ozone, carbon 
monoxide, particulates and has significant problems with 
ground water and soil contamination. As many as 177 
contaminated sites have been identified at McClellan. 
Does any other ~ i r  Force depot have environmental 
problems of this magnitude and how did McClellanfs 
environmental problems affect its review? 





1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 - 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 
CAPT P-ER €3. BOWMAN.  USN IRE 
BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCA G COX 
GEN H T. JOHNSON. USAF {RET, 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. March 31, 1993 HARRY c MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

General Charles A.  Horner, USAF 
CINCNORAD/USCINCSPACE 
250 South Peterson Boulevard, Suite 116 
Peterson AFB, Colorado 80914-3010 

Dear General Horner: 

As you know, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission is reviewing the Defense Secretary's 1993 list of 
recommendations for closure and realignment. During the course of 
our review of the Air Force's methodologyr an area of particular 
interest will be the impact of arms control agreements on strategic 
bomber and missile bases. 

Citing the need to "maintain Minuteman I11 basing flexibility 
due to uncertainty with respect to START 11," the Air Force has 
recommended retention of the following ballistic missile fields: 
F.E. Warren AFB, WY; Malmstrom AFB, MT; Minot AFB, ND; and Grand 
Forks AFB, ND. Grand Forks represents an area of special interest 
to the Commission because of potential implications for the 1972 
Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. I would appreciate your 
assistance in providing an answer for the record for the following 
quest ion : 

I "In your opinion, does the U.S. designated ABM Treaty site 
preclude the consideration of Grand Forks AFB and its ICBM 
missile field for closure, both in 1993 and 1995? Please 
elaborate." 

I would appreciate receiving your response by April 15, 1993. 
Thank you for your assistance. 

S' cerely H 

I - COURTER @- 
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FROhl: VSCINCSPACE 
250 S Peterson Dlvd Ste 116 
Peterson AFB CO 809 14-3010 

13 A p r i l  1993 

SUBJ: Grand Forks Air Force Base Closure/Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty 
(Your Letter of March 31, 1993, Number 930331-6) 

TO: I-Ionora ble Jim Courter 
Chairn-ran, Base Defense Closure and Realignment Commission 
Arlington VA 22209 

I .  The following comments are provided to the question from your letter, "In your 
oy in io~~ ,  does the U.S. designated ABM Treaty site preclude the consideration of 
Grand Forks AFB and its ICBM missile field for closure, both in 1993 and 1995?" 

2. The Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area is unique in that the ABA4 
Treat\. specifically identifies i t  as the center point for the United States' designated 
~ ~ h < d e ~ l o ~ ~ m c . n t  area. This seems straightforward; however, i~~terpretation of the 
int~j l i t  ~ ) l  the treatit Irads us to a g r a \  area. A Joint Staff interpretation of the 
nssn;~'it~oi~ L7et\z.c.cn missile field and ABhl site is "there is no strict obligatior~ to 
d2ien3 a missile site; i t  is to limit both sides to a s i n ~ l e  deplo\lrner~t area." This 
i~ite:-;>r~~tnt~o!i iii5-~.i.~o:intes :lie niissile field from the AEh1 .;itc>, 11n\:ins di1.e~: 
~ripl~: : : r~o:?~ O ~ I  I . C ~ ~ : I : - L I : ~ ~  O L I I .  .4l511 site a: Ca\,alics \\.11i:11 S L I L ~ ~ - I O : - ~ S  Xn:io~ial L,Iissile I 

! .  I ~ C ~ C J I ~ S L ~  . - I ~ ~ I I ? ,  tri!> !> o:11\, one i ~ ~ t c r p r e t a t i o ~ ~ .  



OFFICE O F  T H E  ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-2600 (0 --. 

I' _ -,,,..... 
-, -- . 

I N T E R N A T I O N A L  
SECURITY POLiCY 

Honorable Jim Couner 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 6r Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street -- Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

1 9 APR 1993 

Plaas3 refer to this r x m i j r  
nhcn rmli~&w-3~~3/ 

3ear  Chairman Courter: 

Subsequent to my appearance before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, you asked a follow-up question (your April 7 letter) regarding the impact that 
START will have on basing. Specifically, "If both START I and START I1 are ratified, how 
many of the Air Force's missile bases could be realigned or closed?" 

The reductions prescribed by both START I and START I1 will affect US strategic 
forces, particularly the number of deployed ICBMs. We plan to reduce the number of deployed 
ICB hqs from 1 OOO to 500 missiles over the drawdown period prescribed by the START 
agreements. Any future decisions to realign the residual ICBM forces will be based, however, 
on a number of factors, including strategic bomber and aerial tanker basing requirements. 

In order for the US to maintain 500 operational ICBMs -- as we currently plan -- for a 
post-START II force, a number of possible realiznment actions exist that could impact the 
ICBM force levels at one or all four of the remaining bases currently senring the Minuteman 111 
rrissile. It is premature, however, to make any recommendations today within the context of the 
1993 Base Closure and Realignment Commission, since we clearly have plenty of time to 

o?timize rhe base force for e n m  into the twenty-firsr century. .At ihe same time. it is important 
rc note that  the START nearies do no;, in and of themselves, m~ndare the closure of anJr 
p ; r t i ~ u l a r  facilir!.. 

I z?precjare !Jour in\,itation to discuss an!. funher ideas I may ha\lt.: ::nd. if you have  a n y  
::ddiiion3! questions. please do not hesitate to ask. 

Sincerely, 

i 
/' 

/ 
Victor .A. D. Rostow 

Deputy Assistant Secretan of Defense 
Conventional Forces 6r Arms  Control Polic~r (Actlnc) 



March 30, 1993 

Colonel Warren Lamont 
Director of Force Programming 
Room 4D1041, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Warren: 

We request a of the force structure and associated 
beddown (by base) for Fiscal Year 9313 and ~iscal Year 9514. since 
our analysis for base closure uses the Bush administration force 
structure, we would like the snapshot to reflect the 26.5 Fighter 
Wing Equivalent. 

If possible, we would like the information to be UNCLASSIFIED, 
but can work with classified information if that is necessary for 
security purposes. We understand the volatile nature of force 
structure planning documents, but need a better grasp of the actual 
beddown of the forces and the planned beddown used by the Base 
Closure Executive Group in their analysis. 

Thank you for your help with this matter. Feel free to call 
me or Major Kurt Dittmer at the number listed above if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

FRANCIS A. CIRILLO 
Air Force Team Leader 

f ac : kbd 
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March 30, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of The Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C940, The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

The ~omrnissioners have received several letters (enclosed) 
from the New Jersey congressional delegation regarding the 
attributes of McGuire Air Force Base. The letters were received 
prior to Secretary Aspin1s submission to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission Report. 

However fortuitous, the issues raised will likely be addressed 
to the Commission in open hearings. We request the ~ i r  Force 
review and provide an assessment of each point addressed in the 
letters. 

Your response to the Commission by April 9, 1993 would be 
greatly appreciated. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

ja,c:dicamillo 
enclosures 



February 24, 1993 

Mr. Authur Levitt, Jr. 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Levitt: 

As we near the date when the Pentagon will announce its 
list of recommended base closures and realignments for 1993, we 
thought we would take this opportunity to remind you of the 
growing importance of airlift in the national strategy and 
specifically of the vital role McGuire Air Force Base plays in 
achieving this new strategy. 

It is our understanding that the emerging national 
strategy places a premium on airlift and mobility. This is an 
important priority in light of the fact that we now.fall short 
of our airlift goals. It also seems lcgical that as we reduce 
our forward presence we inusi increase our airlift capacity to 
move large amounts of troops and equipment abroad quickly to 
meet and defeat any threat to national security. 

As we see this new strategy coming tcgether, we are 
excited about the new opportunities for NcGuire. Certainly 
YcGuirefs capability and strategic location will make it a key 
cog in the new airlift wheel. Let us review some features of 
McGuire that sake it unique. 

McGuirets strate?ic location in the ncrtheast gives the 
Air Force the capabill~y of fiying a fully loaded C-141 from 
CONUS to Europe vithouc having to refuel. In fact, McGuire is 
the only C-141 base on the east coast where this can be 
accomplished. 

While we recognize the accomplishments of the "Air 
Bridge," the fact is that not all air refueling missions can be 
accomplished. We believe that if the Air Force relies too 
heavily on air refueling, it may seriously jeopardize its 
ability to move goods and equipment. 
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Mr. Jim courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Jim: 

February 26, 1909 

As we get closer to the date when the Pentagon will 
announce its list of recommended base closures and 
realignments for 1993, we thought we would take another 
opportunity to remind you of Mc~uire ~ i r  Force Base's 
strategic location and the role that it plays in the readiness 
of the total force -- the number one criteria used in closing 
a base. 

McGuirets strategic location -- between New York and 
Philadelphia -- positions it to be a major player in future 
mobilizations, as it has been in the past. 

As we discussed in our previous letter, the Pentagon is 
committed to making mobility a pillar of its current and future 
national defense strategy. It is absolutely crucial that AMC ) 
bases are located close to transportation hubs and arteries if 
w e  are to achieve that objective. 

McGuire is located between tzo major harbors. This 
enhances McGuirels ability to move goods and equipment quickly 
from the point of origin through ~ c ~ u i r e  and to its 
destination. The same is true with regard to the major 
North/South/EasJ:/West highway system tl-,at links ~cGuire to the 
entire eastern seaboard and points beyond. No other AMC base 
on the east coast offers this kind of flexibility. None. 

Other AMC bases on the east coast may have access to a 
harbor and an interstate highway but not with the versatility 
of McGuire. Charleston has access to one harbor and an 
East/West interstate, but not a North/South interstate. Dover 
is about an hour from any major interstate, and more than an 
hour away from Philadelphia harbor, Plattsburgh has neither a 
cargo port facility on base nor access to a harbor or 
population center. 



Mr. Jim Courter 
Page 2 
February 26, 1909 

The population concentration in the area is another reason 
~ c ~ u i r e  supports the total force. ~cGuire has both Air Reserve 
and ~ i r  ~ational Guard units stationed on the base and draws on 
~hiladelphia and New York for recruiting. No other AMC base in 
the U.S. enjoys this total force capability. 

 his concentration of Guard and Reservists in the 
northeast and the proximity of New York and Philadelphia gives 
McGuire the flexibility to call on vast human resources in the 
inmediate area that can respond quickly in times of heavy 
traffic or a mass mobilization as was seen during the Gulf War. 

Fifty percent of the crews at McGuire are members of the 
Air Reserve Associate Wing. If McGuire were closed or 
realigned with the active wing moving to a location without 
the population base that McGuire has, the Air Force would have 
to bring on more active crews to perform the mission of the 
438th. This would require the Air Force to increase its 
manpower by 50 percent for the wing. In a time of shrinking 
budgets, we fail to see how this move would save the ~ i r  Force 
money. 

There are many other advantages to McGuirets location 
close to a population center. Within eight hours of being 
called up, the Air National Guard and the Air Reserve 
Associate wing were in the air flying missions for Operation 
Restore Hope. This is mobility! This is how we accomplish 
the new emerging strategy of increased reliance on airlift. 
With McGuire closed or realigned there is a good possibility 
that this quick response capability will be lost. 

Being close to these population centers also gives McGuire 
amazing flexibility for a contingency. If for some reason 
McGuire's runways cannot be used, McGuire can use the ' 

Philadelphia airport and the three airports at New York -- four 
airports within an hour and half. Once again, no other AMC 
base in the country offers this kind of flexibility. None. 



Mr. Jim Courter 
Page 3 
February 26, 1909 

This point becomes more critical as we reduce our forward 
presence. As we do this, it becomes imperative that we are 
able to mobilize quicker than ever before. 

~ c ~ u i r e  has even more flexibility. It has two runways. 
The second runway gives McGuire and Charleston the flexibility 
to work around wind conditions that could close other airports. 

You are well aware of the fact that the third most 
important criteria for evaluating a base is its ability to 
accommodate mobility and contingency requirements. Clearly 
McGuire gives the Pentagon an amazing capacity to meet any 
mobility and contingency requirement. No other AMC base in 
the country provides the flexibility to accommodate a 
contingency better than ~cGuire. 

The cost of locating another AMC base next to two major 
population centers, two harbors, four airports, rail lines and 
major highways is far beyond what the taxpayers should pay. 

still another factor of McGuirers central location is that 
McGuirers primary user is the 82nd Airborne out of Fort Bragg, 
NC. McGuire also serves the 10th Mountain Division in Fort 
Drum, NY; the lOlst at Fort Campbell, TN; the First Tactical 
Wing at Langley Air Force Base, VA; and State Department 
officials out of Washington, D.C. Closing McGuire would only 
add time and cost to deploying these units. We fail to see 
how this would enhance mobility. 

We are convinced that the strategic advantages of ~ c ~ u i r e  
far outweigh the arguments which favor base closure. If rumors 
of McGuire1s closure are true, this would deal a severe blow to 
the readiness of the total force and would threaten our ability 
to handle future mobilizations. 



Mr. Jim Courter 
Page 4 
February 26, 1909 

In yet another letter we will expound further on McGuirefs 
contribution to the readiness of the total force. We are 
pleased to provide you with this information. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact any of us. 

Sincerely, 



@a$bington, B e  205 15 ikt;.r;z :& nr;,w 
w,?- : E.:T.C,<~PQ 9 3~ < a 4  

March 4, 1993 

General Hansford T. Johnson 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 2209 

Cear General Johnson: 

As the date the Pentagon is expected to ann~unce its list 
of recommended base closures and realignments for 1993 draws 
ever closer, we thought we would take this opportunity to 
remind you of another role McGuire Air Force Base plays in the 
overall readiness of the total force. 

Fort Dix, as you know, is across the street from McGuire. 
The facilities of McGuire and Fort Dix combine to make a unique 
power grojection platform that cannot be duplicated anywhere in 
the country. 

During the Gulf War Kuwaiti soldiers were trained, fed and 
housed at Fort Dix. They then literally walked across the 
street and boarded a plane for their homeland. The unique 
capabilities that exist between the two military facilities 
must not be overlooked. 

With Fort Dix being designated a Reserve Component base it 
mkes sense for Reserve units to train, eat and sleep at Fort 
Dix and then be shipped out through McGuire, Philadelphia or 
New York to wherever in the world they are needed. One of the 
sellizg points for thz Xigh Tech Training Csnter at Fort Dix, 
which has been used to train reservists and foreign nationals, 
is that they can fly directly to the training site. There is 
a synergism here that cannot be overlooked. Ignoring this 
relationship would be a great disservice to America. 

In addition to the obvious training and cost savings of 
having Fort Dix across the street, McGuire has room to expand 
at Fort Dix - -  in fact it already has. McGuire is running the 
hospital at Fort Dix and has moved Air Force personnel into 
base housing at Fort Dix. 
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~cGuire's clinic is a vital cog in the base closure 
question. The Base Closure and ~ealignrnent ~omrnission 
recommended that the hospital at Fort Dix remain open. Since 
then, McGuire has moved its base clinic into Walson Army 
Hospital Fort Dix and is now running the hospital. 

In light of the fact that the hospital handles 13,000 
outpatient visits a month, fills 30,000 prescriptions a month 
serves 65,000 beneficiaries throughout the Delaware Valley and 
provides 545 hospital bed days a z-mnth, we believe this was a 
sound recommendation. The hospital case load grows daily as 
the number of military retirees in the area increases and the 
number of military medical facilities in the region decreases. 
If McGuire were to close, who would keep the hospital open as 
BRAC '91 recommended? 

You'll remember that having room to expand is the second 
most important criteria when evaluating a base. You'll also 
remember that the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission in its 1991 report encouraged DoD to study the 
benefits of the collocation of Fort Dix and McGuire for 
mobilization. We believe it would be premature to close 
McGuire without having the information this study would 
provide. 

Another facet of McGuirels contribution to the readiness 
of the total force is its contribution to the geographically 
separated units (GSU) in the northeast. McGuire is a major 
source of support for countless DoD and federal activities 
throughout the region. McGuire provides support for 18 GSUs 
that employ 12,165 people. Closure of ~cGuire will put more 
strain on a support system that is already stretched thin. 
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In addition, McGuire's casualty notification case load 
covers a large geographical area. Its responsibility reaches 
across New Jersey to northern Pennsylvania, New York City and 
its suburbs, and southern Connecticut. Once again, if McGuire 
were closed, this would only increase the burden on another 
base. 

The commissary at McGuire ranks seventh in overall annual 
sales for commissaries worldwide. The base exchange ranks 18th 
out cf 2 3 7 .  Clearly, McG~ire provides a great senice to the 
Delaware Valley and the New York metropolitan area. 

As discussed, McGuire forms a synergism with Fort Dix that 
is impossible to replicate. The training facilities at Fort 
Dix and the airport at McGuire combine to make a power 
projection platform that will help the U.S. respond quickly to 
meet and defeat any threat from abroad. The Base Closure 
Commission recognized this synergism. We have yet to hear if 
the Pentagon has seriously looked into this unique 
relationship. 

We also believe McGuirers contribution to the quality of 
life for the active cxty arid retired military personnel should 
not be overlooked. 

Senator Bill ~ r a d l e ~ x -  w 

bdq-ressman Chris ~hith 



General Hansford T. Johnson 
Commissioner 
Defense Base Closure 
& Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 2209 

Dear General Johnson: 

As we near the date on which when the Pentagon is ekpected 
to announce its list of recommended base closures and 
realignments for 1993, we thought we would take one last 
opportunity to discuss McGuire Air Force Base before the base 
closure list comes out. 

McGuire Air Force Sase has a proven track record of Air 
Mobility success. During Operation Desert Shield/Storm McSuire 
moved 90 percent of all the mail that went to the Persian 
Gulf. This was because of McGuire's strategic location 
relative to the mail hubs of New York, Philadelphia and 
Dulles. 

We believe its location made McGuire the only AMC base on 
the East Coast to fly missions for Operation Restore Hope. 

A possible criticism of McGuire is statistics at AMC 
headquarters indicate that McGuire did not move many tons of 
freight during the Gulf War compared to other bases. This Is 
an unfair comparison. First, there were weight restrictions 
on the C-141, and second, planes often cube out before they 
gross out - -  especially when carrying mail. 

What is significant is the number of missions that were 
flown out of McGuire during the Gulf War - -  15,000. This was 
more than any other AMC base in the country. Once again 
McGuire's proximity to transportation hubs and arteries was the 
key in building this record. 

McGuire has the only whole blood processing lab on the 
East Coast. At this facility blood is stored so it can be 
shipped quickly abroad. Replicating this capability at 
another base would cost the taxpayer $4-5 million. Not only 
that, but precious time would be lost in transporting needed 
blood overseas if this mission were moved to another base. 
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We will conclude this letter writing campaign by reminding 
you of the points we have made over the past few weeks. First, 
McGuire is extremely close to the major transportation hubs and 
arteries on the East Coast. This is critical in moving freight 
in a timely and efficient manner. No other AMC base on the 
East Coast offers the access to harbors, interstate highways, 
railheads and other airports that McGuire does. 

Second, McGuire's location gives the Air Force the 
capability of flying 3 fully loaded C-141 to Eurcpe without 
having to refuel in the air. McGuire is the only AMC base on 
the East Coast with a cargo port where this can be done. 

During a war, the fighters and bombers are given priority 
over airlifters to the air refuelers. With Charleston 
dependent on air refueling to cross the Atlantic, if McGuire 
were to close no fully loaded planes would be able to cross 
the Atlantic without landing in the Northeast for gas. We 
fail to see how this would enhance our mobility and be cost 
effective. 

Third, McGuire is within an hour and a half flying time of 
its C-141 users - -  the 82nd Airborne, lOlst and the First 
Tactical Wing. Closing McGuire would add flight time and cost 
to mobilizing these units. In a time of shrinking budgets and 
heavier reliance on airlift, this point cannot be discounted. 
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Fourth, McGuire has room to expand to Fort Dix. The 
unique capabilities that the collocation of these two 
facilities provides have yet to be studied as was encouraged 
by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission in its 
1991 report. We believe that if the Pentagon looks into the 
potential for mobilization there it will find that Fort Dix 
and McGuire form a power projection platform that cannot be 
duplicated anywhere. 

Fifth, McGuire is near population centers that give it a 
large pool of talent to draw on for recruiting and Reserve 
support. Fifty percent of the crews at McGuire are members of 
the Air Reserve Associate Wing. Moving the 438th Airlift Wing 
to another base would cost the Air Force a tremendous amount of 
money in providing active crews. 

Sixth, McGuire serves as a vital resource to this 
population because its hospital provides needed health care 
services to the Delaware Valley. This hospital is the same 
one the Base Closure Commission recommended stay open in its 
1991 report. McGuire also serves a vital service with its GSU 
assignment and its casualty notification service. 

Seventh, McGuire has been notified that it will be 
receiving the C-141 SOL I1 mission from Charleston because 
Charleston can no longer accommodate this mission. If 
McGuire's mission were moved to Plattsburgh or simply done 
away with, the Air Force would have to pay for a SOL I1 
detachment at Pope Air Force Base. The cost of having a crew 
detachment on 24-hour alert and maintenance facilities for the 
C-141 at Pope would be costly and inefficient. 
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Last, but not least, if the Air Force had no AMC bases on 
the East Coast and were looking to build one there, we are 
confident the following criteria would be important: 

- a location that would allow fully loaded planes to fly across 
the Atlantic without refueling; 
- a location close to major transportation hubs and arteries; 
- a location close to the major Army and Air Force units that 
are the first to mobilize during a contingency; 
- the ability to draw upon a large Reserve Component population 
during times of a major mobilization; 
- the ability to combine with an Army post to provide a unique 
power projection platform with room to expand. 

McGuire offers all of these capabilities. 

We strongly believe that these features give McGuire the 
ability to become a major player in the military's airlift 
capability. That is why we are so concerned with the reports 
we are hearing about the closure of ~cGuire. We hope you will 
find these features as compelling as we believe they are for 
keeping McGuire open. 

Sin 

Senator Bill Bradle s v 

n Chris Smith 
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Colonel David M. Cannan 
Director, USAF Base Disposal Agency 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 2300 
Arlington, VA 22209 

COMMISSIONERS 
CAPT PETER B BOWMAN USN IRET) 
BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCAG COX 
GEN H 7 JOHNSON USAF IRET) 
ARl HUR LEVITT JR 
HARRYC MCPHERSON JR 
ROBERT 0 STUART JR 

Dear Colonel Catinan: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners, I would like to thank you 
for appearing before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission and explaining the Air Force's methodology for the 
disposal and reuse of its installations. 

As I mentioned at the conclusion of your testimony, attached 
are a number of additional questions that the Commissioners and the 
Commission staff would like answered for the record. I would 
appreciate the Air Force's prompt response to these questions so 
that the Commission can consider them early during its deliberative 
process. Furthermore, the Commission reserves the right to offer 
additional questions at a later date. 

Any questions that the ~ i r  Force staff may have should be 
addressed to Mr. Frank Cirillo, the Commission's Air Force Team 
Leader. 

jac:cirillo 
Enclosure -: 

X 

/ 



1. For the 1988 and 1991 closures, how have expected costs and 
savings compared to actual experience? Which types of costs 
and savings had the largest deviations? What lessons learned 
in 1988 and 1991 were used to improve the projections given to 
the Commission this year? 

2. If a closing base is transferred to another service, does the 
receiving service pay the original service owner for the 
property? If this is done, doesn't the payment requirement 
reduce the incentive for effective reuse by DOD of some 
excellent bases? 

3. Will the Air Force's recommendations regarding O'Hare, IL, 
~ickenbacke~, OH, and Springfield, OH, pose any unique 
disposal problems? Please elaborate, 

'4. From your perspective, what is the potential for increased or 
decreased costs due to acceleration of environmental 
restoration at bases selected for closure? 

5. How does the your Service address McKinney Act homeless 
requirements in base disposal decisions? 

6. Contractor firms claim that they are being negatively affected 
by unquantifiable, uninsurable, long-term liabilities 
associated with environmental clean-up. What guidance did you 
receive from DoD in terms of allocating liabilities between 
the services and contractor firms? 

7. How does your Service determine base reuse options, and how is 
the final re-use option selected? 
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HQ AF'BDA/DR 
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Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209-2802 
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Dear Mr. Courter 

In  response to your letter of March 30, 1993, with questions to be 

completed for the record following my testimony of the previous day, I am 

providing the attached replies. Thank you for the opportunity to contribute 

to your reviews and studies. 

Sincerely 

~ ~ W / -  DAVID M. CANNAN 

Colonel, USAF 

Attachment 
As stated 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

QUESTION #I: 

For the 1988 and 1991 closures, how have expected costs and savings 
compared to actual experience? Which types of costs and savings had the 
largest deviations? What lessons learned in 1988 and 1991 were used to 
improve the projections given to the Commission this year? 

ANSWER: 

Costs: "Expected Costs" in the context of this question are interpreted 
to mean costs reported to the Commission based upon COBRA (cost 
estimating model) projections. The Air Force has not tracked differences 
between these original projections and actual experience except in the case of 
Military Construction (MILCON). The COBRA projections for each base 
were established as ceilings by Congress. Where there are significant 
deviations from these projections, an  explanation is required in each 
succeeding President's Budget Justification Book (J-Book). In all other 
appropriations, actual experience has been applied to funding levels without 
the more specific reporting requirements discussed above. 

Savings: Savings reflected in the J-Books are original estimates from 
COBRA. They are included for display only. Because they accrue to other 
Air Force accounts, there is no method to capture the actual savings as they 
occur. 

Generally, with regard to deviations, the MILCON appropriation has 
tracked closely to the COBRA estimates. Operations and Maintenance 
estimates have varied more, but the largest deviations have been in the 
environmental costs. Since these were not projected by the COBRA models, 
there is no baseline for comparison. 

There have been improvements made in estimating costs. The preface 
in the User's Manual for COBRA (Cost of Base Realignment Actions), V4.02, 
January 1993, summarizes the major improvements in COBRA V4.00 and 
beyond. 



QUESTION #2: 

If a closing base is transferred to another Service, does the receiving 
Service pay the original Service owner for the property? If this is done, 
doesn't the payment requirement reduce the incentive for effective reuse by 
DOD of some excellent bases? 

ANSWER: 

The base closure statutes permit no-cost transfers between the 
military departments. On the other hand, they also direct the Service 
secretaries to give priority consideration to another department which is 
willing to pay fair market value for the property. Therefore, both scenarios 
are possible, and both have been considered. 

In practice, the Department of Defense discourages the transfer of 
property between the Services unless the transfer has been fully studied and 
is included either as  part of the Department's recommendations to the closure 
commission or as a result of an independent commission recommendation. 
Such a policy has been adopted to generate the maximum savings from the 
closure by preventing base operating costs from simply migrating from one 
part of the budget to another. However, since it is understood that some cost- 
effective transfers could be identified subsequent to the initial closure study 
process, reasonable transfers a t  no cost are permitted. For example, Navy 
military family housing units at Moffett Field, CA, are being transferred to 
Onizuka AFB a t  no cost to satisfy a standing valid requirement, thereby 
saving taxpayers' dollars in the process. 

QUESTION #3: 

Will the Air Force's recommendations regarding O'Hare, IL, 
Rickenbacker, OH, and Springfield, OH, pose any unique disposal problems? 
Please elaborate. 

ANSWER: 

While we have found each closure base to be understandably unique, 
we anticipate no more unusual challenges with these three bases than with 
any of the others. 



QUESTION #4: 

From your perspective, what is the potential for increased or decreased 
costs due to acceleration of environmental restoration a t  bases selected for 
closure? 

ANSWER: 

From our experience, we have found that the costs for cleanup are 
increasing, but not as a direct result of acceleration brought on by the 
closures. What we are finding is that a program designed to meet a ten year 
goal (Year 2000 completion date) has been accelerated to coincide with the 
more aggressive closure dates. These dates can be up to five years earlier 
than previously planned. Therefore, out-year requirements for cleanup are 
being brought forward, increasing previous estimates in the more current 
budget years. In addition, the site characterization phase of the cleanup 
process is nearing completion, and history has taught us that as the study 
phase matures, the accuracy of the data increases. Simply put, "the more you 
look, the more you find." As the cleanup investigations progress, we are 
finding that there is more to cleanup than we had previously expected. 

Contributing to the increased requirements identification has been 
direction from the leadership of the Air Force to move beyond the study phase 
into the actual remediation phase. There has been a predisposition in the 
regulatory world to proceed very slowly gathering as much information as 
possible before making a decision. This has been very expensive and time 
consuming. While additional study may reduce the risk of achieving less 
than a perfect solution, it  delays progress. Furthermore, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is taking a much closer look a t  the 
closing bases. Some are expected to be named to the National Priorities List 
(NPL) as a result of the most recent contaminated site rescoring exercise. As 
they become NPL (Superfund) bases, costs will increase simply due to the 
rigorous procedural "process." 

While we have long believed that the additional study provided little 
value added, there was no incentive for change outside DOD prior to the 
beginning of the base closure process. With base closure, we now have an 
opportunity to improve the process because a chorus of economic development 
voices has been added to those of the Services' all calling for process 
improvements. Base closures gives us the leverage to press for more rapid 
decision making based on the best data available a t  the time. Our strategy 
would have us getting started and making "midcourse corrections" based on 
field input, rather than waiting a t  the starting line for an "exact heading." 
We believe all this can be accomplished with minimum risk to public health, 
the environment, or the treasury, and the EPA and many of the states are 
now agreeing with us. 



Although environmental costs a t  closure bases have been increasing, 
there is still great potential, beyond the process improvements mentioned 
above, for lowering these costs. However, to achieve such savings, it will take 
a change in philosophy. To date much emphasis has been given to the need 
to transfer property by deed in accordance with the provisions of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Restoration, Compensation, and Liabilities 
Act (CERCLA), which requires the owning Federal agency with contaminated 
property to covenant that all remedial actions have been taken prior to 
undertaking the transaction. CERCLA never envisioned the base closure 
process. While Congress attempted to clarify some of the more imprecise 
provisions by passing CERCLA amendments in the Community 
Environmental Response Facilitation Act, emphasis remains on accelerated 
cleanup a t  all cost. Realistically, however, the nation cannot afford the costs 
associated with an unconstrained cleanup program which does not reflect an  
urgency of risk. We must focus on the achievable, and that is "smarter" 
cleanup rather than "faster" cleanup. Smarter cleanup can be achieved 
within the constraints of current law in three ways. 

The first is through realistic standards. The whole objective of the 
installation restoration program is to protect human health and the 
environment by remediating contaminated sites. Standards which 
responsibly reflect risk reduction rather than unrealistic, yet technologically 
achievable standards should be adopted. The most obvious example of the 
problem is a state ground water standard which requires costly cleanups well 
beyond the national safe drinking water standard just because the technology 
is available. Water from a treatment system could be sold as safe, potable 
water, yet it  cannot be discharged or re-injected back into the ground. In 
addition to establishing standards that are realistic, these standards should 
also reflect proposed land uses rather than the most conservative standard. 
An air base that is to be used as a civilian airport should have its flightline 
cleaned up to an appropriate industrial standard that is properly protective 
of human health and the environment rather than to the more costly and 
unnecessary residential standard. 

The second element of "smarter" cleanups is through innovative 
approaches to disposal. DOD's goal is to  reduce its operating expenses by 
eliminating force structure and excess infrastructure though closures. The 
communities' goal is to reduce the economic impact of the closures by reusing 
the property rapidly and attracting job-producing ventures. Moving the 
property into the hands of the community as quickly as possible is the 
mutual objective. Since CERCLA did not foresee and therefore hampers that 
process, we have found that interim leases of property (which include 
institutional controls, permit cleanup to continue, and offer no risk to human 
health and the environment) provide a stop-gap solution. We have even 
found a way to use a long-term lease as a means of providing the property 
interest needed to convince a developer or banker to invest in base property 
undergoing cleanup. While they are effective, these leases remain only as 



interim solutions until such as time as remedial actions are in place and 
deeds can be passed in accordance with CERCLA. It should be noted that the 
steps to put such leases into place have been made much more cumbersome 
by some well-intentioned, yet misguided Congressional action, yet we 
continue to pursue this route as a means of achieving the mutual objective. 

The third way to achieve smarter cleanups can be traced from the 
successes we have had with leasing. Since we have achieved productive 
civilian reuse of the property while cleanup actions are underway, the door is 
now open to pursue new and emerging technologies which might take a little 
longer to complete but which can provide much more cost-effective cleanups. 
Many technologies which permit cleanup in place (in situ) rather than relying 
on more costly removal techniques are now being fielded. Rather than 
pressing for acceleration in cleanups, we should be examining all properties 
to determine the most appropriate balance of risk, technology, reuse, and 
budget. The Air Force does this through its use of a Management Action 
Plan for each installation. We see this "road map to cleanup" as the only 
reasonable strategy for completing the task. 

In pursuing environmental cleanup strategies, we must avoid being 
sidetracked by emotional arguments that do not consider all the alternatives. 
As I've shown, there are alternatives even without legislative changes, which 
could simplify the process even further. It is now time to take advantage of 
them and include among the cleanup objectives a third beneficiary to human 
health and the environment, which are already being safeguarded: 
the American taxpayer. 

QUESTION #5: 

How does your Service address McKmney Act homeless requirements 
in base disposal decisions? 

ANSWER: 

We fully comply with the screening requirements of the McKinney Act. 
We report entire bases at least 12 months prior to the date of closure. Bases 
are reported as "excess on or about the date of closure" to the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). We report base property by "like- 
use groups" (i.e., office, residential, airport-related, etc.). This reduces the 
total number of checklists that we must provide and that HUD must review. 

HUD determines the suitability of the property based upon the 
checklists provided and lists the property in the Federal Register as either 
"suitable and available" or "unsuitable." Homeless assistance providers have 
60 days, after publication in the Federal Register, to make an expression of 
interest to the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). As part of 



the Air Force's commitment to work with the community on reuse, we request 
that all interested providers contact the local reuse organization and inform 
them of their interest. After expression of interest and receipt of an 
application the provider has an additional 90 days to process and return the 
application to HHS for its review. When an application is determined by 
HHS "to be approvable", they notify us and request that either the property 
be leased by the Air Force to the provider or be assigned to HHS for leasing 
or conveyance. 

We have received copies of a great number of letters expressing 
interest in base closure property. However, a relatively small number of 
persons expressing interest make applications and even fewer of those are 
approved. So far, all of those applications determined "to be approvable" by 
HHS, two parcels a t  George AFB and two at Mather AFB, have or will result 
in property being transferred to the providers. 

QUESTION #6: 

Contractor firms claim that they are being negatively affected by 
unquantifiable, uninsurable, long-term liabilities associated with 
environmental cleanup. What guidance did you receive from DOD in terms 
of allocating liabilities between the services and contractor firms? 

ANSWER: 

While we have heard similar claims, we have yet to see a reluctance on 
the part of contractors to bid on work we have advertised. To my knowledge 
there is no authority for DOD to indemnify a contractor in this way, nor am I 
aware of any specific guidance from DOD addressing the issue. 

QUESTION #7: 

How does your Service determine base reuse options, and how is the 
final reuse option selected? 

ANSWER: 

Of course, our role is to dispose of the property, while it is up to the 
future owners to reuse it. Nevertheless, our disposal decisions can directly 
impact reuse, and we have correspondingly developed a process which takes 
both into account. 

Base reuse options come to us through two primary means. One is 
through the Federal disposal process which calls for property screenings 
among the various DOD, Federal, State and local agencies in a systematic 



manner. Agencies and service providers voicing an interest in property are 
considered equally with proposals coming from the second source: the local 
community reuse plan. 

The base closure statutes require us to consult with the governors and 
heads of those local governments affected before taking any final disposal 
actions. We meet this requirement by working with the legally constituted 
reuse authority assigned to plan for transition of the base to civilian control. 
Through a very deliberate process we offer to use the communities' reuse 
plans, usually funded with grant funds from DOD's Office of Economic 
Adjustment, as the proposed actions in our Disposal and Reuse 
Environmental Impact Statements. We also consider all other reasonable 
alternatives in preparation of the document. We analyze the various disposal 
alternatives in the Air Force's disposal plan for each base and attempt to 
balance the needs of the Government to generate revenues from the disposals 
to offset our implementation costs with the needs of the communities to 
develop viable economies in the wake of our departure. 

The final disposal decisions are reached after weighing the 
environmental impacts of the alternatives and after determining the best 
uses for the property given our goal of balancing Federal versus community 
needs. Each decision is published and available for public review in a formal 
Record of Decision which documents our rationale and reasoning. 
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Dear Mr. Boatright: 

On behalf of all the Commissioners, I would like to thank you 
for appearing before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission to explain the methodology the Department of the Air 
Force used to examine the installations reflected on the 
Department's closure and realignment list. I would also like to 
express our appreciation to Major General Carl Franklin for his 
testimony. 

Attached are a few additional questions that the Commissioners 
and staff would like answered for the record. I would appreciate 
the responses to these questions by April 13, 1993 so that the 
Commission may consider them early during thedeliberative process. 
Also, if additional questions are raised by the Commissioners as a 
result of our regional hearings or base visits, we will submit them 
to you in writing for an appropriate response. 

Thank you for your assistance. I appreciate your time and 
cooperation. 

sincerely, 
@JQ& r r J ~ - ~ S v ~ p n @  
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

- 
The following questions are regarding the DoD recommendation to 

move the 178th Fighter Group from Springfield ANGB to Wright- 
Patterson AFB: 

1. How was the $1.1 million in annual operating savings 
determined? . 

2. Can facilities at  right-patterson AFB accommodate the 
178th (and their new F-16 aircraft) without additional 
construction? If not, what is required and how much will 
it cost? 

$ .  Will the 178th be housed together or split up? 

,,)CC( q.a1 T&b~-M GI@( 
4. What is the personnel breakout for the 178th (separate 

military and civilian)? 

5 .  Because the installation has more than 300 civilians, why 
wasn't the move treated as a closure for Commission 
review? 

6. Provide a copy of the cost analysis/operational impact 
assessment. 
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Honorable Jim Courter . .. . .  r,7,. ,: ., : 93~26-3 t&tif)r;%,h.. . 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission - 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter 
- .  . 

This letter provides answers to questions submitted in your April 5 ,  1993, letter 
concerning the proposed realignment of the 178th Fighter Group (178 FG) from Springfield 
ANGB to Wright-Patterson AFB. The answers provided in this letter were derived from 
certified information. Answers derived from uncertified information will be provided in a 
separate letter. 

The Air Force examined Springfield as part of the Air Reserve Component (ARC) 
category - ANG installations for cost effective realignments to other bases. Realignment of 
ARC units onto other Air Force installations could, potentially, be cost effective. When 
considering Guard units for realignments, the alternative locations were limited to the same 
state. Also the demographics of the new locations for ARC units were considered in 
supporting unit recruiting needs. The Air Force considered all ARC units exceeding the 300 
DoD direct hire employee threshold as candidates for closure/realignment as required by law. 
In addition, 17 ANG installations, of which Springfield ANGB was one, were examined even 
though they did not exceed the 300 DoD direct hire civilian authorization threshold because 
of their proximity to other DoD installations and the potential for cost effective 
closure/realignment. 

The recommendation to realign the 178 FG to Wright-Patterson AFB resulted from the 
Air Force evaluation of the State of Ohio proposal to review the 1991 Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission decision to realign the 121st Air Refueling Wing (121 ARW) 
and 160th Air Refueling Group (160 ARG), Ohio ANG to Wright-Patterson AFB. The Air 
Force compared the cost of consolidating the 121 ARW and 160 ARG into a cantonment at 
Rickenbacker Airport, Ohio, as proposed by the State of Ohio versus realigning them to 
Wright-Patterson AFB. The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) requested the 
Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve to look into what, if any, ARC forces in the 
Ohio region could be cost effectively realigned into the excess capacity at Wright-Patterson 



AFB. After some study, the ANG identified the realignment of the 178 FG to Wright- 
Patterson AFB. The Air Force realizes a one-time savings of approximately $14.39 million 
with the consolidation of the 121 ARW and the 160 ARG into a cantonment at Rickenbacker 
Airport and the relocation of the 178 FG to Wright-Pattersoa AFB. 

The answers to your specific questions are provided in the attached listed below 

A site survey is planned for the week of 19-23 April to validate and refine the 
projected military construction (MILCON) cost, as well as the relocation cost presented in the 
Secretary's recommendation for the 178 FG realignment. These updatedlvalidated costs will 
be presented to the Commission by 1 June, 1993. We will be happy to provide you with 
updated information when it becomes available. 

I trust this information is useful. 

~ w ~ s s i s t a n t  Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

Attachments: 
1. Annual Operating Savings Analysis 
2. Wright-Patterson Capacity Analysis 
3. 178 FG Wright-Patterson AFB Facilities (Uncertified data provided under separate cover) 
4. Springfield ANGB Personnel Breakout 
5. Springfield and the BRAC 93 300 Civilian Threshold 
6. Springfield Analysis 



REQUEST 1 

How was the $1.1 Million in annual operating savings determined? 

RESPONSE 

BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT 

ELEMENT W RIGHT-PATTERS ON SPRINGFIELD 

Crash Rescue $O.OM $l . lM 

Lease Building Space 

Tower & Navigation Aids 

Security Police 

Base Administration 

Transportation support 

Billeting 

Communication Sec 

Airport Use Agreement 

Common Use Area 

Bio Environmental 

0.0 

0.0 

$0.49 

0.06 

0.04 

0.1 

0.03 

0.0 

0.09 

0.19 

TOTALS $l.OM 

DELTA SAVING 

0.03 

0.28 

0.70 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.03 

0.0 

0.0 

$2.1M 

$l . lM per Annum 



REQUEST 2 

Can facilities at Wright-Patterson AFB accommodate the 178th (and their 
new F-16 aircraft) without additional construction? If not, what is required and 
how much will it cost? 

RESPONSE 

No. Excess capacity at Wright-Patterson AFB would result from the Air Force 
recommendation to consolidate the two Rickenbacker Ohio ANG tanker units and their 20 
KC-135s into a cantonment at Rickenbacker instead of moving them to Wright-Patterson 
AFB. The BCEG determined a MILCON cost of $3.OM to realign the 178 FG to Wright- 
Patterson AFB, based on their assessment of the ANG proposal. The MILCON cost will be 
refined as site surveys information becomes available. 



REQUEST 3 

Will the 178th be housed together or split up? 

RESPONSE 

The information needed to respond to this request is derived from uncertified data not 
considered in the BCEG deliberations and will be provided in a separate letter. 



REQUEST 4 

What is the personnel breakout for the 178th (separate military and 
civilian)? 

RESPONSE 

Below are the FY 9214 Springfield ANGB, Ohio, personnel authorizations. OSD 
guidance in its 1993 Base Closure Policy Memorandum One, August 4, 1992, was to use the 
common date of September 30, 1992, the last quarter (of FY 92) of actual data available to 
determine what bases would meet the threshold for consideration under P.L. 101-5 10 and for 
use in making BRAC 93 recommendations before March 15, 1993, reporting deadline. 

CIV AGR' AGR' DRILL DRILL 
OFF ENL OFF ENL 

178 FG 232 6 43 99 848 
- - 

251 CCG 11 - 1 17 3 9 

269 CCS 16 1 3 7 142 

Total Base 
Population 259 7 47 123 1029 

NOTE: ' AGR are Active Guard and Reserve personnel on Title 32 state active duty orders 
and are considered active duty military personnel. 



REQUEST 5 

Because the installation has more than 300 civilians, why wasn't the move 
treated as a closure for commission review? 

RESPONSE 

The 178 FG had only 259 direct-hire DoD civilian authorizations as of FY 9214; thus 
it did not meet the 300 civilian threshold for Commission review. The FY 92/4 Springfield 
ANGB authorization breakout is provided in Response #4. OSD guidance in its 1993 Base 
Closure Policy Memorandum One, August 4, 1992, was to use the common date of 
September 30, 1992, the last quarter of FY 92 of actual data available to determine what 
bases would meet the threshold for consideration under P.L. 101-510 and for use in making 
BRAC 93 recommendations before March 15, 1993, reporting deadline. 



REQUEST 6 

Provide a copy of the cost analysis/operational impact assessment. 

RESPONSE 

A copy of the COBRA summary for the Springfield realignment to Wright-Patterson 
AFB is in the COBRA Binder provided with the Air Force submissions of 15 March 1993. 

The BCEG decision on Springfield ANGB was part of the BCEG deliberations on the 
redirect of the 1991 Base Closure Commission decision to realign the Rickenbacker ANG and 
AFRES units onto Wright-Patterson AFB (WPAFB). Below is a cost comparison of the 
1991 Commission action costs on Rickenbacker versus the cost to revise that decision by 
realigning only the AFRES unit (907 ARG) onto WPAFB, consolidating the ANG units (121 
ARW and 160 ARG) into a cantonment on Rickenbacker and realigning the 178 FG from 
Springfield ANGB onto WPAFB, in place of the 121 ARW and 160 ARG. 

BRAC 91 
(Verified) 

MILCON COSTS 
Relocate 907 ARG to WPAFB $8.24M 
Relocate Rickenbacker ANG units to WPAFB $18.24M 
Construct ANG cantonment at Rickenbacker 0.0 
Relocate Springfield ANG to Rickenbacker 0.0 
Avoided at Springfield (FY 94) 0.0 

Totals $26.48M 

BRAC 93 DELTA 
(es t .) 

1993 Redirect Recommendation MILCON cost estimated savings ($ 0.55M) 

OTHER ONE-TIME COSTS 
Rickenbacker ANG to WPAFB $23.16M 0.0 
For Rickenbacker ANG cantonment 0.0 $ 7.62M 
One-time cost to relocate 970 ARG to WPAFB $1 1.80M $11.80M 
To relocate Springfield ANG to WPAFB 0.0 _ $ 1.70M 

Totals $34.96M $21.12M 
1993 Redirect Recommendation one-time cost savings , ($ 13.84M) 
Total estimated one-time savings of 1993 Redirect Recommendation ($14.39M) 





DEFENSE COMMISSION 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTEN CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS - CAPT PETER B BOWMAN. USN IRET) 
BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T JOHNSON. USAF IRETI 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR 
HARRYC MCPHERSON.JR 

April 5, 1993 

Colonel James Casey 
Base Realignment Division Chief (XOOR) 
Room 5D973, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 q-<C)qClT) - 

Dear Colonel Casey: 

On behalf of the Air Force Team of th'e Commission, I would 
like to thank you and your staff for your support of our meeting on 
March 25, 1993. The presentations and discussions provided me and 
my staff with additional insight and perspective into the USAF base 
closure and realignment selection process. 

As a follow-up to our meeting, attached are the remainder of 
our questions regarding the USAF recommendations. I would 
appreciate the responses to these questions by April 19, 1993 so 
:hat the Commission can consider them early during the deliberative 
process. 

We appreciate the work that the Base Closure Working Group 
underwent in preparing for our meeting and look forward to 
continued dedication and support for future efforts. If there are 
any questions, feel free to call me or my project officer, Mr. Rick 
DiCamillo, at the number listed above. 

Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation. 

Air Force Team ~eader 

fac; ja 
enclosure 



OUESTIONS 

I-. How did you evaluate cumulative economic impact? Was there a 
specific standa-rd against which emulative economic impact could be 
measured? 

2. Why were bomber and tanker bases only evaluated in terms of 
bomber and tanker mission and did not include the airlift or 
fighter missions? 

3. What process did the AF use to determine if there was an excess 
of one small aircraft base? 

4. How did the AF determine they had four excess large aircraft 
bases when excess capacity in large aircraft bases was supposedly 
eliminated in 1991 BRAC? 

5. The exclusion under "Other Category - Major Headquarters 
Subcategory" in the Detailed Analysis determined there was not 
sufficient excess capacity to permit relocation of the HQ 
facilities. Was there analysis for excess capacity to allow force 
structure movement in and closure of another base? 

6. Both Eielson and Elmendorf AFB, AR, were excluded because they 
are crucial to "reinforcement of the Pacific and to the defense of 
Alaska". What is the threat these bases may face? 

7. The report states that the Air Force plans to establish a large 
mobility wing in the Northeast to support the new Major Regional 
Contingency strategy. The Air Force did a study to determine which 
was the best base for the mission between Griffiss, McGuire and 
Plattsburgh AFBs. Could you please comment on this study? Could 
we please have a copy of the study? And could we please have a 
copy of any briefings associated with this study, especially the 
decision briefing provided to the SECAF/CSAF? 

8. In the 1991 process, the Air Force stated that a cost estimate 
would be completed for realigning the Armstrong Laboratory 
activities at Brooks AFB with the Aeromedical Research Directorate 
at Wright-Patterson. What were the results of this review/study? 

9. Also, in 1991, the Air Force was in the process of reviewing 
the potential to consolidate the Eglin AFB Armament Directorate 
with sister activities at Wright-Patterson. Was this cost estimate 
completed? If so, what were the costs ofithis effort? 

10. What are your economic and technical impact assessments for the 
closure of Newark AFB? Please review and consider the positions in 
the attached March 10, 1993 and March 25, 1993 letters from the 
Ohio House of Representatives, and provide a written response. 

- Are the assertions that the facility is a one of a kind 
capability valid? How does the USAF intend to replace the 
mission/capability? 



Doculnent Separator 



S T ~  R E P R E S ~  
NIARc D. GUTHRIE 

77 S m  HIGH STREET 
COLUMBU~, OHIO 43266-0603 

Oma (614) 466-4361 
FAX (614)'644-9494 

this mrbef 
M z  

March 10, 1993 

Ms. Mary Woodward 
State and Local Government Liaison 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ms. Woodward, 

As you are aware, last weekend the New York Times reported that the Newark Air Force 
Base (NAFB) would be on the Department of Defense closure List, which must be announced by 
March 15. Naturally, I hope the New York Times story is inaccurate. However, based on the 
speculation, it is important that our community promptly act to state our case on the matter. 

The annual payroll at NAFB approaches $80,000,000. With over 2,000 employees, the 
NAFB is Licking County's largest employer. It is estimated that the regional economic impact this 
year will exceed $235,000,000 and that there are over 1,800 jobs created by Air Force dollars 
spent in our area. 

The complete closure of NAFB would be devastatins to our local economy and also the 
economies of adjoining counties. 

Setting aside the economic impact of a closure, I submit the following information for your 
careful consideration: 

The Aerospace Guidance and iMetrology Center (AGMC) located at NAFB is a key facility 
within the Air Force Materiel Command. The technical repair capability assigned to AGMC 
represents the only complete organic repair capability established within the Air Force for 
accomplishing depot Ievel repair of inertial navigation and guidance systems. These guidance 
systems and their components are used on both the Minuteman and Peacekeeper missiles and 
virtually every aircraft in the Air Force inventory. To accomplish this mission, AGMC maintains 
approximately 270,000 square feet of environmentally controlled areas commonly called 'clean 
rooms' required for testing and repairing highly accurate and complex inerrial navigation systems. 
It is my understanding that this capability, located at one installation, is unmatched within the 
Department of Defense. 



AGMC also manages the Air Forces' only single integrated Meuology and Calibration 
Program. As part of the program, AGMC provides technical cfirection to more than 180 Precision 
Measurement Equipment Labonrories (PMELs) located at Air Force bases around the world. 
AGMC is also responsible for evaluating and certifying technical and operational competence of 
each PMEL at least once every two years. The Air Force Measurement and Standards Laboratory 
located at AGMC maintains all Air Force measurement standards. I am advised that these 
standards are traceable directly to the National Institute of Standards and Technology. 

This installation was chosen for many of its unique workloads because of its known 
seismic stability and the isolation qualities inherent with its unique design feature. The local 
geology and large underground rooms, 66 feet deep, setting on 14 feet thick concrete floors and 
with walls 12 feet thick at the bottom provide a combination of features that make AGMC uniquely 
capable of performing its mission. 

The logic to marry inertial guidance repair and the Air Force measurement standards 
laboratories in one facility was obvious when AGMC was conceived and has not changed. 
Advancing technology and futuristic weapon systems balanced by budgetary constraints should 
require that this logic be strengthened not weakened. 

I am hopeful this communication and the enclosures are helpful to you. Please do not 
hesitate calling upon me, or the other leaders in our community for additional information. 

I plead for your assistance and cautious consideration of this matter. Though I understand 
that a downsizing of the Department of Defense is warranted, a complete closure of N A B  is not in 
the best interest of central Ohio, or the long term security of our country. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, ,g 

~ a ~ r c  D. Guthrie 
Assistant Majority Whip 

MDG:lk 

enclosures 
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RESOURCE 

IMPACT 

STATEMENT 



ECONOMIC IMPACT REGION 

Regional economic impact in FY92 was $235,17 1,128. 
There were 1,825 secondary jobs created by Air Force 
dollars spent in our region. 



MISSION 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center is the single Center within the Air 
Force for repairing inertial guidance and inertial navigation systems for aircraft and 
missiles and for certain aircraft displacement gyroscopes. It provides a MI range of 
engineering and consultation services on inertial systems to the Air Force and other 
Department of Defense agencies. 

The Center is also the technical manager of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration 
Program. As the program's manager, it operates the Ar Force Measurement 
Standards Laboratory, provides technical and procedural direction in the operation 
of a single integrated measurement system, and designs and penodcally calibrates 
measurement standards used in all Air Force precision measurement equipment 
laboratories. 



THE AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

The facilities at the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center were built in the early 1950s, as 
part of the Air Force Heavy Press Program. In 1952, the Air Force contracted Kaiser Aluminum 
and Chemical Corporation to construct and operate giant aluminum presses capable of stamping 
out aircraft wing spars 35 feet long in one operation, near its Newark, Ohio, plant. In July 1953, 
the Heavy Press Program was curtailed because of an economy move, technological progress, and 
a defense emphasis shift towards missiles. However, since the plant was partially built, the Air 
Force decided to complete the construction of the facility. Finished in June 1954, the Air Force 
utilized the new structure as an industrial equipment storage facility and designated it Air Force 
Industrial Plant #48. 

In 1958, the Air Force personnel located at Gentile Air Force Station in Dayton, Ohio, became 
interested in Air Force Industrial Plant M8. They felt the 65-foot deep pits with concrete walls 
ranging from 4-12 feet in thickness would be perfect to house laboratories for the growing Air 
Force Metrology and Calibration Program. In addition, the 400,000 square feet of open 
production area in Building 4, the main production building, provided more than e n o u a  room for 
proposed inertial gidance system repair facilities. These plans were approved; and in February 
1959, Air Force Lndustrial Plant +I8 was redesignated the Heath Maintenance Annex of Dayton 
Air Force Depot. From 1961 to 1962, the facility was modified to house the new workloads. 
The first group of Dayton workers arrived in April 1962, and by June there were nearly 1,000 
employees at the Annex. 

On 11 June 1962, Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command designated and organized the 
2802nd Inertial Guidance and Calibration Group at the Heath Maintenance h e x .  On 7 
November 1962, the Annex itself was redesignated Newark Air Force Station. On 2 June 1987, 
the station was redesignated Newark Air Force Base. As a result of a reorganization, the 2802nd 
Lnertial Guidance and Calibration Group was inactivated on 8 November 1968 and the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) activated the same date. On 15 February 1973, the 
second major organizational change took place, when HQ AFLC authorized the establishment of 

: the 2803rd Air Base Group to perform suppon functions for the Center. X subsequent 
reorganization led to the disestabiishrnent of the 2803rd ABG on 15 April 1991. 

Since its estabiishment, the workloads and responsibilities of Newark Air Force Base have grown 
tremendously. The first inertial guidance systems, for the Atlas and Minuteman missiles, arrived 
for repair in October 1962. In April 1965, the first aircraft guidance system, an LN-12 inenial 
measurement unit, was received. This marked the begnning of a major portion of the Center's 
inertial repair workload. AGMC also began repairing displacement ogyroscopes used on aircraft in 
April 1973. Another major responsibility began in May 1972, when the Center began repairing 
the KT-73 inertial measurement unit used on Navy aircraft, the first important interservice 
workload. Funher emphasis on this facet of the Center occurred in March 1973, when it began 
working on Navy submarine navigational systems. Other new repair workloads acquired over the 
years included the periscopic sextant, beginning October 1980; the LN-39 inertial navigation unit 
used on the A-10 and F-16 aircraft, which bezan in March 1986; the Peacekeeper missile inertial 



guidance system, which AGMC first produced in July 1987; the F-117 inertial navigation unit, 
beginning October 1990; and the B-1B aircraft inertial navigation unit, first produced in January 
1993,. Furthermore, the Center expanded its workload beyond guidance systems in February 
1985, when it assumed responsibility for repairing test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment. 
Another different type of workload began in July 1988, when AGMC assumed management 
responsibility for the JOVIAL Integrated Tool Set, used to support and develop avionics 
software. 

AGMC applied its technical expertise in other areas as well. In November 1986, HQ AFLC 
designated AGMC as the Electrostatic Discharge Technology Center for the entire command, 
responsible for identifylng problems caused by electrostatic discharge, studying ways to limit its 
effects, and testing equipment to ensure that it met electrostatic discharge control guidelines. The 
Center also pioneered the cleaning of precision parts using biodegradable detergents, instead of 
the hazardous solvents employed previously. In March 1990, it opened a special aqueous cleaning 
center for this purpose. In January 1992, it completed installation of the Automatic Depot Inertial 
Navigation Test System, a generic system usable on many different workloads. By replacing 
workload dedicated equipment, it reduced equipment costs and increased the Center's flexibility 
for meeting workload needs. 

The Metrology Program's responsibilities also grew during this period. In 1965, the Air Force 
assigned its management responsibility for world-wide certification of Precision Measurement 
Equipment Laboratories (PMEL). In July 1972, it received assignment to evaluate and audit 
laboratories directly, instead of having this hnction performed by an Air Logistics Center. 
Furthennore, on 29 November 1974, HQ AFLC gave the Center responsibility to repair 
equipment received for calibration, thereby expanding its activities. Another added Metrology 
task was providing calibration support for Foreign LMilitary Sales, the sale of weapon systems to 
other nations. Beginning in 1973, with the sale of F-5 aircraft to Saudi Arabia, AGMC personnel 
assisted these nations in identifylng calibration procedures and establishing precision measurement 
equipment laboratory procedures. In July 1976, the directorate produced its first portable 
automatic test equipment calibrator, an innovative concept to permit the calibration of equipment 
on site instead of in the laboratory. Also, it developed the Field Assistance Support Team for 

t Calibration (FASTCAL), a portable PMEL designed for use at bases with limited or nonexistent 
calibration capabilities. The first FASTCAL was completed in July 1990 and provided valuable 
calibration support to units participating in Operation Desert Storm. 

AGMC remains dedicated to accomplishing single point repair of inertial guidance and navigation 
systems; providing engineering consultant and support services; performing overall technical and 
management direction of the A r  Force Metrology and Calibration Progarn; and operating the 
Air Force  measurement Standards Laboratories. 



VALUE OF RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

CAPITAL ASSETS 

Land 
Buildings/ReaI Property 
Computers 
Vehicles 

Total 

EQUIPMENT 

Appropriated 
DMS/AFIF 
O & M  

Nonappropriated 
Total 

INVENTORIES 
Stock Fund (1) 
Sales Outlet 

Base Exchange 
NAF 

Total 

RETAIL SALES 
9 , Base Exchange 

NAF 
Total 

BASE 0 & M .k"D lCIAIKTENANCE OUTLAYS 
(Excludes Civilian Pay) 

Q & &I 
DiMS/AFIF 

TotaI 

(1) Includes 5756,375,914 for depot reparables. 



CAPITAL ASSETS 
A S  OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

LAND 

Owned 

Easement 

Leased 

BUILDINGS 

Main Industrial Facility 

Maintenance 

Metrology 

Support Organizations 

Maintenance 

Metrology 

Civil Engineering 

Base Supply 

Administration 
* 
' Base Exchange 

Recreation 

Other 

COMPUTERS (MAINFRAME) 

Owned 

Leased 
TOTAL 

ACRES 

0 

71.26 

NUMBER SQ FT 

1 747,489 

400,810 Sq Ft 

8 15,697 

TOTAL 37 869,877 

VEHICLES 

NUMBER NUMBER 

17 Owned 49 

Leased 
TOTAL 



PERSONNELIPAYROLL DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

CLASSIFICATION NUMBER FY 92 DOLLARS 

APPROPRIATED LMILITARY 
(Living Off-Base) 
Active Duty 
Reserve 

Total 

ACTIVE DUTY DEPENDENTS 

APPROPRIATED CIVILIAN 
General Schedule 
Wage Grade 

NONAPPROPRIATED, CONTRACT, 
PRIVATE 
Civilian NAF 
CiviIian BX 
Contract Civilian (1) 
Credit Union (On-Base) 

Total 109 
9 

hIILIT.4RY RETIREES 
Air Force 
Army 
Navy 
blarines 
Coast Guard 

Total 

(1) Xot Elsewhere Included 



CONSTRUCTION, CONTRACTS, AND EXPENDITURES 
FOR MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, AND SUPPLIES 

FISCAL YEAR 1992 

CONSTRUCTION 

Military Construction Program 
Nonappropriated Fund 
Operation and Maintenance 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

ANNUAL 
EXPENDITURES 

CONTRACTS AND PROCUREMENT 

Service Contracts (1) $ 4,409,234 

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND TDY EXPENDITURES 

Education (Impact Aid) 17,050 

TDY 349,430 

-9 OTHER MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, 
AND SUPPLES PROCUREMENT (2)  $ 2,778,023 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

(1) Includes only contracts in Economic Impact Region or contracts requiring the use of 
locally supplied goods and services. 

(2)  Not elsewhere included. 



PROGRAM DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

BASE SUPPLY 

Supply Item Records (Monthly Average) 
Local Purchase Requests Processed 

CIVIL ENGINEERING 

Work Requests / Orders 
CaIls to Base Activities 

UTILITY CONSUMPTION AND COSTS 

Electtic 
Gas 
Sewage 
Communications 

DISPENSARY OUTPATENT VISITS 

NEWARK AEROSPACE EDERAL CREDIT W O N  

Membership 

f' Assets 

INERTIAL SYSTEMS 

Total Inertial Guidance/Navigation 
Systems repaired by AGMC Since 1962 

Total Displacement Gyros repaired since 1974 

Total Ground Equipment repaired since 1985 



AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

FUNDS 

Operation and Maintenance 

Central Procurement 

Research and Development 

Depot Maintenance Service, 
AF Industrial Fund 

Foreign Military Sales (Adm) 620 

Stock Funds 

Non-Appropriated Funds 

TOTAL 



CITY OF HEATH 
1287 Hebron Road 

HEATH. OHIO 43056 
(61 4) 522-1 420, 5224821 

JOHN C. GELLER. Mayor 
CAROLYN J. BROYLES, Auditor 
RICHARD BINDLEY, Director of Law 

i;k<2? i2;er 'C ! h ~  nu- 
.,..:, .d .=. - . -.,'- -., . \ . I  - ' ~ ' ; f & - ~ c ~  I 7 -2 

President 3i!l Clinton 
1600 Peznsylvania Ave. 
Washington,D.C. 

Dear Mr. President, 

The puz~ose of this letftr is to ask for t h e  removal 
of the Nerdark-Seath A i r  P g r c r  Sase, !ocatec in Heath, Ohio, 
from the !=.st of possible closicgs for the following 
reasons : 

The closing of our Sase would represent a 288 loss on 
our overall tax base which would drastically lower city 
revenue. T h i s  figure is based on wages not profit which a 
private i n d u s t r y  of this size would generate. 

We have a brand-new 13 mi!!ion dollar vastewater plant 
which m e e t s  all 2 . 2 . 3 .  standards. The revenue used t o  
oFe ra te  this ?laat and Fay off the debt incurred to build 
i t  xould be su? S J  SL1 !3 ,900 .90  per year! 

O c r  cew ma!! and Fts spix off shoppixg stri? would 
surely su'f2r as it is csed 3 y  A i r  Force employ-es and 
their families regard?ers of where the? live. 

" e a t h ' s  uonderfu! sc5ool s y s t e o  has a declining 
enrzl!sent of 0217 1300 siude~ts; 152 of those students are . . the c:.rldrez of A i z  7 3 r c e  Sase m p l o y e e s !  

WP ze?=esezt 3 s t rong-nlr ided,  inde?endent community 
xho does no= vast t o  be s~ailoved up by neighboring cities. 
We do not w a n t  to coa izz - t  o u r  our wafer and sewer glants 
because we can't zfford to o 9 e r a t e  t h e m  ourselves. We do 
not want some other ageccy to take o v e r  our ?olice and fire 
~rotectlon. 

The arsb!ens we kave 2isccssed are just the tip of the . - 
iceberq 1~ t h e  clasing n f  the Yewark-5eath A i r  ?crce Sase 
becames a reality. Our City notto is "TSE CITY OF 
PROGXESS' don't let us regress. Thank you for your 
cocsideration of t h i s  important matter. 



Document S epnratol- 



S T ~  RePneswrm Assmm h o r n  WHIP 
IM~ARC D. GUT- 8talurttbn& ~H.umm - GBNWU S m o ~  OP 

77 S o m  HIGH S m  43216 
F m m a  & APPROPR~PJ~ONS 

COLUMBUS, OHIO 43266-0603 
Oma (614) 4664363 

-t*PrrasaJI 

FAX (614) 644-9444 
0- GNJm, L e c m  h a  

LA b ~ S W ,  sB(XraRI 

March 25, 1993 

Mr. James Courter. Chairman . -. 
.'.*! - .e - ..- 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission .- , . - -,9;~fiLd - 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington. Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

I am writing to express my deep concerns over the proposed closure of the 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, Newark Air Force Base (NAFB). My 
concerns cover several broad areas: 

(1) ?he Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) located at 
Newark Air Force Base is a key facility within the Department of Defense. The 
technical repair capability assigned to AGMC represents the only government 
source of repair for accomplishing depot level repair of inertial navigation and 
guidance systems. The inertial guidance systems and components are used on both 
the Minutemen and Peacekeeper weapon systems. DOD recognizes the inherent 
military value of NAFB by its plan to privatize the workload in place. This is 
driven primarily by the high accuracy North Star reference facilities necessary to 
support, repair, and calibrate the Minuteman ID Missile guidance package. These 
facilities exist no where else in the DOD. 

(2) If we eliminate ow single source of government repair for the inertial 
guidance systems for the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) Fleet, we have 
failed to maintain a "Core logistics repair" operation for: (a) rapid response in a 
changing world environment; (b) cost measurement stick; and (c) national security. 
In Air Force testimony, before your commission, the Air Force stated the need to 
retain four missile bases because of the uncertainty of START II ratification. Does 



i t  make sense to privatize the sole government repair source for the inertial 
guidance systems for these missiles? 

(3) The Air Force has stated an excess depot capacity of 8.7 million direct 
product actual hours (DPAH). This capacity is based on manpower. The current 
capacity of NAFB is 830,000 DPAHs. Plans to privatize 95% of the workload in 
place does little to solve the AF excess depot capacity problem. In fact, the DOD 
Consolidation Study shows a 25 to 50 percent excess depot capacity within DOD. 
Would it not make more sense to close two of the large Air Logistics Centers and 
solve the problem within the Air Force? 

(4) The Air  Force has stated the privatization concept was developed because 
of the duplication of Newark's capability at another Air Force installation is QQJ 

effective. They have funher stated, by privatizing the Newark functions, the 
current highly skilled and motivated workforce would continue to be employed "in 
place" helping to meet the Air Force's requirements for this critical rcpair 
capability. Was privatizing Newark Air Force Base the Air Force's easy answer in 
this closure cycle rather than looking critically at the real need to close two of the 
large Air Logistics Centers? 

(5) The consolidation of the Metrology Laboratories for all three services 
has been studied. This issue has not been settled, The Air Force, with the closure of 
Newark Air Force Base, is recommending the privatization of the Metrology 
operation. NAFB manages the Air Force's only single integrated Metrology and 
Calibration Program. They provide technical direction to more than 180 Precision 
Measurement Equipment Laboratories (PMELs) located at Air Force bases around 
the world. I am advised the most up-to-date facility and equipment in the 
Department of Defense is located at NAFB. Do we really want to divest ownership . 

of this property before we settle the issue of a consolidated Department of Defense 
Metrology operation? 

(6) Over one-third of the clean room spacc in the Air Force is located at 
Newark Air Force Base. These clean rooms represent approximately 270,000 
square feet of environmentally controlled areas. Over 60% of the individual clean 
rooms in the Air Force are located at Newark Air Force Base. This makes this 
installation a very versatile place to rcpair low volume, high technology workloads. 
In fact the capability, located at  this one installatlon, is unmatched in the 
Department of Defense. 

(7) N A B  is located in a small community. The annual payroll at NAFB 
approaches $80.000,000. With over 2.000 employecs. the NAFB is Licking 
County's largest employer. It is estimated that the regional economic impact this 
year will exceed $235,000,000 and that thcre are over 1,800 secondary jobs created 



by Air Force dollars spent in our area. McC1eUa.n AFB was removed from the base 
closure list recommendation because of cumulative impact on the community. 
Even though Sacramento is a large city and I'm sure there would be an impact with 
McCleUan AFB closure, I'm not sure the impact would be greater than the impact to 
Licking County with the closure of its largest employer. 

The installation was chosen for many of its unique workloads because of its 
known seismic stability and the isohtion qualities inherent with its unique design 
features. The local geology and large underground moms, 66 feet deep, setting on 
14 feet thick concrete floors and with walls 12 feet thick at the bottom provide a 
combination of features that make AGMC uniquely capable of performing its 
mission. 

9 
The logic to marry inertial guidance repair and the Air Force Measurement 

Standards Laboratories in one facility was obvious when AGMC was conceived and 
has not changed. Advancing technology and futuristic weapon systems balanced by 
budgetary constraints should require that this logic be strengthened not weakened. 

I am hopeful this communication and the enclosures are helpful to you. 
Please do not hesitatc calling upon me, or the other leaders in our community for 
additional information. 

I plead for your assistance and cautious consideration of this matter. Though 
I understand that a downsizing of the Depamnent of Defense is warranted, a 
completc closure of NAFB is not in the best interest of central Ohio, the D.O.D., or 
the long t e n  security of our country. 

~ & e  D. Guthrie 
Assistant Majority Whip 

cc: Other B .R.A.C, Members 
Mary Woodward 
Senators John Glenn and Howard Metzenbaum 
U.S. Rep. Doug Applegate 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

RTMENT OF T H E  AIR 
WASHINGTON DC 

FORCE 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 please raCeP to thia m J ~ *  

when respdd$?-df 
Dear Chairman Courter: 

This letter provides answers for the record requested in Mr Cirillo's April 5, 1993 
letter to Colonel Casey. Some of the information referenced in our answers was provided 
with the initial submittal of the Air Force report and base data on March 15, 1993. The 
answers to your question numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 are attached. Tabs 1 and 2 provide 
additional data on request number 7 of your letter, Response to your other questions are 
being forwarded under separate cover. 

The attached information was used in the Air Force's analysis and is certified. 

I hope this information is useful. 

D e p u ~ s i s t a n t  Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

Atch 
Questions and Answers 



1. How did you evaluate cumulative economic impact? Was there a specific standard 
against which cumulative economic impact could be measured? 

The Air Force did not evaluate (nor was necessary information available to the 
individual services prior to the Secretary of Defense's recommendations to the 1993 
Commission), the cumulative economic impact on a xegion. For the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense-directed analysis, per their written guidance of January 28, 1993, the Air Force 
provided the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) with the end of FY 91 manpower 
numbers for each of the bases closed or reduced in either 1988 or 1991. The data, from the 
military departments, was used by OSD to do historic cumulative economic analysis. 

2. Why were bomber and tanker bases only evaluated in terms of bomber and tanker 
missions and did not include the airlift or fighter missions? 

Bomber and tanker bases were evaluated in terms of their capacity to support a 
bomber and tanker mission. However, large aircraft bases were screened using a geographic 
filter to select the ones that could support a mobility mission on either the east or west coast 
of the United States. The selected bases were evaluated using the Mobility Criteria developed 
by the Air Staff and MAJCOM and accepted by the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). 
Those bases on both the east and west coasts that could best support a mobility mission were 
identified. Airlift bases were initially grouped for comparative purposes with the bomber, 
tanker, and airlift mission. However, the BCEG concluded airlift bases could be better 
evaluated separately. Consequently, the seven airlift bases were evaluated separately from the 
bomber and tanker bases. Finally, all large aircraft bases were evaluated on their ability to 
host a fighter mission. 

3. What process did the Air Force use to determine if there was an excess of one small 
aircraft base? 

The Air Force conducted a capacity analysis of CONUS bases to determine the 
capability to beddown additional force structure and other missions. Results of the analysis 
found the capability to absorb one fighter wing within current infrastructure at low cost. The 
fact that the 1991 Commission did not recommend Moody AFB for closure as recommended 
by the Department of Defense @OD) is the sole cause of the one base excess capacity in 
small aircraft bases. The DoD Force Structure Plan did not include any changes that would 
increase the excess capacity in small aircraft bases. 

4. How did the AF determine they had four excess large aircraft bases when excess capacity 
in large aircraft bases was supposedly eliminated in 1991 BRAC? 

Excess capacity in large aircraft bases was eliminated in 1991 BRAC. Since 1991 
BRAC, a smaller force structure and fewer large aircraft have produced new excess capacity. 
This excess capacity was validated during our capacity analysis study in 1992 and used to 
determine the number of excess bases for BRAC 1993. 



5. The exclusion under "Other Category - Major Headquarters Subcategory" in the Detailed 
Analysis determined there was not sufficient excess capacity to permit relocation of the HQ 
facilities. Was there analysis for excess capacity to allow force structure movement in and 
closure of another base? 

Yes, the excess capacity analysis was used in conjunction with the approved DoD 
Force Structure Plan in determining base structure requirements. Some categories and 
subcategories of bases were determined to have insufficient excess capacity to permit a base 
closure and redistribution of assets to other bases within the same category/subcategory. 
However, bases within these categories/subcategories continued to be considered as receivers 
to the extent they had some limited excess capacity as identified in the capacity analysis. 
Insufficient excess capacity existed in the Major Headquarters Subcategory to allow for 
closure of another base. 

6. Both Eielson and Elmendorf AFB, AK, were excluded because they are crucial to 
"reinforcement of the Pacific and to the defense of Alaska". What is the threat these bases 
may face? 

The Air Force needs Eielson and Elmendorf AFBs for four reasons. First, Air Force 
fighter-interceptors are based at Elmendorf to provide air defense and establish air sovereignty 
for Alaska and Canada as part of NORAD. While the Cold War threat of Soviet bomber 
attack has significantly reduced, the Air Force believes it is prudent to maintain an air defense 
capability. No one can predict the future of US-Russian relations, particularly as Russia 
enters an era of high volatility and uncertainty. Furthermore, these fighter-interceptors are the 
nation's guarantor of national sovereignty for US territory in that region. Second, the USAF 
element in Alaska constitutes a simcant part of our forward-deployed combat forces for use 
in an Asian contingency. They are based in Alaska to be closer to their potential operational 
areas, not necessarily because the Air Force believes they will have to defend Alaska itself. 
Some of these forces were sent to Alaska to offset the loss of Philippine airbases. Third, the 
Air Force provides air support for US Army forces stationed in Alaska. These bases are the 
most efficient place to base planes which train with Alaskan ground forces. Fourth, Alaska 
offers the Air Force some of its very best, most realistic operational training areas, due to the 
nature of the tenain and sparse population. 

7. The report states that the Air Force plans to establish a large mobility wing in the 
Northeast to support the new Major Regional Contingency strategy. The Air Force did a 
study to determine which was the best base for the mission between Griffss, McGuire and 
Plattsburgh AFBs. Could you please comment on this study? Could we please have a copy 
of the study? And could we please have a copy of any briefrngs associated with this study, 
especially the decision briefing provided to the SECAFICSAF? 

A copy of the comparison which included Griffiss, McGuire and Plansburgh AFBs is 
provided at Tab 1. Discussions on the comparison are found in the BCEG Minutes, dated 
January 21,1993 (Classified Secret), previously provided to the Commission. The decisional 
briefing to SECAF containing this information is at Tab 2. 
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PLYING CAI'EGORY -- OPERA'I'IONS SUIjCATEGORY -- LARGE AIRCItAlrl' 

Bomber Mission 

Group 2 
Beale 
Fairchild 
McConnell 

Griffiss 
K I  Sawyer 
Malmstrorn 
March 
Minot 
Plattsburgh 

CLOSE IIOLJ) -- 
-d 

IIjCEG STAFF ONLY 
..-. 

Group 1 
Barksdale 
Dyess 
Ellsworth 
Whi teman 

Group 3 
Grand Forks 

Tankcr Mission 
Airlift 

Group 1 
Barksdale 
Dyess 
Ellsworth 
Whi teman 

Group 2 
Beale 
Fairchild 
Malmstrorn 
McConnell 

G r o u ~  3 
Grand Forks 
Gri ffiss 
KI Sawyer 
March 
Minot 
Plattsburgh 

CLOSE IlOLI) -- RCB(;IIICE(; STAFF ONLY 

G r o u ~  1 
Altus 
Little Rock 
Travis . 

G r o u a  
Charleston 
Dover 

Group 3 . 

McChord 
McGu ire 



C1,OSE 1101,l)- '7IIICKG S'll'AIT 
T;I,YIN(; CATEGORY -- OPERATIOI , .JIICATAGORY -- JARCE AIRCRAFI' 

MORILI'TY MACIZO CRITERIA 

East Region West Rcpion 

Cllarlcston Dovcr Griffiss McGuirc Plattsburgl~ Beale Fairchild Malmstrom March McChod Travis I . . 

Parking cap1 
(KC-135 Equiv) G1 88 6 3 88 15G 

Pavements . R Y G G G 

' POL 
Storage (K gal) 4,158 5,166 2,505 4,100 4,5622 

Hydrants 33 14 24 29 84 1 27 30 18 20 23 64 

Airspace 
Access 

Ycs Yes YCS Yes Yes 

Encroachment 
- Airspace . 

-- Exist Y 
-- Future G 

- Community 
-- Exist R 
-- Future R 

Yes YCS No Ycs Ycs Ycs 

G G G R R Y 

NOTE 1: Parking capacity is based on KC-135 eqr~ivalent size i~ircrafr wirlinut rcgard to aircraft footprint. 
NOTE 2: Plattsburgh has access to Port Dollglas fuel storage (31.5 rrlillion gallon capacity) via pipeline 

. I  

CLOSE HOLD--1lCEGlUCEG STAFF 









ClA)SE IIOLI) -- 1) CE(; STAFF ONLY 

LA11G13 A I R C R A F T  CLVSURIS CANDIDATES (Continued) 

Pla ttsburgli A l i n  

- Overall AF Excess Capacity 

- Ranks Low Overall Compared to Otlier Large Aircraft Bases 

- Sliort Payback Periocl 

Proposed Berldown 

- KC-135 unit to McGuirc 

CLOSE 11OLD -- IlCE(;/DCE(; STAFF ONLY 
am:\-\rokxlflkb hl 



1,AKGE AIRCRAFrI' CLOSURE CANDIDATES (Continued) 

McGuire AFI? 

- Overall AF Excess Capacity 

- Ranks Low Overall Compared to Airlift bases 

-- Present and Futrire Airspace Encroacliment 

- Less than optimum base to support eastern deployments 

- ARC only base has liigll potential for joint A R C  and civil use 

- Incrcascs savings by reloca tion/consolidation of Willow Grove AFRES unit 

PROPOSED BEDDOWN 

- AFRES and ANG remain in cantonment 

- AFRES C-130 unit relocates into cantonment area from Willa~v Grove 

- Active C-141s to Plattsburgl~ 

CI,OSE IlOLD -- IICE(;/llCE(; STAFF ONLY 





C1,OSIC I I O '  t ;/IlClC(; STAFF . . 

This comparison uscd cxisling facility cspabilitics and capacilics at McGuirc AFB and Plattsburgh AFB. Additinnal racility and housing 
requirements wcrc cstilnntcd to support Ihe beddown of.the following rnininium force structure; 17 KC-10s. 29 KC-135s. and 36 C-141s. NOTE: 
Air Force desires to man all mobility wing assigned aircraft. with ihc exception of !he KC-lOs, with active duty personnel (active KC-IO ot~ils will 
continue to opcratc with an AFRcs associate unit). In the casc of McGuirc, an additional ARC force of 14 C-141s and 20 KC-135s wcrc t.r.lainctl. 
i.e.the KC-135s belong to the ANG while the additional C-141 are attributed to the AFRes. Therefore, the comparisori bedded down 17 KC-10s. 
29 KC-135s. and 36 C-141s at Plattsburgh and 17 KC-lOs, 49 KC- 135s, sntl 50 C-141s at McGuirc. The KC-lOs were sourced from a JlRAC 3 
re-alignment (Brrrksdnlc). 

McGuire Plattsb~rrgh 
HEAD-TO-HEAD 

MlLCON 
Other closure costs 
Total 

COST TO CLOSE 

Total cost to close 
NPV(Payback) 
Savings 
Cantonment at McGuire 
KC- 10 realignment 

Encroachment 

SIOP Support 

Joint-use 

Geographic Location 

$220.OM 
$154.OM (6) 
$37.OM 
$25.3M 
$lO.OM more MILCON 

FAA wants access lo rclicvc NE congcslion. Severc noise Fcw restrictions 
abatement procedures-radar monitored to ensure compliance 

Reduced capability to support rccovering SIOP aircraft Gootf capabitity to rccovcr n largc 
number of SIOP aircraft 

On-going Congressional study for joint-use. Continuing 
high priority with FAA. Mohility wing would prevcnt this 
joint-use; rcduced ops wo~lld cnl~ance 

Reduced range bnscd on location Grcntcr unrcfucled range to E11ropd1cs.s 
tankcr sortics rcqrrircd for dcploynicn~s 

PLUM C:\REIY)Rf.9J\h1CQIJIREEZ CLOSE 1IOLI)-IICEG/I?CEG STAFF I 349Ml~clv93 





CIAlSE IIO1,l) -- I!' CTsG STAFF ONLY 
/ 

ARC CLOSURE CANDIDATES 
(Opportunities to consoliclate and retluce long term operating cost) 

Lincoln (ANG ) to Offutt 
-- Capacity at Offutt 
-- Proximity 

Bergstorm (APRES) to Carswell 
-- Capacity at Carswell 
-- Proximity 

CLOSE IIOLI) -- IICG(;/nCE(; STAFF ONLY 





CLOSE IIOLD -- R 3% STAFF ONLY 
._C. 

PROPOSED REDIRECTS FROM 1991 BCC 

940 ARG (AFRES) to Deale vice McClellan - Savings 
- Proximity 

n-52 CCTS to Barksdale vice Fairchild 
- Savings 
- Long term operational consoliclation 

KC-135 CCTS to Altus vice Fairchild 
- Savings 
- Long term operational consolidation 

Rickenbacker ANG remain in cantonment r t Rickenbacker vice locating to WPAFB - Springfield ANG relocates to WPAFB - Proximity 
- Savings 

Aircrea Training Research Facility remain at  Williams vice relocating to Orlando 
- Reassess long term requirements 
- Savings 

436th Training Squadron to Dyess, maintenance training to Hill, and fabrication function to Luke, 
vice entire squadron to Dyess 

- More efficient training 
- Savings 

Joint Com~nlinications Support Element reinrill in cantonment vice relocating to Cliarleston 
- Savings 

CLOSE tlOLD -- IlCII=(;IRCE(; STAFF ONLY 
c m % n M l 0 C b . h l  



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURIER CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONFRq 
CAP1 PETER B BOWMAN 1)-N IRFl )  
BEVPRL V B BYRON 
REBECCA G COX 
GEN H T JOHNSON usAr IRFTI 
ARTHUR I FVITT. JR 
HARRY C MCPHERSON JR 
RORFRT D STUART. JR 

April 5, 1993 

Colonel James Casey 
Base Realignment Division Chief (XOOR) 
Room 5D973, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Pbase mfw to this number 
when respondiWC1.3C"4 C.53 

Dear Colonel Casey: 

On behalf of the Air Force Team of the Commission, I would 
like to thank you and your staff for your support of our meeting on 
March 25, 1993. The presentations and discussions provided me and 
my staff with additional insight and perspective into the USAF base 
closure and realignment selection process. 

As a follow-up to our meeting, attached are the remainder of 
our questions regarding the USAF recommendations. I would 
appreciate the responses to these questions by April 19, 1993 so 
that the Commission can consider them early during the deliberative 
process. 

We appreciate the work that the Base Closure Working Group 
underwent in preparing for our meeting and look forward to 
continued dedication and support for future efforts. If there are 
any questions, feel free to call me or my project officer, Mr. Rick 
DiCamillo, at the number listed above. 

Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation. 

sp-ya 

F NCIS A. CIRILLO, JR. 
Air Force Team ~eader 

f a c ;  j a  
enclosure 



 ST^ REPRESWIX~VE 

MARC D. GUTHRIE 
77 S o m  HIGH STREET 

Co~uueus, OHIO 43266-0603 
O m  (614) 4664361 
FAX (614r 644-9494 

March 10, 1993 

Ms. Mary Woodward 
State and Local Government Liaison 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 Nonh Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ms. Woodward, 

As you are aware, last weekend the New York Times reported that the Newark Air Force 
Base (NAFB) would be on the Depamnent of Defense closure list, which must be announced by 
March 15. Naturally, I hope the New York Times story is inaccurate. However, based on the 
speculation, it is important that our community promptly act to state our case on the matter. 

The annual payroll at NAFB approaches $80,000,000. With over 2,000 employees, the 
NAFB is Licking County's largest employer. It is estimated that the regional economic impact this 
year will exceed $235,000,000 and that there are over 1,800 jobs created by Air Force dollars 
spent in our area. 

The complete closure of NAFB would be devastating to our local economy and also the 
economies of adjoining counties. 

Setting aside the economic impact of a closure, I submit the following information for your 
careful consideration: 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) located at NAFB is a key facility 
within the Air Force Materiel Command. The technical repair capability assigned to AGMC 
represents the only complete organic repair capability established within the Air Force for 
accomplishing depot level repair of inertial navigation and guidance systems. These guidance 
systems and their components are used on both the Minuteman and Peacekeeper missiles and 
virrually every aircraft in the Air Force inventory. To accomplish this mission, AGMC maintains 
approximately 270,000 square feet of environmentaIly controlled areas commonly called 'clean 
rooms' required for testing and repairing highly accurate and complex inertial navigation systems. 
It is my understandng that this capab~lity, located at one installation, is unmatched within the 
Depamnent of Defense. 



AGMC also manages the Air Forces' only single integrated Metrology and Calibration 
Program. As part of the program, AGMC provides technical direction to more than 180 Recision 
Measurement Equipment Laboratories (PMELs) located at Air Force bases around the world. 
AGMC is also responsible for evaluating and c e m n g  technical and operational competence of 
each PMEL at least once every two years. The Air Force Measurement and Standards Laboratory 
located at AGMC maintains all Air Force measurement standards. I am advised that these 
standards are traceable directly to the National Institute of Standards and Technology. 

This installation was chosen for many of its unique workloads because of its known 
seismic stability and the isolation qualities inherent with its unique design feature. The local 
geology and large underground rooms, 66 feet deep, setting on 14 feet thick concrete floors and 
with walls 12 feet thick at the bottom provide a combination of features that make AGMC uniquely 
capable of performing its mission. 

The logic to marry inertial guidance repair and the Air Force measurement standards 
laboratories in one facility was obvious when AGMC was conceived and has not changed. 
Advancing technology and futuristic weapon systems balanced by budgetary constraints should 
require that this logic be strengthened not weakened. 

I am hopeful this communication and the enclosures are helpful to you. Please do not 
hesitate calling upon me, or the other leaders in our community for additional information. 

I plead for your assistance and cautious consideration of this matter. Though I understand 
that a downsizing of the Department of Defense is warranted, a complete closure of NAFB is not in 
the best interest of central Ohio, or the long term security of our country. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, ,Y 

Marc D. Guthrie 
Assistant Majority Whip 

m:Ik 

enclosures 



RESOURCE 

IMPACT 

STATEMENT 



ECONOMIC IMPACT REGION 

Regional economic impact in FY92 was $235,17 1,128. 
There were 1,825 secondary jobs created by Air Force 
dollars spent in our region. 



MISSION 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center is the single Center within the Air 
Force for repairing inertial guidance and inertial navigation systems for aircraft and 
missiles and for certain aircraft displacement gyroscopes. It provides a full range of 
engineering and consultation senices on inertial systems to the Air Force and other 
Department of Defense agencies. 

The Center is also the technical manager of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration 
Program. As the program's manager, it operates the Air Force Measurement 
Standards Laboratory, provides technical and procedural direction in the operation 
of a single integrated measurement system, and designs and periodically calibrates 
measurement standards used in all Air Force precision measurement equipment 
laboratories. 



THE AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

The facilities at the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center were built in the early 1950s, as 
part of the Air Force Heavy Press Program. In 1952, the Air Force contracted Kaiser Aluminum 
and Chemical Corporation to construct and operate giant aluminum presses capable of stamping 
out aircraft wing spars 35 feet long in one operation, near its Newark, Ohio, plant. In July 1953, 
the Heavy Press Program was curtailed because of an economy move, technological progress, and 
a defense emphasis shift towards missiles. However, since the plant was partially built, the Air 
Force decided to complete the construction of the facility. Finished in June 1954, the Air Force 
utilized the new structure as an industrial equipment storage facility and designated it Air Force 
Industrial Plant #48. 

In 1958, the Air Force personnel located at Gentile Air Force Station in Dayton, Ohio, became 
interested in Air Force Industrial Plant M8. They felt the 65-foot deep pits with concrete walls 
ranging fiom 4-12 feet in thickness would be perfect to house laboratories for the growing Air 
Force Metrology and Calibration Program. In addition, the 400,000 square feet of open 
production area in Building 4, the main production building, provided more than enough room for 
proposed inertial guidance system repair facilities. These plans were approved; and in February 
1959, Air Force Industrial Plant #48 was redesignated the Heath Maintenance Annex of Dayton 
Air Force Depot. From 1961 to 1962, the facility was modified to house the new workloads. 
The first group of Dayton workers arrived in April 1962, and by June there were nearly 1,000 
employees at the Annex. 

On 11 June 1962, Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command designated and organized the 
2802nd Inertial Guidance and Calibration Group at the Heath Maintenance Annex. On 7 
November 1962, the h e x  itself was redesignated Newark Air Force Station. On 2 June 1987, 
the station was redesignated Newark Air Force Base. As a result of a reorganization, the 2802nd 
Inertial Guidance and Calibration Group was inactivated on 8 November 1968 and the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) activated the same date. On 15 February 1973, the 
second major organizational change took place, when HQ AFLC authorized the establishment of 

,* the 2803rd Air Base Group to perform support hc t ions  for the Center. A subsequent 
reorgarmation led to the disestablishment of the 2803rd ABG on 15 April 199 1. 

Since its establishment, the workloads and responsibilities of Newark Air Force Base have grown 
tremendously. The first inertial guidance systems, for the Atlas and finuteman missiles, amved 
for repair in October 1962. In April 1965, the first aircraft guidance system, an LN-12 inertial 
measurement unit, was received. This marked the beginning of a major portion of the Center's 
inenial repair workload. AGMC also bergan repairing displacement gyroscopes used on aircraft in 
Apnl 1973. Another major responsibility began in ,May 1972, when the Center began repairing 
the KT-73 inertial measurement unit used on Navy aircraft, the first important intersewice 
workload. Further emphasis on this facet of the Center occurred in March 1973, when it began 
working on Navy submarine navigational systems. Other new repair workloads acquired over the 
years included the periscopic sextant, beginning October 1980; the LN-39 inertial navigation unit 
used on the A-1 0 and F- 16 aircraft, which began in March 1986; the Peacekeeper missile inertial 



guidance system, which AGMC first produced in July 1987; the F-117 inertial navigation unit, 
beginning October 1990; and the B-1B aircraft inertial navigation unit, first produced in January 
1992. Furthermore, the Center expanded its workload beyond guidance systems in February 
1985, when it assumed responsibility for repairing test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment. 
Another different type of workload began in July 1988, when AGMC assumed management 
responsibility for the JOVIAL Integrated Tool Set, used to support and develop avionics 
software. 

AGMC applied its technical expertise in other areas as well. In November 1986, HQ AFLC 
designated AGMC as the Electrostatic Discharge Technology Center for the entire command, 
responsible for identifylng problems caused by electrostatic discharge, studying ways to limit its 
effects, and testing equipment to ensure that it met electrostatic discharge control guidelines. The 
Center also pioneered the cleaning of precision parts using biodegradable detergents, instead of 
the hazardous solvents employed previously. In March 1990, it opened a special aqueous cleaning 
center for this purpose. In January 1992, it completed installation of the Automatic Depot Inertial 
Navigation Test System, a generic system usable on many different workloads. By replacing 
workload dedicated equipment, it reduced equipment costs and increased the Center's flexibility 
for meeting workload needs. 

The Metrology Program's responsibilities also grew during this period. In 1965, the Air Force 
assigned its management responsibility for world-wide certification of Precision Measurement 
Equipment Laboratories (PMEL). In July 1972, it received assignment to evaluate and audit 
laboratories directly, instead of having this function performed by an Air Logistics Center. 
Furthermore, on 29 November 1974, HQ AFLC gave the Center responsibility to repair 
equipment received for calibration, thereby expanding its activities. Another added Metrology 
task was providing calibration support for Foreign ~Militar-y Sales, the sale of weapon systems to 
other nations. Besjnning in 1972, with the sale of F-5 aircraft to Saudi Arabia, AGMC personnel 
assisted these nations in identifylng caiibration procedures and establishing precision measurement 
equipment laboratory procedures. In July 1976, the directorate produced its firsr portable 
automatic test equipment calibrator, an innovative concept to permit the calibration of equipment 
on site instead of in the laboratory. Also, it developed the Field Assistance Support Team for 

, Calibration (FASTCAL), a portable PMEL designed for use at bases with limited or nonexistent 
calibration capabilities. The first FASTCAL was completed in July 1990 and provided vduable 
calibration support to units participating in Operation Desert Storm. 

AGiMC remains dedicated to accomplishing single point repair of inertial guidance and navigation 
systems; providinz ensineering consultant and support services; performing overall technical and 
management direction of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration Progam; and operating the 
Air Force LMeasurement Standards Laboratories. 



VALUE OF RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

CAPITAL ASSETS 

Land 
BuildingsiReal Property 
Computers 
Vehicles 

Total 

EQUIPMENT 

Appropriated 
DMSIAFIF 
O & M  

Nonappropriated 
Total 

INVENTORIES 
Stock Fund (1) 
Sales Outlet 

Base Exchange 
NAF 

Total 

RETAIL SALES 
* 

Base Exchange 
NAF 

Total 

BASE 0 & k1 ,WD hIAINTEN.4lWCE OUTLAYS 
(Excludes Civilian Pay) 

Q & 1M 
DMS/AFIF 

Total 

(1 )  Includes S756,375,914 for depot reparables. 



LAND 

Owned 

Easement 

Leased 

CAPITAL ASSETS 
A S  OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

ACRES 

BUILDINGS 

Main Industrial Facility 

Maintenance 

Metrology 

Support Organizations 

Maintenance 

Metrology 

Civil Engineering 

Base Supply 

Administration . 
Base Exchange 

Recreation 

Other 

COMPUTERS (MAINFRAME) 

Owned 

Leased 
TOTAL 

0 

71.26 

NUMBER SQ FT 

1 747,489 

400,810 Sq Ft 

8 - 1 5,697 
TOTAL 37  869,877 

VEHICLES 

NUMBER NUMBER 

17 Owned 49 

Leased 
TOTAL 



PERSONNELPAYROLL DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

CLASSIFICATION 

APPROPRIATED MILITARY 
(Living Off-Base) 
Active Duty 
Reserve 

Total 

ACTIVE DUTY DEPENDENTS 

NUMBER 

APPROPRIATED CIVILIAN 
General Schedule 1015 
Wage Grade 918 - 

Total 1933 

NONAPPROPRIATED, CONTRACT, 
PRIVATE 

CiviIian NAF 33 
Civilian BX 2 
Contract Civilian (1) 73 
Credit Union (On-Base) 1 - 

Total 109 
* 

hIILIT.4RY RETIREES 
Air Force 1,789 
Army 1,597 
Nal.;v 926 
Marines 269 
Coast Guard 28 - 

Total 3609 

(1) Not Elsewhere Included 

FY 92 DOLLARS 



- CONSTRUCTION, CONTRACTS, AND EXPENDITURES 
FOR MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, AND SUPPLIES 

FISCAL YEAR 1992 

CONSTRUCTION 

Military Construction Program 
Nonappropriated Fund 
Operation and Maintenance 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

ANNUAL 
EXPENDITURES 

COMTRACTS AND PROCUREMENT 

Service Contracts (1) $ 4,409,234 

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND TDY EXPENDITURES 

Education (Impact Aid) 17,050 

TDY 349,430 

OTHER MATERJALS, EQUIPMENT, 
AND SUPPLES PROCUREMENT (2) 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

(1) Includes only contracts in Economic Impact Region or contracts requiring the use of 
locally supplied goods and senices. 

( 2 )  Not elsewhere included. 



PROGRAM DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

BASE SUPPLY 

Supply Item Records (Monthly Average) 
Local Purchase Requests Processed 

Work Requests / Orders 
Calls to Base Activities 

UTILITY CONSUMPTION AND COSTS 

Electric 
Gas 
Sewage 
Communications 

DISPENSARY OUTPATIENT VISITS 

NEWARK AEROSPACE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 

Membership 
9 Assets 

INERTIAL SYSTEMS 

Total Inertial GuidanceMavigation 
Systems repaired by AGMC Since 1962 

Total Displacement Gyros repaired since 1974 

Total Ground Equipment repaired since 1985 



L '  

~ ~ 9 2  FUNDS MANAGED' 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

FUNDS 

Operation and Maintenance 

Central Procurement 

Research and Development 

Depot Maintenance Service, 
AF Industrial Fund 

Foreign Military Sales (Adm) 

Stock Funds 

Non-Appropriated Funds 

TOTAL 

/$ IN THOUSANDS) 

$ 45,079 

11,055 

4,591 

78,948 



ClTY OF HEATH 
1287 Hebron Road 

HEATH, OHIO 43056 
(61 4) 522-1420, 5224821 

JOHN C. GELLER, Mayor 
CAROLYN J. BROYLES, Auditor 
RICHARD BINDLEY, Director of Law 

March 9, 1993 

President 3ill Clinton 
1600 Pcnnsy!vania Ave. 
WashFngton,D. C. 

Dear M r .  P r e s i d e n t ,  

The pur?ose of this letter i s  to ask for t h e  removal 
of t h e  Newark-Seath Air f o r c t  Sase, located in Seath, Ohio, 
from the list of possible closings for the followinq 
reasons : 

The closing of our base would represent a 28% loss on 
our overall tax base which would drastically lower city 
reveaue. This figure is based on wages not profit which a 
private industry of this size would generate. 

We have a brand-lev 13 million dollar wastewater plant 
which meets all = . ? . A .  standards. The revenue used t o  
o p e r a t e  this ? l a a t  and pay off the debt incuzred to build 
it aould be cut 5 y  S120.300.30 per  year! 

O n r  new mall and its spiz off shoppizg stzi? would 
surely suf f2r as i t  is  c s e d  5 y  A i r  Force employees and 
their 2zmilles reqtrdless of where they live. 

S e a t h ' s  aoncerfu! sckool spsten has a decllainu 
enr-Linen' af oc1:r 1300 siude5ts: 152 of those  students are 
L . . . 
-3o cn:!<rez o f  3ir  ? 3 r - e  Sase cnp!oyees! 

W P  ze3resezt 3 s t r o n g - a - n d e d ,  Lndepe-dent community 
xho does  3ot w a n =  to Se swallowed u? b y  neighborins cities. 
We do n o t  w a n t  ' 3  C C ~ , ~ Z I Z ~  OC: our va'er and sewer ?lants 
because w e  caz't afford to operate then ourselves. We do 
not want some o t h e r  agency t o  take over our ?o!ice and fire 
2rorection. 

The ?roj!,,s ue t a v e  discussed are just t h e  ti? of the 
. . 
:cezery if t h e  c l o s ~ n g  zf ~ ? L P  sewark-Yeath 2-ir ?crce Sase 
Secgmes a reality. O u r  City sotto is "TXE CITY OF 
P?.73XESS8 don't l e t  us regress. Thank you for your 
cocsideratioc of t h i s  inportant aatter. 



S w t  R E P R e s m  

lMARc D. G u m  
77 ~ a m  HIGH STRIW 

C~WMBUS. OHIO 43266-0603 
Oma (614) 466-4361 

FAX (614) 6469494 

March 25, 1993 

Mr. James Courter, Chairman 
Defense Base Closurr & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

I am writing to express my deep concerns over the proposed closure of the 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, Newark Air Force Base (NAFB). My 
concerns cover several broad areas: 

(1) The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) located at 
Newark Air Force Base is a key facility within the Department of Defense. The 
technical repair capability assigned to AGMC represents the only government 
source of repair for accomplishing depot level repair of inertial navigation and 
guidance systems. 7he inertial guidance systems and components are used on both 
h e  ,Vinuremcn RI and Peacekeeper weapon systems. DOD recognizes the inherent 
military value of NAFB by its plan to privatize the workload in place. This is 
driven primarily by the high accuracy North Star reference facilities necessary to 
support, repair, and calibrate the Minuteman M Missile guidance package. These 
facilities exist no where else in the DOD. - 

(2) If we eliminate o w  single sourcc of government repair for the inertid 
euidance systems for the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) Fleet, we have 
Failed to maintain a "Core logistics repair" operation for: (a) rapid response in a 
changing world environment; (b) cost measurement stick; and (c) national security. 
Zn Air Force testimony, before your commission, the Air Force stated the need to 
retain four missile bases because of the uncertainty of START XI ratification. Does 



i t  make senso to privatize the sole government repair source for the inenial 
guidance systems for these missiks? 

(3) The Air Force has stated an excess depot capacity of 8.7 million direct 
product acrual hours (DPAH). This capacity is based on manpower. The current 
capacity of NAFB is 840,000 DPAHs. Plans to privatize 95% of the workload in 
place does little to solve the AF excess depot capacity problem. In fact. the DOD 
Consolidation Study shows a 25 to 50 percent excess depot capacity within DOD. 
Would it not make more sense to close two of the large Air Logistics Centers and 
solve the problem within the Air Force? 

(4) The Air Force has stated the privatization concept was developed because 
of the duplication of Nauark's capability at another Air Force installation is a. They have further stated, by privatizing the Newvk functions, the 
c u m t  highly skilled and motivakd worHorce would continue to be employed "in 
placc" helping to meet the Air Force's requirements for this critical repair 
capability. Was privatizing Newark Air Force Base the Air Force's easy answer in 
this closure cycle rather than looking critically at the red need to close two of the 
lar,ge Air Logis tics Centers? 

(5)  The consolidation of the Metrology Laboratories for all three services 
has been studied. This issue has not been settled. The Air Force, with the c l o s u ~  of 
Newark Air Forcc Base, is recommending the privatization of the Metrology 
operation. NAFB manages the Air Force's only single integrated Metrology and 
Calibration Program. They provide technical direction to morc than 180 Precision 
Measurement Equipment Laboratories (PMELS) located at Air Force bases around 
the world. I am advised the most up-to-date facility and equipment in the 
Department of Defense is located at NAFB. Do we really want to divest ownership 
of this property before we settle the issue of a consolidated Department of Defense 
Metrology operation? 

(6) Over one-third of the clean room spacc in the Air Force is located at 
Newark Air Force Base. These clean rooms represent approximately 270,OW 
square feet of environmentally con@oUed areas. Over 60% of the individual clean 
rooms in the Air Force are located at Newark Air Force Base. This makes this 
installation a very vcnatile place to rcpair low volume, high technology workloads. 
In fact the capability, located at this one installation, is unmatched in the 
Depament  of Defense. 

(7) NAFB is located in a small community. The annual payroll at NAFB 
approaches S80.000,000. With over 2.000 empioyecs. the NAFB is Licking 
County's largest employer. It is estimated that the regional economic impact this 
year wiU exceed $235,000.000 and that there are over 1.800 secondary jobs created 



by Air Force dollars spent in our am. McClellan AFB was removed from the hasc 
closure list recommendation because of cumulative impact on the community. 
Even though Sacramento is a large city and I'm sure there would be an impact with 
McCleUan AFB closure, I'm not sure the impact would be greater than the impact tc 
Licking County with the closure of its largest employer. 

The installation was chosen for many of its unique workloads because of its 
known seismic stability and the isolation qualities inherent with its unique design 
features. The local geology and large underground rooms, 66 feet deep, setting on 
14 feet thick concrete floors and with walls 12 feet thick at the bottom provide a 
combination of features that make AGMC uniquely capable of performing its 
mission. 

=?. 

The logic to marry inertial guidance repair and the Air Fonx Measurement 
Standards Laboratories in one facility was obvious when AGMC was conceived and 
has not changed. Advancing technology and futuristic weapon systems balanced by 
budgetary constraints should requin that this logic be strengthened not weakened. 

I am hopeful this communication and the enclosures are helpful to you. 
Please do not hcsitatc calling upon me, or the other leaders in our community for 
additional information. 

I plead for your assistance and cautious consideration of this matter. Though 
I understand that a downsizing of the Department of Defense is warranted, a 
complete closure of NAFB is not in the best interest of ccntxal Ohio, the D.O.D., or 
the long term security of our country. 

M . C  D. Guthrie 
Assistant Majority Whip 

cc: Other B.R.A.C. Members 
Mary Woodward 
Senators John Glenn and Howard Mttzenbaum 
U.S. Rep. Doug Applegate 
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, : ; ,  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION F r j d  X 
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::I. -c ..?r 1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 # 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

May 13, 1993 

JIM C O U R T E ~  CHAIWMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 
CAP1 PETER B BOWMAN USN rRETl 
BEYCRLYB BYRON 

e e c c c ~  a cox 
GEN H T J O H N M N  USAF IRETI 
ARTHUR LEVlTT JR 
HARRY C MCPHERSON JR 
ROBERT 0 STUART. JR 

The Honorable Sherwood Boehlert 
U.S. House of Representatives . . , .  . - $ * - ,  

1127 Longworth House Office Building - - , ---. - 
Washington, D.C. 20515-3223 - 

<."C ,,' . 

Dear Congressman Boehler t : 
/- 
/ 

I am pleased to forward to you the Department of the Air 
Force's response to my letter concerning the future of the Rome 
Laboratory. Please feel free to contact me-if . you . have any further 
questions or comments. 

JAC: jna 

-- 



~ E P A R T V E N T  OF T H E  A I R  FORCE 

W,\!5HINCTON DC 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Insrallntions) 
Room 3C930. Pcnragon 
\Vashington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chniniian, Defense Base Clost~re ;tnd Rc;lli~nmcnt Comn~issiori 
1700 North Moore Street, St~irc 1435 
Arlin_eton, Virginia 22209 

This letter is in responsr: :o \.oL;r .A?iil 9, 1993 letrcr c o n c e n ~ i n ~  i h ~  .Air i'orcc't; f t ~ i t ~ i t  

pi;!rij ic)r Rome Laboratory, spccificsl!!.: "Does the .AirForce p!sn to close rhe Ronle Lnbornrone 
i n  the nest five !-ears'?" The .Air Force hss no plans to close or rziocare Ronlt: Lsborarory iieithin 

.- . 

the nest f i \ ~  \XX.S. Ho;t.c\.r;, rhc .Air Force cori[jnu=s ro sr;i;ch ioi iliOrC C O S ;  C i i c C I i \ C  \L.;!>.s 

io r ,~zzt its research 2nd dr:velopi?lc!:r rcc,uircr:~ci;r. 

~ c p u t ~ k k ' ~ i s r r l n r  Secrcixy of rhe .Air Force 
(Installsrions) 





. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MAY 4 
SAFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

This letter provides answers for the record requested in Mr Cirillo's April 5, 1993 
letter to Colonel Casey. The answers to your question numbers 8, 9, and 10 are attached. 
This information was not used in the Air Force analysis nor is it certified. Response to your 
other questions are being forwarded under separate cover. 

I hope this information is useful. 

of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

Atch 
Questions and Answers 



8. In the 199 1 process, the Air Force stated that a cost estimate would be completed for 
realigning the Armstrong Laboratory activities at Brooks AFB with the Aeromedical Research 
Directorate at Wright-Patterson. What were the results of this reviewktudy? 

Your question refers to a document, not a study, provided to the 1991 Commission by 
the Air Force. It discussed a possible consolidation of these two activities. After a 
preliminary review, it was decided not to consolidate these functions due to operational 
considerations; therefore, no cost estimate was completed. 

9. Also, in 1991, the Air Force was in the process of reviewing the potential to consolidate 
the Eglin AFB Armament Directorate with sister activities at Wright-Patterson. Was this cost 
estimate completed? If so, what were the costs of this effort? 

Your question refers to the same document as discussed in question 8. Again, after a 
preliminary review, it was decided not consolidate these functions due to operational 
considerations; therefore, no cost estimate was completed. 

10. What are your economic and technical impact assessments for the closure of Newark 
AFB? Please review and consider the positions in the attached March 10, 1993 and March 
25, 1993 letters from the Ohio House of Representatives, and provide a written response. 

- Are the assertions that the facility is a one-of-a-kind capability valid? How does the 
USAF intend to replace the mission/capability? 

The employment impact of the closure of Newark AFB was estimated to be almost 
3,000 jobs. This estimate was based on current direct employment of 1,852 persons with the 
balance being indirect (secondary) jobs. This total job impact represents approximately 4.6% 
of all jobs in Licking County, Ohio. However, the estimated job loss assumes a total 
shutdown of the base with absolutely no reuse of the facilities and the loss, forever, of all 
secondary jobs. As you know, the recommendation is to convert in-place most of the AGMC 
activity to the private sector; therefore, the job loss estimate represents a worst case forecast 
that has a small likelihood of  occurrence. 

Mr Guthrie's comparison of Newark to McClellan, relative to removal from the list, 
requires comment. The Base Closure and Realignment Commission put McClellan AFB back 
on the list for potential closure. The number of jobs lost in connection with the McClellan 
closing is in excess of 30,000. The percentage of the jobs in the region of influence impacted 
by the McClellan closing is just under that of the Newark closing, 4.2% versus 4.6% 
respectively. However, the Sacramento area also is impacted by the closure of Mather AFB 
in the 1988 round of closings. When Mather and McClellan are considered together, the 
cumulative impact of jobs lost is approximately 5% of the total jobs in the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Statistical Area. 

Yes, the main industrial facility is a one-of-a-lund capability. However, there are 
contractors who have experience in the type of guidance workload done at Newark (AGMC). 
The Navy currently contracts their guidance workload. Private contractors producing weapon 
systems and modifying others have demonstrated they can produce items in conformance with 
exacting specifications. The AF is confident the work can be privatized. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
7036960504 

JIM COURtER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT M E R  0. BOWMAN. USN ( R m  
BEVERLY 0. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (REf) 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0.  SWART. JR. 

April 5, 1993 

Colonel James Casey 
Base Realignment Division Chief (XOOR) 
Room 5D973, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 9.7@4@ -.s 
Dear Colonel Casey: 

On behalf of the Air Force Team of the Commission, I would 
like to thank you and your staff for your support of our meeting on 
March 25, 1993. The presentations and discussions provided me and 
my staff with additional insight and perspective into the USAF base 
closure and realignment selection process. 

As a follow-up to our meeting, attached are the remainder of 
our questions regarding the USAF recommendations. I would 
appreciate the responses to these questions by April 19, 1993 so 
that the Commission can consider them early during the deliberative 
process. 

We appreciate the work that the Base Closure Working Group 
underwent in preparing for our meeting and look forward to 
continued dedication and support for future efforts. If there are 
any questions, feel free to call me or my project officer, Mr. Rick 
DiCamillo, at the number listed above. 

Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation. 

Air Force Team ~eader 

fac; ja 
enclosure 



QUESTIONS 

1. How did you evaluate cumulative economic impact? Was there a 
specific standard against which cumulative economic impact could be 
measured? 

2. Why were bomber and tanker bases only evaluated in terms of 
bomber and tanker mission and did not include the airlift or 
fighter missions? 

3 .  What process did the AF use to determine if there was an excess 
of one small aircraft base? 

4 .  How did the AE' determine they had four excess large aircraft 
bases when excess capacity in large aircraft bases was supposedly 
eliminated in 1991 BRAC? 

5. The exclusion under "Other Category - Major Headquarters 
Subcategory" in the Detailed Analysis determined there was not 
sufficient excess capacity to permit relocation of the HQ 
facilities. Was there analysis for excess capacity to allow force 
structure movement in and closure of another base? 

6. Both Eielson and Elmendorf AFB, AR, were excluded because they 
are crucial to "reinforcement of the Pacific and to the defense of 
Alaska". What is the threat these bases may face? 

7. The report states that the Air Force plans to establish a large 
mobility wing in the Northeast to support the new Major Regional 
Contingency strategy. The Air Fcrce did a study to determine which 
was the best base for the mission between Griffiss, McGuire and 
Plattsburgh AFBs. Could you please comment on this study? Could 
we please have a copy of the study? And could we please have a 
copy- of any briefings associated with this study, especially the 
decision briefing provided to the SECAF/CSAF? 

8. In the 1991 process, the Air Force stated that a cost estimate 
would be completed for realigning the Armstrong Laboratory 
activities at Brooks AFB with the Aeromedical Research Directorate 
at Wright-Patterson. What were the results of this review/study? 

9. Also, in 1991, the Air Force was in the process of reviewing 
the potential to consolidate the Eglin AE'B Armament Directorate 
with sister activities at Wright-Patterson. Was this cost estimate 
completed? If so, what were the costs of this effort? 

10. What are your economic and technical impact assessments for the 
closure of Newark AFB? Please review and consider the positions in 
the attached March 10, 1993 and March 25, 1993 letters from the 
Ohio House of Representatives, and provide a written response. 

- Are the assertions that the facility is a one of a kind 
capability valid? How does the USAF intend to replace the 
mission/capability? 



S T ~  REPRESEKWNE 

MARC D. GUTHRIE 
77 SOUTH HIGH STREET 

Cow~eus, OHIO 43266-0603 
Omce (614) 4664361 
FAX (614r 644-9494 

March 10, 1993 

Ms. Mary Woodward 
State and Local Government Liaison 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Ms. Woodward, 

As you are aware, last weekend the New York Times reported that the Newark Air Force 
Base (NAFB) would be on the Department of Defense closure list, which must be announced by 
March 15. Naturally, I hope the New York Times story is inaccurate. However, based on the 
speculation, it is important that our community promptly act to state our case on the matter. 

The annual payroll at NAFB approaches $80,000,000. With over 2,000 employees, the 
NAFB is Licking County's largest employer. It is estimated that the regional economic impact this 
year will exceed S335,000,000 and that there are over 1,800 jobs created by Air Force dollars 
spent in our area 

The complete closure of NAFB would be devastating to our local economy and also the 
economies of adjoining counties. 

Setting aside the economic impact of a closure, I submit the following information for your 
careful consideration: 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) located at NAFB is a key facility 
within the Air Force Materiel Command. The technical repair capability assigned to AGMC 
represents the only complete organic repair capability established within the Air Force for 
accomplishing depot level repair of inertial navigation and guidance systems. These guidance 
systems and their components are used on both the Minuteman and Peacekeeper missiles and 
virtually every aircraft in the Air Force inventory. To accomplish this mission, AGMC maintains 
approximately 270,000 square feet of environmentally controlled areas commonly called 'clean 
rooms' required for testing and repairing highly accurate and complex inemal navigation systems. 
It is my understanding that this capability, located at one installation, is unmatched within the 
Department of Defense. 



AGMC also manages the Air Forces' only single integrated Metrology and Calibration 
Program. As part of the pr0gm.m. AGMC provides occhnical direction to more than 180 Precision 
Measurement Equipment Laboratories (PMELs) located at Air Force bases around the world. 
AGMC is also responsible for evaluadng and cem'fying ttchnical and operational competence of 
each PMEL at least once every two years. The Air Force Measurement and Standards Laboratory 
located at AGMC maintains all Air Force measurement standards. I am advised that these 
standards are traceable directly to the National Institute of Standards and Technology. 

This installation was chosen for many of its unique workloads because of its known 
seismic stability and the isolation qualities inherent with its unique design feature. The local 
geology and large underground rooms, 66 feet deep, setting on 14 feet thick concrete floors and 
with walls 12 feet thick at the bottom provide a combination of features that make AGMC uniquely 
capablt of p e r f d g  its mission. 

The logic to marry inertial guidance repair and the Air Force measurement standards 
laboratories in one facility was obvious when AGMC was conceived and has not changed. 
Advancing technology and futuristic weapon systems balanced by budgetary constraints should 
require that this logic be strengthened not weakened. 

I am hopeful this communication and the enclosures are helpful to you. Please do not 
hesitate calling upon me, or the other leaders in our community for additional information. 

I plead for your assistance and cautious consideration of this matter. Though I understand 
that a downsizing of the Department of Defense is warranted, a complete closure of NAFB is not in 
the best interest of central Ohio, or the long tern security of our country. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, ,j 

Marc D. Guthrie 
Assistant Majoriry Whip 

MDG:k 

enclosures 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT REGION 

Regional economic impact in FY92 was $23 5,17 1,12 8. 
There were 1,825 secondary jobs created by Air Force 
dollars spent in our region. 



MISSION 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center is the single Center within the Air 
Force for repairing inertial guidance and inertial navigation systems for aircraft and 
missiles and for certain aircraft displacement gyroscopes. It provides a full range of 
enpeering and consultation senices on inertial systems to the Air Force and other 
Department of Defense agencies. 

The Center is also the technical manager of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration 
Program. As the program's manager, it operates the Ar Force Measurement 
Standards Laboratoly, provides technical and procedural direction in the operation 
of a single integrated measurement system, and designs and periodically calibrates 
measurement standards used in all Air Force precision measurement equipment 
laboratories. 



THE AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

The facilities at the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center were built in the early 1950s, as 
part of the Air Force Heavy Press Program. In 1952, the Air Force contracted Kaiser Aluminum 
and Chemical Corporation to construct and operate giant aluminum presses capable of stamping 
out aircraft wing spars 35 feet long in one operation, near its Newark, Ohio, plant. In July 1953, 
the Heavy Press Program was curtailed because of an economy move, technological progress, and 
a defense emphasis shift towards missiles. However, since the plant was partially built, the Air 
Force decided to complete the construction of the facility. Finished in June 1954, the Air Force 
utilized the new structure as an industrial equipment storage facility and designated it Air Force 
Industrial Plant #48. 

In 1958, the Air Force personnel located at Gentile Air Force Station in Dayton, Ohio, became 
interested in Air Force Industrial Plant M8. They felt the 65-foot deep pits with concrete walls 
ranging from 4-12 feet in thickness would be perfect to house laboratories for the growing Air 
Force Metrology and Calibration Program. In addition, the 400,000 square feet of open 
production area in Building 4, the main production building, provided more than enough room for 
proposed inertial guidance system repair facilities. These plans were approved; and in February 
1959, Air Force Industrial Plant #48 was redesignated the Heath Maintenance Annex of Dayton 
Air Force Depot. From 196 1 to 1962, the facility was modified to house the new workloads. 
The first group of Dayton workers arrived in April 1962, and by June there were nearly 1,000 
employees at the Annex. 

On 11 June 1962, Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command designated and organized the 
2802nd Inemal Guidance and Calibration Group at the Heath Maintenance Annex. On 7 
November 1962, the Annex itself was redesignated Newark Air Force Station. On 2 June 1987, 
the station was redesignated Newark Air Force Base. As a result of a reorganization, the 2802nd 
Lnertial Guidance and Calibration Group was inactivated on 8 November 1968 and the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) activated the same date. On 15 February 1973, the 
second major organizational change took place, when HQ AFLC authorized the establishment of 

.* the 2803rd Air Base Group to perform suppo~? hc t ions  for the Center. A subsequent 
reorganization led to the disestablishment of the 2803rd ABG on 15 April 199 1. 

Since its estabiishment, the workloads and responsibilities of Newark Air Force Base have grown 
tremendously. The first inertial guidance systems, for the Atlas and Minuteman missiles, arrived 
for repair in October 1962. In April 1965, the first aircraft guidance system, an LN-12 inertial 
measurement unit, was received. This marked the beginning of a major portion of the Center's 
inertial repair workload. AGMC also b e ~ a n  repairing displacement ,gyroscopes used on aircraft in 
.April 1973. h o t h e r  major responsibility began in May 1972, when the Center began repairing 
the KT-73 inertial measurement unit used on Navy aircraft, the first important interservice 
workload. Further emphasis on this facet of the Center occurred in March 1973, when it began 
working on Navy submarine navigational systems. Other new repair workloads acquired over the 
years included the periscopic sextant, beginning October 1980; the LN-39 inertial navigation unit 
used on the A-1 0 and F- 16 aircraft, which b e g  in March 1986; the Peacekeeper missile inertial 



guidance system, which AGMC first produced in July 1987; the F-117 inenial navigation unit, 
beginning October 1990; and the B- IB aircraft inenial navigation unit, first produced in January 
1992. Furthermore, the Center expanded its workload beyond guidance systems in February 
1985, when it assumed responsibility for repairing test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment, 
Another different type of workload began in July 1988, when AGMC assumed management 
responsibility for the JOVIAL Integrated Tool Set, used to support and develop avionics 
software. 

AGMC applied its technical expertise in other areas as well. In November 1986, HQ AFLC 
designated AGlVC as the Electrostatic Discharge Technology Center for the entire command, 
responsible for identifjmg problems caused by electrostatic discharge, studying ways to Iimit its 
effects, and testing equipment to ensure that it met electrostatic discharge control guidelines. The 
Center also pioneered the cleaning of precision parts using biodegradable detergents, instead of 
the hazardous solvents employed previously. In March 1990, it opened a special aqueous cleaning 
center for this purpose. In Januaq 1992, it completed installation of the Automatic Depot Inertial 
Navigation Test System, a generic system usable on many different workloads. By replacing 
workload dedicated equipment, it reduced equipment costs and increased the Center's flexibility 
for meeting workload needs. 

The Metrology Program's responsibilities also grew during this period. In 1965, the Air Force 
assigned its management responsibility for world-wide certification of Precision Measurement 
Equipment Laboratories (PMEL). In July 1972, it received assignment to evaluate and audit 
laboratories directly, instead of having this function performed by an Air Logistics Center. 
Furthermore, on 29 November 1974, HQ AFLC gave the Center responsibility to repair 
equipment received for calibration, thereby expanding its activities. Another added Metrology 
task was providing calibration support for Foreign ~MiIitary Sales, the sale of weapon systems to 
other nations. Beginning in 1972, with the sale of F-5 aircraft to Saudi Arabia, AGMC personnel 
assisted these nations in identifying calibration procedures and estabf shing precision measurement 
equipment laboratory procedures. In July 1976, the directorate produced its first portable 
automatic test equipment calibrator, an innovative concept to permit the calibration of equipment 
on site instead of in the laboratory. Also, it developed the Field Assistance Support Team for 
Calibration (FXSTCAL), a portable PMEL designed for use at bases with limited or nonexistent . 
calibration capabilities. The first FASTC.;V. was completed in July 1990 and provided valuable 
calibration support to units participating in Operation Desert Storm. 

AGivlC remains dedicated to accomplishing single point repair of inertial guidance and navigation 
systems; providing engineering consultant and support services; performing overall technical and 
management direction of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program; and operating the 
Air Force  measurement Standards Laboratories. 



. VALUE OF RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

CAPITAL ASSETS 

Land 
Buildings/Real Property 
Computers 
VehiqIes 

Total 

EQUIPMENT 

Appropriated 
DMSIAFIF 
O & M  

Nonappropria ted 
Total 

INVENTORIES 
Stock Fund (1) 
Sales Outlet 

Base Exchange 
NAF 

Total 

RETAIL SALES 
9 

Base Exchange 
NAF 

Total 

BASE 0 & $1 ;LUD lC1AIh'TENlLVCE OUTLAYS 
(Excludes Civilian Pay) 

(3 & $1 
DLMSI-AFIF 

Totai 

(1) Includes S756,375,914 for depot reparables. 



CAPITAL ASSETS 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

LAND 

Owned 

Easement 

Leased 

BUILDINGS 

Main Industrial Facility 

Maintenance 

Metrology 

Support Organizations 

Maintenance 

Metrology 

Civil Engineering 

Base Supply 

Administration . 
' Base Exchange 

Recreation 

Other 

COMPUTERS (MAINFRAME) 

Owned 

Leased 

ACRES 

NUMBER SQ FT 

TOTAL 

VEHICLES 

NUMBER 

17 Owned 

0 Leased 
TOTAL 17 TOTAL 

NUMBER 



PERSONNELIPAYROLL DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

CLASSIFICATION 

APPROPRIATED iMILITARY 
(Living Off-Base) 
Active Duty 74 
Reserve 

Total 

ACTIVE DUTY DEPENDENTS 

APPROPRIATED CIVILIAN 
General Schedule 1015 
Wage Grade - 918 

Total 1933 

NONAPPROPRIATED, CONTRACT, 
PRIVATE 
Civilian NAF 33 
Civilian BX 2 
Contract Civilian (1) 73 
Credit Union (On-Base) 1 - 

Total 109 
* 

3IILIT.4RY RETIREES 
Air Force 1,789 
Army 1,597 
Navy 926 
Marines 269 
Coast Guard - 28 

Total 4609 

FY 92 DOLLARS 

(1)  Xot Elsewhere Included 



CONSTRUCTION, CONTRACTS, AND EXPENDITURES 
FOR MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, AND SUPPLIES 

FISCAL YEAR 1992 

CONSTRUCTION 

Military Construction Program 
Nonappropriated Fund 
Operation and Maintenance 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

ANNUAL 
EXPENDITURES 

CONTRACTS AND PROCUREMENT 

Service Contracts (1) $ 4,409,234 

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND TDY EXPENDITURES 

Education (Impact A I ~ )  17,050 

TDY 

OTHER MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, 
AND SUPPLIES PROCUREMENT (2) 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

(1) Includes only contracts in Economic Impact Region or contracts requiring the use of 
locally supplied goods and services. 

( 2 )  Xot elsewhere included. 



PROGRAM DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

BASE SUPPLY 

Supply Item Records (Monthly Average) 
Local Purchase Requests Processed 

CIVIL ENGINEERING 

Work Requests I Orders 
CaIls to Base Activities 

UTILITY CONSUMPTION AND COSTS 

Electric 
Gas 
Sewage 
Communications 

DISPENSARY OUTPATIENT VISITS 

NEWARK AEROSPACE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 

Mem bershlp 
Assets 

INERTIAL SYSTEMS 

Total hertial GuidanceMavigation 
Systems repaired by AGMC Since 1962 

Total Displacement Gyros repaired since 1974 

Total Ground Equipment repaired since 1985 



FY92 FUNDS MANAGED 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

FUNDS f$ IN THOUSANDS) 

Operation and Maintenance $ 45,079 

Central Procurement 

Research and Development 

Depot Maintenance Service, 
AF Industrial Fund 

Foreign Military Sales (Adrn) 

Stock Funds 

Non-Appropriated Funds 

TOTAL 



JOHN C. GELLER. Mayor 
CAROLYN J. BROYLES, Auditor 
RICHARD BINDLEY, Director of Law 

CITY OF HEATH .....A- ,, . ,. -?..'irv~;.+-3~4~ 7-3, 
1287 Hebron Road 

HEATH, OHIO 43056 
(61 4) 522-1 420, 522-4821 

March 9, 1993 

P r e s i d e n t  3ill Clinton 
1 6 0 0  Pe~nsylvania Ave. 
Washlngton,g.c. 

Dear M r .  President, 

The purgose of this !etter is to ask for the renoval 
of the Newark-Eeath A i r  V o r c o  Sase, located i n  Xeath, Ohio, 
from the List of possible closizgs for the following 
rJasons : 

The closing of our S a s e  would represent a 28% loss on 
our overall t a x  base which would drastically lower city 
revenue. This f i g u r e  is based on wages not profit which a 
private industry of this size would geaerate. 

Re have a brand-new 13 nilllon dollar wastewater plant 
w h i c h  meets all 2 . 2 . 3 .  standards. The revenue used to 
o p e r a t e  this ?laat and p a y  off the debt incurred to build 
it vould S e  cut by S123.900.90 per year! 

C u r  cev mall and its spix off shopping s t r i ~  would 
s u r 5 l g  sulf2r a s  it is csed j y  A i r  Force employees and 
their f amlLles r e ~ a r 2 l e c s  of where the:? live. 

Xeath's woncerful sc5ool s y s t o g  has 2 declining 
e 3 r z l l n e z t  of oa17 1300 students; 152 of t k o s e  scude2ts are 
:-he c k i l 2 r e r .  of b i z  ? ~ r c -  S a s e  employees! 

W e  re?=sse- t  3 s t rong -mince4 .  indepezdent community 
xho does n o t  w a n t  to Se s ~ a l l o w e d  us by neighborins cities. 
We 20 30t  w a n t  ' 5  ccs t r+zZ ocr our watsr  a ~ a  sewer 3lants - - because v e  cac't a z s ~ r 2  t3 o ? e r a t e  :kern ourselves. We do 
not w a z t  same other agescy to take ovez  o u r  9olice and fire 
? r o c e c t F o n .  

The  3rs31-as us have 2 l c c c s s e d  a r e  ;us= the ti? of the . - 
icc3er: tr  t h e  cl3eznc 2 2  tko Y e w a r k - 5 e a t h  2-ir ?crce base 
Seczmes a reality. O u r  C l t ?  notto is "TXZ CITY OF 
3?0GXSSS' d o n ' t  l e t  us z e q r e s s .  Thank you f o r  your 
cocsi5eration of this1irnportant natter. 



March 25, 1993 
b 

Mr. James Courter. Chahan  ... - -.. -,*r 
-. .' . . : c  '" .. . ._.  - - 

Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission - . -.._ .. . . ... .- -3~s-A. 
1700 North Moore Smet, Suite 1425 
Arlington. Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Couner: 

I am writing to express my deep concerns over the proposed closure of the 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, Newark Air Force Base (NAFB). My 
concerns cover several broad areas: 

- (1) The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) located at 
Newark Air Force Base is a key facility within the D e p m e n t  of Defense. The 
technical repair capability assigned to AGMC represents the only government 
source of repair for accomplishing depot level repair of inertial navigation and 
guidance systems. ?he inertial guidance systems and components are used on both 
the Minutemen and Peacekeeper weapon systems. DOD recognizes h e  inherent 
military value of NAFB by its plan to privatize the workload in piace. This is 
driven primarily by the high accuracy North Star reference facilities necessary to 
support, repair, and calibrate the Minuteman Ill Missile guidance package. These 
facilities exist no where else in the DOD. - 

(2) If we eliminate our single source of government repair for the inertial 
guidance systems for the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) Fleet, we have 
failed to maintain a "Core logistics repai;" operation for: (a) rapid response in a 
changing world environment; (b) cost measurement stick; and (c) national security. 
In Air Force testimony. before your commission, the Air Force stated the need to 
retain four missile bases because of the uncertainty of START II ratification. Does 

--- 



by Air Force donan spent in om area. McCleUan AFB was nrmoved from the base 
closure iist recommendation because of cumulative impact on the cornmunir/. 
Even though Sacramento is a large city and I'm sure there would bc an impact wirh 
McCleUan AFB closure, I'm not sum the impact would be gEater than the impact to 
Licking Counry with the closun of its largest employer. 

7he installation was chosen for many of its unique worWoads bccause of i~ 
known seismic stability and the isolation qualities inhenrnt wirh its unique desim 
features. The local geology and large underground moms, 66 feet deep, setdng on 
14 feet thick concrete floors and with walls 12 feet thick at the bonom provide a 
combination of features that make AGMC uniquely capable of pedorming its 
mission. i 

0 
J' 

The logic to manyany inertial guidance repair and the Air Force Measurement 
Standards Laboratories in one hciiity was obvious whn AGMC was conceived and 
has not changed. Advancing technology and futuristic weapon systems balanced by 
budgetary constraints should require Ulat this logic be strengthened not weakened. 

I am hopeful this ~ommunication and the enciosurss arc helpful to you. 
Please do not hcsitatc calling upon me, or the other isaders in o w  community for 
additional informa tion. 

I plead for your assistance and cautious consideration of this matter. Though 
1 understand that a downsizing of the Department of Defense is warranted, a 
completc closure of NAFB is not in the best interest of ccnwi Ohio, the D.O.D., or 
the long term sccuity of our c o u n ~ ~ .  

~ j t f c  D. Guthrie 
Assistant Majo~ty Whip 

cc: Other B .R.A. C. Members 
Mary Woodward 
Senators John Glenn and Howard Metzenbaurn 
U.S. Rep. Doug Applegate 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

O m t E  Of THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

SAFIMII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 p w  refer to this number 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 w h e n m @ w s  

Dear Chairman Courter: 

This letter provides answers for the record requested in Mr Cirillo's April 5,  1993 
letter to Colonel Casey. Some of the information referenced in our answers was provided 
with the initial submittal of the Air Force report and base data on March 15, 1993. The 
answers to your question numbers 1, 2, 3.4, 5,  6, and 7 are attached. Tabs 1 and 2 provide 
additional data on request number 7 of your letter. Response to your other questions are 
being forwarded under separate cover. 

The attached information was used in the Air Force's analysis and is certified. 

I hope this information is useful. 

& AMES F. BOATRIGHT f p -  
~e~u$dsistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Atch 
Questions and Answers 



1. How did you evaluate cumulative economic impact? Was the= a specific standard 
against which cumulative economic impact could be measured? 0' '-e% N G  

.P. ' 
The Air Force did not evaluate (nor was necessary information available to the 

individual sexvices prior to the Secretary of Defense's recommendations to the 1993 
Commission), the cumulative economic impact on a region. For the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense-directed analysis, per their written guidance of January 28, 1993, the Air Force 
provided the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) with the end of FY 91 manpower 
numbers for each of the bases closed or reduced in either 1988 or 1991. The data, from the 
military departments, was used by OSD to do historic cumulative economic analysis. 

2. Why were bomber and tanker bases only evaluated in terms of bomber and tanker 
missions and did not include the airlift or fighter missions? 

,$-kc 
Bomber and tanker bases were evaluated in terms of their capacity to support a 

bomber and tanker mission. However, large aircraft bases wen screened using a geographic 
FP 

f a r  to select the ones that could support a mobility mission on either the east or west coast 
RD 

of the United States. The selected bases were evaluated using the Mobility Criteria developed 
by the Air Staff and MAJCOM and accepted by the Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG). 
Those bases on both the east and west coasts that could best support a mobility mission were 
identified. Airlift bases were initially grouped for comparative purposes with the bomber, 
tanker, and airlift mission. However, the BCEG concluded airlift bases could be better 
evaluated separately. Consequently, the seven airlift bases were evaluated separately from the 
bomber and tanker bases. Finally, all large aircraft bases were evaluated on their ability to 
host a fighter mission. 

3. What process did the Air Force use to determine if there was an excess of one small 
aircraft base? 

The Air Force conducted a capacity analysis of CONUS bases to determine the 
capability to beddown additional force structure and other missions. Results of the analysis 
found the capability to absorb one fighter wing within current infrastructure at low cost. The 
fact that the 1991 Commission did not recommend Moody AFB for closure as recommended 
by the Department of Defense @OD) is the sole cause of the one base excess capacity in 
small aircraft bases. The DoD Force Structure Plan did not include any changes that would 
increase the excess capkity in small aircraft bases. 

4. How did the AF determine they had four excess large aircraft bases when excess capacity 
in large aircraft bases was supposedly eliminated in 1991 BRAC? 

~ r - c  
Excess capacity in large aircraft bases was eliminated in 1991 BRAC. Since 1991 t4.D 

BRAC, a smaller force structure and fewer large aircraft have produced new excess capacity. 
This excess capacity was validated during our capacity analysis study in 1992 and used to G'" 3 
determine the number of excess bases for BRAC 1993. 



5. The exclusion under "Other Category - Major Headquarters Subcategory" in the Detailed 
Analysis determined there was not sufficient excess capacity to permit relocation of the HQ 
facilities. Was there analysis for excess capacity to allow force structure movement in and 
closure of another base? 

Yes, the excess capacity analysis was used in conjunction with the approved DoD 
Force Structure Plan in determining base structure requirements. Some categories and 
subcategories of bases were determined to have insufficient excess capacity to permit a base 
closure and redistribution of assets to other bases within the same category/subcategory. 
However, bases within these categories/subcategories continued to be considered as receivers 
to the extent they had some limited excess capacity as identified in the capacity analysis. 
Insufficient excess capacity existed in the Major Headquarters Subcategory to allow for 
closure of another base. 

6. Both Eielson and Elmendorf AFB, AK, were excluded because they are crucial to 
"reinforcement of the P-c and to the defense of Alaska". What is the threat these bases 
may face? 

The Air Force needs Eielson and Elrnendorf AFBs for four reasons. First, Air Force 
fighter-interceptors are based at Elmendorf to provide air defense and establish air sovereignty 
for Alaska and Canada as part of NORAD. While the Cold War threat of Soviet bomber 
attack has significantly reduced, the Air Force believes it is prudent to maintain an air defense 
capability. No one can predict the future of US-Russian relations, particularly as Russia 
enters an era of high volatility and uncertainty. Furthermore, these fighter-interceptors are the 
nation's guarantor of national sovereignty for US territory in that region. Second, the USAF 
element in Alaska constitutes a significant part of our forward-deployed combat forces for use 
in an Asian contingency. They are based in Alaska to be closer to their potential operational 
areas, not necessarily because the Air Force believes they will have to defend Alaska itself. 
Some of these forces were sent to Alaska to offset the loss of Philippine airbases. Third, the 
Air Force provides air support for US Army forces stationed in Alaska. These bases are the 
most efficient place to base planes which train with Alaskan ground forces. Fourth, Alaska 
offers the Air Force some of i t .  very best, most realistic operational training areas, due to the 
nature of the terrain and sparse population. 

7. The report states that the Air Force plans to establish a large mobility wing in the 
Northeast to support the new Major Regional Contingency strategy. The Air Force did a 
study to determine which was the best base for the mission between Griffss, McGuire and 
Plattsburgh AFBs. Could you please comment on this study? Could we please have a copy 
of the study? And could we please have a copy of any briefings associated with this study, 
especially the decision briefing provided to the SECAFICSAF? 

A copy of the comparison which included Griffis, McGuire and Plattsburgh AFBs is 
provided at Tab 1. Discussions on the comparison are found in the BCEG Minutes, dated 
January 21,1993 (Classified Secret), previously provided to the Commission. The decisional 
briefmg to SECAF containing this information is at Tab 2. 



UNCLASSIFIED 
I* 

Parklng cap' 
(KC- 135 Eqalv) 
Pavements 

I'OL 
Staragc (K gal) 
Hydrants 
Pipeline 
Alrspace Access 

Encroacliment 
- Alrspace 

-- Exist 
. -- Future 

- Community 
-- Exist 
-- Future 

F1,YING CATEGORY - OPERATIONS SUIICATEGORY - LARGE AIRCRAFT - MOnlLITY 

TAB 10, A'l'CH A, ANNEX 111 

THE CURRENT AND FUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND THE IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL READINESS OF DOD9s 
TOTAL FORCE 

East Region West Region 
Charleston I)ovcr (iril'liss McGuire l'laltsburnh Beale Fairchild Malmstrorn Marcli McChord Travis I 

NOTE 1: Parking capacity is based on KC-135 equivalent dze aircraft without regard to aircran footprint. 
NOTE 2: Plattsburgh has access to Port Douglas fuel storage (31.5 million gallon capacity) via pipeline 

4,158 5,166 2,505 4,I(H) 4,562' 
3 3 I4 24 20 H4 
Yes Y us Y cs Y cs Yes 
C; G 0 G G 

UNCLASSIFIED 

6,084 3,200 2,450 5,500 3,948 9,934 , 
27 30 18 20 23 64 
Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 
G G (i R R Y 



CI,OSE IIOI,I) -- r CE(; STAFF ONI,Y 

1993 AIR FORCE BASE CLOSURE PROCESS 

UPDATE TO SECAF 

10 FEB 93 

VIP 

C1,OSE IIOLI)  -- IlCE(;IDCE(; STAFF ONLY 







CLOSE IIOLI) -- ICE(; STAFF ONLY 

SMALL AIRCRAF'I' CLOSURE CANDIDATE 

HOMESTEAD AFl? - 
- Overall AF Excess Capacity 

- Ranks Low Overall Compared to Otlier Small Aircraft Dases 

-- Due to Facility Condition 

- Cost Avoidance and Large NPV 

- Low Cost to Close 

Proposed Beddown 

- Active F-16s to Moody and Slialrv 

Option 1 - AFRES F-16 unit remains in cantonment - AFRES HC-1301HH-60s to Patrick 
Option 2 - APRES F-16s to MacDilllConvert to KC-135s (AFRESIDOCICivil) - AFRES HC-1301HH-60s reniain in cantonment 

Option 3 - AFRES F-16s to MacDilllConvert to KC-135s (AFRESIDOCICivil) - AFRES HC-1301HH-60s to I'atrick 

CLOSE IIOLI) -- IICIS(~/DC'E(; STAFF ONLY 
-3-llecl0kh.twt 



CLOSE IIOLI) -- IItCEG STAFF ONLY 

PLYING CATEGORY -- OPERA'I'IONS SUIICATECORY -- LARGE AIRCItAIV 

Bomber Mission 

Group 1 
~ a r k s d i e  
Dyess 
Ellswortll 
Whi teman 

Tanker Mission 

Group 1 
B arksdale 
D yess 
Ellsworth 
Whiteman 

Group 2 
Beale 
Fairchild 
McConnell 

Group 3 
Grand Forks 
Griffiss 

. KI Sawyer 
Malms trom 
March 
Minot 
Plattsburgh 

Group 2 
Beale 
Fairchild 
Malmstrorn 
McConnell 

Group 3 
Grand Forks 
Griffiss 
KI Sawyer 
March 
Minot 
Plattsburgh 

Airlift 

Group 1 
Altus 
Little Rock 
Travis 

Group 2 
Charleston 
Dover 

Group 3 
McChord 
McGu ire 



- .  
CI,OSE 1101~1)- r ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  S ~ A F P  

. . . ,  , T;I,YING CATEGORY *- OPERATIOI , .a~RCATA(;ORY -- I,ARC& AlRCRAFr 
, . !  MORILTI'Y MACRO CRITERIA 

East Region West Rcnion 

. .  . _Charleston Dovcr Gri ffiss McGuirc Plattsburgh 
, '  . 

Parking cap1 , 

(KC-135 Equiv) 61 8 8 63 8 8 156 

Pavements . R Y G G G 

POL 
Storage (K gal) 4,158 5,166 2,505 4,100 4,5622 

Btale Fairchild Malmstrom March McCholrl Travis - 

Hydrants 33 14 24 29 84 30 18 20 23 64 

Pipeline 

Airspace 
Access 

Yes Yes . YCS Yes Y cs 

' G G G G G 

Encroachment 
- Airspace . . 
-- Exist Y G Y Y Y 
-- Future G G Y Y Y 

Yes Yes No 

G G 0 

Ycs YCS Ycs 

R R Y 

- Community 
-- Exist R Y G Y G G G R R Y 
-- Future R Y G R G G R R Y I 

NOTE I: Parking capacity is based on KC-135 equivalent size aircraft without regard to aircraft footprint. 
NOTE 2: Plattsburgh has access to Port Douglas fuel storage (31.5 rrlillion gallon capacity) via pipeline 

I 

SNICEG-SI.MACRO.MOR CLOSE ZIOIJD- - l !~E~ /13~EG STAFF Fclrrtrnry 10, 1993 I 
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CLOSE IIOIJD -- 11 CEG STAFF ONLY 

LARGE AIRCRAFT CLOSURE CANDIDATES (Continued) 

K.I. Sawyer AFB 

- Overall AF Excess Capacity 

- Ranks Low Overall Comparecl to Other Large Aircraft Bases 

- Low Cost to Close ancl Large NPV 

- Sliort Payback Period 

Proposed necldown 

- B-52s to Barksdale 

CI,OSE IIOLD -- BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 
c m 3 w ~ k k c l O k b . h l  
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PROPOSED LARGE AIRCRAIi'T C1,OSURES (Continuccl) 

Griffiss AFll 

- Overall AF Excess Capacity - Ranks Low Overall Compared to Other Large Aircraft nases - Less than optimum base to support eastern deployments 
- Low Cost to Close and Large NPV 
- Sliort Payback Period 

Proposed Beddown 

- R-52s to Minot and Barks<Iale 
- KC-135s to Grand Forks 

Option 1 - Replace with C-141s 

Option 2 - Rome Lab remains in cantonment area - NEDS converts to ANG and remains - Retain capability to support Ft Drum (airlift) with AFHI;? IANG ALCS , ctc 

Option 3 
- Same as option 2 
- Relocate Syracuse ANG liere 

CLOSE HOLD -- IICE(;lRCEC STAFF ONLY 
cn3wmlErrclOIeb.hrf 





CLOSE IIOLD -- 11 CE(; STAFF ONI,Y 

LARGE AIRCRAFT CLOSURE CANDIDATES (Continued) 

McGuire AFB 

- Overall AF Excess Capacity 

- Ranks Low Overall Compared to Airlift bases 

-- Present and Future Airspace Encroachment 

- Less than optimum base to support eastern deployments 

- ARC only base has high potential for joint ARC and civil use 

- Increases savings by relocation/consolidation of Willow Grove AFRES unit 

PROPOSED BEIIDOWN 

- AFRES and ANG remain in cantonment 

- AFRES C-130 unit relocates into cantonment area from Willow Grove 

- Active C-141s to Plattsburgli 

CIAOSE IIOLD -- BCE(;IC)CE(; STAFF ONLY 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGI~CEGISTAFF ONLY 

BOMBER BASE CLOSURE BEDDOWN 

14 KC-135 10 B-1 7 KC-135 
GRIFFISS RAND FORKS ELLSWORTH McC0NNEI.L 

37 KC-13s [tan-11 

19 KC-I35 
I) b l  (ANO) 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGBCEGBTAFF ONLY 



CI,OSIS 110'  (;/l\C'KI; STAFF 

This comparison used existing facility capabililics and capacilics at McGuire AFB and Pl~ttsburgh AFB. Adclitional facility and housing 
requirements wcrc estimated to support the beddown of,the following tninin~rlm force structure; 17 KC-10s. 29 KC-135s, and 36 C- 14 l s. NOTE: 
Air Force desires to man all mobility wing assigned aircraft, with thc exception of rhe KC-lOs, with active duty personnel (active KC-I0 iltlils will 
continue to operatc with an AFRes associate unit). In the casc of McGuire, an additional ARC force of 14 C-141s and 20 KC-135s wcre rctainctl, 
i.e.the KC-135s belong to b e  ANG while the additional C-141 are attributed to the AFRes. Therefore, thc comparison bedded clown 17 KC-l(b, 
29 KC-135s. and 36 C- 14 1s at Plattsburgh and 17 KC-lOs, 49 KC- l35s, and 50 C- 141s at McGuire. The KC- 10s were sourccd frotn a BRAC 3 
re-alignment (Barksdalc). 

McGuire Pl'laltshergh 
HEAD-TO-HEAD 

MILCON 
Other closure costs 

' Total 

COST TO CLOSE 

Total cost to close 
NPV(Payback) 
Savings 
Cantonment at McGuire 
KC-10 realignment 

Encroachment 

SIOP Support 

Geographic Location 

PLUM C:\REPORT.9l\MCQUIRR.2 

$220.OM 
$154.OM (6) 
$37.OM 
$25.3M 
$lO.OM more MILCON 

FAA wants access to relieve NE congestion. Severe noise 
abatement procedures-radar monitored to ensure compliance 

Reduced capability to support recovering SIOP aircraft 

On-going Congressional sturly for joint-use. Continuing 
high priority with FAA. Mohility wing would prevent this 
joint-use; reduced ops would cnhancc 

Reduced rangc bascd on location 

CLOSE iiC)LI)-IICEC:/l3CEG STAFF 

$152.OM 
$344.OM (1) 

$SS.OM 
none 

Few restrictions . 

Good capability to rccovcr a large 
number of SIOP aircraft 

Greater unrefucled rangc to Eorope/lcss 
tanker sortics rcquircd for clcploy~r~cnls 









CLOSE I I O L ~  -- n :KG STAFF ONLY 
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PROPOSED REDIRECTS PROM 1991 ncc 
940 ARG (AFRES) to Beale vice McClellan - Savings 

- Proximity 

B-52 CCTS to Barksdale vice Fairchild 
- Savings 
- Long term operational consolidation 

KC-135 CCTS to Altus vice Fairchild 
- Savings 
- Long term operational consolidation 

Rickenbacker ANG remain in cantonment at Rickenbacker vice locating to WPAFI3 - Springfield ANG relocates to WPAFB 
- Proximity 
- Savings 

Aircrew Training Research Facility remain at Williams vice relocating to Orlando - Reassess long term requirements 
- Savings 

436th Training Squadron to Dyess, maintenance training to Hill, and fabrication function to Lnke, 
vice entire squadron to Dyess 

- More efficient training 
- Savings 

Joint Communications Support Element remain in cantonment vice relocating to Cl~arleston 
- Savings 

CLOSE HOLD -- RCE(;/RC'EC STAFF ONLY 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

- 
April -7, 1993 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN (RETI 
BEVERLY 8. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF (RETI 
ARTHUR L N I T T .  JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D STUART. JR. 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of The Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 

:-f* - Washington D.C. 20301 ,- ,=.,.-* ::$-: : - ';..; j,~.,,:~:c: 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

Public scrutiny of the Air Force base realignment and closure 
documents provided to the Commission is resulting in numerous 
inquiries concerning the results of the Service's recommendations. 
in particular the new mobility base mission requirement. To assist 
the Commission in its analysis of this new basing requirement 
additional data in response to the following questions, is 
required: . . 

1. What is the estimated cost of developing Griffiss AFB as 
the east coast mobility base? 

2. What is the estimated cost to the Air Force of retaining 
the Rome Laboratory at Griffiss AFB and operating the 
airfield in a standby status? 

3. Provide comparison costs for establishing/operating 
Plattsburgh AFB plus Griffiss AFB in standby status and 
Rome Lab with the cost of closing Plattsburgh and 
establishing/operating Griffiss AFB as the east coast 
mobility base. 

We request that your response include all the costs. 
methodology and backup data used to compute the above data. 

Please forward your response to the commission by 
1993. We appreciate your time and cooperation. 

R. Dicamillo 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
W A S H I N C , T O N  D C  

Wrcf WTnf A S S I ~ T L N T  S L C . ? C : A P ~  

SAF/MlI 
1660 Air Forcc i'cntagon ] k - , ,  

Wasliog~on, DC 20330- 1660 )..A1 - ' .  - 

Hononblc Jini Couner 
. i '  - 

I ' /' 

Cl~rtinnan, Ikfcnse Hue  Closur d .  . ion 
1700 Nonh Moore Succt. Suitc 
Arlington, Virginia 22309 

Dcar Chairmian Councr 

In answcr to rllc qucsiions i n  yollr lerter datcd April 7. 1993. ivhiclr wc ~.cceived by inx 
on May 6. 1993. Lhc iollowing informnr~or~ i h  sut)lliirtcd: 

I .  'I'hc COL3RA csrimntcd cost of dcvsloping C;riffij~ 3s the cast co.xt n~ob~llry t~asc 
ro~als approxim~rrly S-391 .tj!vl, of which $3 IO.Sh? IS 3lil-COX. 'I'his iniornl;~tior~ 
u s  not used i n  thc Air Forcc andysis anti is uncznifid. 

2. Thc COBRA cstimaled cost to Lhc .Air 1-orcc of rct3ining rhc Rorlls 1,abor:;rory 3! 

Griffiss uras answered in  our X1n!l 25 rcsporlsc to your >lay b. 199:i. rtqlicsr for 
additional i n  format ion on Griifiss (11-13. 3)'. 

3. Thc cost of ssrablishin,q Pl3ttsburgh AI'B a3 3 rxot)ility u:ing m d  re.zli_~n~ns 
Griffiss, to incl~lde csr~blisiiing Rornc Lab ~5 s~rulti ;done i;iiillt!n i s  
approxjm~tcly S356.9h4. tvirtl tflc stritdy srarc: jaiflngs bc111~ ~pprosirr~cltcly 
S75.jhi. I'llis int'ornlnuon u.as usoti i n  the Air Forcc ;in3lysis n~ld ih ccnlfied. 
I'hc csurnatc of opcr;trlng [lit: airfield rlr Griifiss in ;I st;uldby S~;I!U\ I S  51111 undcr . 
stutiy. 'I'hc cosr o i  cs:abllshinl: Griffiss L< the cnst co;jjt n~obility iusr IS 

5331 .GXI ,  urirh a srciid~, srnrc .uvings of S3F;lI. 7'hs infomi:~rion i v , ~  nor uhcd i r l  

rhz .Air 120rcc anzlj-sis .md is ur~ccrtificd. 

As indicated above. the estimate for dcvclopir~g Grifiiss s ttie ez5t c o s t  mobiliry b.uc 
was rlor used during the A r  Forcc basc ~ l o j u r c  a~ialysis and. consrqucntl~~. is nor czrritirtd. It 
was dcvclopcd by thc Air Snff  in response lo 3 Congrcssiond inqui ry  and cssc3ntiall)' consijted 
of tab!e rop cstim3tc.s and of MILCON required and COBRA model gencrs~ed costs. .As a rzsulr 
of a rcccnt Congressional inquiry, Air Mobility Command dcreloped a cost esrirnnre ro bed down 
an air mobility wing at Griffiss. Thc Comniand's hllILCOX cqrirna~z was consi?crnblc highcr 
thm die estimarz developed by the Air Srafi. This brings into question the sccurncy of rile 
prcviously deileloped .Air Staff cstinutc that is bcir~g provided in this Iztrer. Conscqut.l~rly. I I l ~vc  
initia~ed a review of the two cosr cstim:itcs 2nd will foward h e  resulrs to you 3s 5oorl as 
possible ncxt wcck. 1 



'['he rest of r t~c costs and [he rncrhodolo:;. ;trc con~nrrlrcl ~ r :  X~~.~chrncr l~ . \  I ~ l l r o i r ~ l ~  ? 10 

this mcmorx~durrl. Xrt:lchmznr 4 corlt,linb pcrrincnr 1nforn1:itron ;ilrcnd! l'un~istlcd Congrrssmnn 
Hoct~lcn.  

ALrachrncnrs 
1 .  Cosr Bcncfit Analysis - Griffiss. bicGuirc. 2nd I'latrsbur~l~ as rnobiliry u.rng< 
2. Xlobiliry Ii1ing Cost Co~npririsol~ SprcclJsllcct - Griffiss A n ;  
3 .  Cobra S u m m ~ y  - Griifiss 2s ;I r~lobiliry u in? 

. I .  ln forrna~~on on c j ~ , i b l i ~ ] ~ i r ~ ~  Griffiss, h1cGi11rc. .ind l ' l ; 111~1~1r~n  . I >  riioL1ili[y V.I~IS\ 







croup : L a r g e  - Mobil~ty 
sorvlcc : USAY 
Option Package : G r l f f l v s  NE Mobility 

Starting Year : 1334 
B r e ~ k  Evcn Ycar: 2001 ( Y e d r  81 

ROI Year : 2 0 0 1  ( 4  Ycars) 

Optlon Y P V  in 2013 ( S K )  :-516,054 
Total Ono-Tlmc Coct (SK) : 391,575 

N e t  C03ts (SKI 

1994 
- - - - - 

Mlsn 0 
Per3 648 
Ovhd . 6 , 4 6 9  
Cons 207,589 
Hovg  5 0 0 
0th: 0 

Constant Do] l a r n  

1995 1996 1997 1'338 1999 Seyond 
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 0 0 
648 -15,9!2 -70,074 -70,071 -70,374 -70.074 

1 , 7 7 1  -5,460 -24,218 -17.663 - ? 7 , 6 i 9  - 2 7 , 6 1 9  
9 , 9 2 7  -2,SeS -11,733 -17.407 -11,201 0 
1,500 40,334 0 0 0 0 

0 14, 1-76 -223 -223 -223 - 2 1 :  

!994 1995 1996 
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - 

F O R C E  STRUCTUPP Y.EDUCTIONS 
off i c c r v  0 0 0 
~r,ll3tcd o 0 0 
C~vllian 0 0 0 

POSZTIONS ELIHINATSD 
o f f  iccrs 0 0 107 
Er.l:stcd 0 0 1,673 
Civilian 0 0 3 7 2  

P P L r 0 W L  EhLIGN?4ShTS 
Off iccrr 145 C 1,160 
~nlistcd 0 o 6,064 
s t u d c n t s  0 0 0 
T O T  MIL 145 0 7,124 
Civilian 0 0 350 
T O T A L  1 -1 5 0 5,074 

TOTAL 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 

1 3 7  

1,673 
372 

1,305 
6,0gc 

0 
7,369 

850 
8,719 

SCrrma r y  : 
- - - - - - - -  
Hoved 36 C-141s to C r i f f l s s ;  left 14 at HcGuire cantonment 
Reserve run5 cantonment for both A F R  ar,d AXC; 

Moved :n KC-10s from B a r k u d u l e  
Hove 8-575 out to S a r k s d a l e  and Mlnot - 
8-52 domino moves: Hlnot 1 3 5 s  to GF and C F  3-15 to Zllswortb 
Filcnane. C:\COSU\2grifhth.cSr 



CODRA RE,ILTCtIHENT SUMMARY ( C O D F U  . J J .  0.1 ) - ?age  ? 
Data A S  Of 17:20 03/11/1993, Hcpor t  C r c a t c d  1 4 : 5 6  0:/05/199? 

C o s t s  [SK) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1 9 3 4  1 9 9 5  1996 

- - - - -  ----- - - - - -  
Miln 0 0 0 

Per 3 6 4 8  G48 11,013 

0vhd 6 , 4 6 9  1,771 -5,468 
Con3 2 8 7 , S U 9  7 3 , 2 1 1  0 

M O V ~  786 1,500 5 4 . 5 9 5  

Othr 0 0 14,176 

TOT 295,493 27,130 74,316 -13,428 -1G,e79 -16.879 -1G.65i 

S a v l n g s  ( S K )  C o n s t a n t  
1994 1 3 9 5  

- - - - -  - - - - -  
HLrn 0 0 
P c r s  0 0 

ovhd 0 0 

Con3 0 14.284 

Hovg 2 3 6  0 
Othr 0 0 

D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 

- - - - -  --.--- - - - - - -  
0 0 0 

3 0 , 9 2 5  81.087 e l ,  oe: 
0 0 0 

2 . 5 8 5  11,799 17,407 

?4,260 0 0 
0 0 0 

TOT 2 3 6  14.28 ;  . 1 7 , ? 7 1  9 2 , 8 8 ~  9 8 . : 9 ;  9 5 . 2 8 8  8 : , 3 : 0  
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CO!lK,l HEAl. 1 (;NMEST SUMHAHY ( COHI1A l ' 4  .04 ) 

Data As Of 17:20 03/11/1993, n ~ p o r t  Crcatcd 1*1:50 05/05'!933 

Croup : Larsc - Mob1 l i t  y 
Service : U:;AF 

Optlon P ~ c k a g e  : C r l f f 1 3 s  NE Mobility 

Starting Year : 1 9 3 4  

Break Evon Y c a r :  2001 (Year 8) 
HOI Y c a r  : 2001 ( 4  Y c a r ! ~ )  

Option NPV In 2013 ( S K )  :-516,OS.i 
Total One-T~mc Cost ( S K )  : 391,575 

Nct CO'ZS ( s K )  
1394 

Hivn 0 
Pcrs 6 4 8  

Ovhd 6 . 4 6 3  
Cons 2 9 7 , L n O  

Hovg 5 0 0 
Othr C 

Constant 3cllsrn 
1 9 9 5  1 3 3 6  1997 

- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
C 0 0 

6 4 f l  -19.912 -7O,C75 

! . 7 7 !  - 5 , 4 6 l ?  - 2 4 . 7 1 5  
8.927 - 2 . 5 C 5  - 1 1 . 7 9 9  

1,500 4C, ! !4  0 
0 1 5 , 1 7 t ;  - 2 2 3  

1993 Dcyocd 
- - - - -  

0 0 
-70.074 -7C.37; 
- 2 7 , 6 6 0  - 2 . 7 .  66'2 

- L2,2C! 2 

9 C  

- 2 2 2  7 2 ' J  

TOT ? 3 S , 7 C 7  2 . 4  ? G , 5 1 S -  1 0 6 , 3 1 4 - 1 1 5 .  273-lL0, L t i ?  - 9'?, 9 6 0  

: 9 e 4  : 9 9 s  l 9 Y h  

- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

PO2C2 S?RUC?'UH:-: .'IEI)IICT I0:i.S 

0ff:cers 0 C 0 
En1~s:cd 0 C 0 

clvll!d:: 0 0 0 

POSITIOSS ELI?!IS,I?'?;D 

Off 1ce: s 0 0 i c 7  

L'nllstcd 0 0 1,673 

Civill~n 0 C 3-72 
PERSONNEL 3EALICNWEh'TS 

Oiilcc?rs 145 C 1,160 
E'cl?stcd 0 0 6.064 
Studcntr 0 0 0 
TOT WI L 1 4 5  0 7.224 
C i v i l i a r .  0 0 350 
TOTAL 145 0 8,074 

Hoved 36 C-141s to C r l f f l 3 3 :  left 14 a t  EcCul rc  cantonment 
R e s e r v e  runs cantonment for both XFR and A S C ;  

Hovod in KC-103 from Barksdalc 
Hove 8 - 5 2 s  o u t  to Barksdslc a n d  Hinot - 
3-52 domino moves: Hlnot 135s to CF and G? 8 - 1 5  to Ellsvorth 
Frlcname= C:\COBRA\2grlihth.cbr 



COHi7.A RCIALICHMEN'r S U % U R Y  ( C O I I P J  'J4.04) - P d q C  ? 

Data A 3  o f  17:20 03/11/1993, ll~port C r c a t c d  1 4 : h R  0 5 / 0 5 / ! 3 9 3  

C o s t s  ( S K )  C o n s t a n t  D o l l . > r : ~  

1934 1995 1 9 3 6  
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

Hisn 0 0 0 

Per n 6 4 8  6-IO 11,013 
Ovhd 6 , 5 6 9  1,771 - 5 , C G D  

C o n v  287,583 2 3 . 2 1  1  0 

WoVg 7 8 6  1.500 54,595 

Othr  0 0 14,176 

TOT 235.473 27.130 71,316 -13.423 -1G.879 -16,879 -16.656 

Hisn 0 

11cr3 0 

ovhd  0 

Con:i 0 
Hovg 2 H o  

O t h r  0 

Ccnstant 

1 9 3 5  

Dol larn 

1936 1 9 9 7  1996 1339 
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 0  

3 0 , 9 2 5  8 1 , 0 8 7  El.387 91,087 

0 0 0 0 

2 , 5 8 5  ! 1 , 7 ? 3  ! 7 , 4 0 7  1',70! 

1 4 . 2 6 0  0 0 6 

0 0 (1 0 

TI)? 2 9 6  ! ; , 2 H . t  47,77! 32,386 9 8 . 4 9 ;  92.258 8 : , 3 : 3  



Croup : OPTIONS\?PLATTSI 
Scrvrcc : USAY 

Option Packagc : P l ~ t t s h u r g t ~  

S t a r t i n g  Y e a r  : 1 9 9 4  
Brcak Evcn Ycar: 2 0 0 0  (Yc'lr 7 )  

801 Year : 2 0 0 0  ( 2  Y c a r s )  

Option N P V  In 2 0 1 3  ( S K )  : - 2 0 3 , 4 3 2  
Total Onc-Tlmc Cost ( S K )  : 187,781 

Net Covts ( S K )  Convtsnt Dollars - - 
I Y Y ~  ! 9 7 S  1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7  1 9 3 8  1999 3cyond 

- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  . - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
H!sn 0 0 0 0  0 0 0  
Pcrs 0 0  -10,?35 - 3 5 , 6 7 1 ~  -35.676 -35.676 -35.676 
Ovkd 960 7 2 0  1,513 - 1 1 ,  7 5 :  - 1 6 . 0 3 5  - 1 0 , 6 3 >  - 1 6 . 0 3 5  

Cons 0 158.657 0 -3,650 -9,506 - - 1 ; 1 3 5  0 

Novg 0  250 7,457 0 0  0 0 

0th: 0  0 8 , 6 5 4  2351 3 3  3  2 3 3  3 ? 3  

1594 1995 1 Y Y 6  
- - - - -  - - - - -  

FORCE STXVCTUHE REDUCTIONS 
Officers 0 0  0 

'L ' r . l i3 ted 0 0 0 

C ~ ~ r i l ~ a n  0 0 0  

POSITIONS ELIUINATZD 
Officers 0 0  5 3 

K n l l 3 t e d  0 0 7 0 4 
Clvilian 0  0  2150 

PERSONNEL REALIC!;;U.ENTS 
O f f  lcerv 0 0  3 6 1  
E z l i s t c d  0  0 1.559 

scudentr 0 0  0  

T O T  MIL 0 0  1 . 9 2 0  

Clvllian o 0 1 1 4  
T O T A L  0 0  2 . 0 3 4  

Summa r y : 
- - - - - - - -  
CLOSE PLA-SBURGE 9 5 / 4 .  24  KC-135 - - >  HCCUIRE, 5 KC-135 

- - >  DASZ X .  ! 7  K c - I 0  .TOH TfHCJCR - - >  FCuT;;r_rfn: 

Scvlsed: cons t ruc t :on  95 c l o y a  96/97 

Revlscd: H I L C O H  (4 FE9 94/ 0700) 

Y i l e  Name: C:\Cobra\Op::onS\~2?lattsI 



1 ' .  

/ f ; , * , : . . , ~ d ~ ~ , . '  1 

COBRA F.ZXLICNHWNT SLXU!?.'? ( C O 9 K n  v 4 . 0 3 )  - Pager 2 
- 

- .  , : ! 9 . - , ,  ' ,  

D ~ t d  As Of 1 4 : 3 2  0 2 / 0 7 / 1 9 Y 3 ,  Report C r e s t ~ d  14 : : l 3  0 2 / 0 7 / 1 9 9 3  I 

Costs ( S K )  Constant D o l l a r s  
1 9 9 4  1 9 9 5  1 9 9 6  

- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - 
Hi Y n 0 0  0  

p e r 3  o o 6 , 2 2 4  
Ovhd  3 6 0  7 2 0  1 , 5 1 3  

cgns 0 1 6 1 , 5 0 0  0  

Hovg 0  2 5 0  1 1 , 2 4 7  
Othr 0  0  8 , 6 5 4  

Bc yond 
- - - - - -  

0 

6,??< 
- 1 6 . 0 3 5  

0  

0 

2 3 3  

T O T  9 6 0  1 6 2 , 4 7 0  2 7 , 6 3 8  - 5 . 1 2 8  - 9 , 4 1 2  - 3 , 4 1 2  - ? . 4 ! ?  

Savl ngr ( 5 ) : )  

- - 
- - - - -  

Hisn 0  

Ovhd 0  

Cons 0  

Hovg 0  

0th; 0  

D o l l a r s  
1 9 9 6  1 3 9 7  

- - - - -  - - - - -  
0  0  

1 6 , 4 1 8  4 1 , 9 0 0  
0  0  

0  3 , 6 5 0  

2 . 7 9 0  0  

0  0  

S e  yond 
- - - - - -  

0 

4 1 , 9 0 0  

0  

0  

0  
0  

TOT 0  2 , 8 4 8  2 0 . 2 0 8  4 5 , 5 5 0  5:,406 4 9 , 6 3 5  4 1 . 9 0 0  



C O B i U  REALICNHENT SUHllXHY (COI )HA ~ ' 4  .04 ) 

D a t a  As O f  1 0 : 3 7  0 2 / 0 4 / 1 9 9 3 ,  R ~ p o r t  C r e d t o d  l 6 : @ 6  0 5 / 0 1 / 1 3 7 3  

C r o u p  : ~ a r q c  
S c r v l c c  : USAP 

Option Package : K c G u i r e  

S t a r t i n g  Ycvr : 1 9 3 4  
H r a d k  E v ~ n  Y H ' I K :  '2004 ( Y e d r  L L )  
201 Y C J ~  : 2 0 0 4  ( 7  Ycars )  

O p t - o n  N P V  I n  2 0 1 3  ( 5 % )  : - ? 2 7 . 9 7 ?  
Tot,>! O n e - T : m c  Cont. ( S K )  : 2 3 6 , 0 9 8  

N c t  C O : ~ ~ . : J  ( S K )  C o n : ~ t . a n t  @ o l l a r ! i  

1 9 9 4  1 9 4 5  1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7  
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

s 1 1 s n  0  0 0 0  
~ c r s  3 0 - ' I , Y 5 2  - 3 2 , 5 3 3  

O v h d  1 .  ! 9 6  8 9 7  2 , 3 b . 3  - : . 7 6 7  

C o n s  O 1 E 3 . 7 G . l  - 7 , 5 0 5  - 9 , 1 4 5  

Hovg 0 1 . 5 0 0  1 5 . 3 9 0  0  
Otfr: 0 0  1 1 , 1 5 1  ! , O M f l  

TOT 1 , 1 9 6  ! 3 6 , ! 6 !  1 0 , 5 3 6  - 4 2 , 7 6 1  - .14 , !3<  -40.':? - : 6 . 2 5 2  

1 9 9 4  1 9 5 5  1 9 5 6  
- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

r04CE STBUC7U.E R 2 3 C C T I O 3 S  
Off icur s 0 0 0 

Enlisted 0  C 0  

c : v i l l < 3 P  0 0 0 

POSITIOKS :-:I.THINil'l'E:) 

O f f i c e r s  0  3 5 4 
E n l i : s t c d  0 0 8 8 9  

C l v l l l a n  0  0 1 1 2  
F C R S O N f l E L  ? S . % L I C N ? I E K T S  

o i f  i c c r s  o o ; eo 
t : n l  i s t c d  .O 0 2 . 6 6 1  
S t u d a z t r  0  0  0  

TOT M I L  0  0 2 . 1 4 1  
C i v i i i a n  0  0  7 17  

TOTAL 0  0  3 , 8 5 8  

TOTAL 
- - - - -  

Summa r y : 
- - - - - - -  - 
M o v e d  36 C - ? 4 l s  to PluttsSurg; l c f :  1 4  a: X c G u l r e  c a n : o n m c n t  
n n c s e r v c  runs c a n K o n m c n t  f o r  b o t h  A F R  a n d  ANC 

WDves 1 7  K C - 1 0 s  i n  f o r  n o b i l i t y  w i n g  

2! AF coves t~ Plattsbcrsh 



C O R R A  r t E A L I G N H E S T  ! ; U N M h i < Y  ( C C 9 P . A  ' J 4  . 0.1 ) I ) . J ~ I :  .' 
D a t d  As 0: 20:37 02/01/1993, Hcport C r c a t c d  1h:Ob O 5 / C 1 / 1 9 1 3  

C o 3 t 3  ( S K )  C ~ n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1 7 9 4  1995 1 9 9 6  

- - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
H i v n  0 0 0 

~ ' c r s  0 o o , G S ! )  
Ovhd 1 ,  1 9 6  99: 2. 363 
Cons 0 195,200 0 

Hovg 0 1.500 ?1,5?0 
Othr 0 0 11,141 

TOT ! , ! Y G  197.5q7 .11 ,7 . :0  .1,.5?5 ? . 9 3 . l  2 . Q 2 4  ? . Q ? . i  

Hi nn 0 

Ps r s 0 

Ovhd c 
Con: j  0 

uovc; 0 
83th: 0 

Constant  D o l l d r s  
I 9 9 5  1'196 1 5 5 7  1 5'98 1999 8ryor:d 



COBRA REALIGNHEN?' SUMMARY ( C O R R A  vJ .04 ) 
Data As Of 16:47 02/20/1993, Repor t  C r e a t e d  10:36 01/?1/1333 

c r o u p  : Large  A i r c r a f t  
Sc rv i ce ,  : USAP 

Opt ion  I'ackagc : G r i f f i s s  

S t a r t i n g  Ycar : 1934 
Break Evcn Year :  1999 ( Y e a r  6 )  

ROI Y c a r  : 1 9 9 9  ( 3  Y c a r s )  

O p t l o n  NPV i n  2013 ( S K )  :-?67,:87 
T o t a l  Onn-Timc Cost ( S K )  : 120,829 

Net C o s t s  ( S K )  C o n v t d n t  Dollar5 
1994 1995 1 9 9 6  1397 I 99e 

H l s n  0 0 0 0 0 
~ c r s  0 -6.038 -26.083 -?6,OH3 ?6.Oe3 
Ovhd 2,370 4 . 3  -7.766 -11,825 -11,825 

Cons 3 , 7 3 8  41,298 -701 -4.669 -4,691 
HOVg 0 45,508 0 0 0 

0th:  0 18,737 - 1 , 3 3 6  -1.336 -1.330 

1399 Beyond 

TOT d.168 102.892 -35,887 - 4  j.913 -43,935 - 4 7 , :  j? -?s,?. ; . ;  

FOBCE STRUCTURX HXDUCTIONS 
O f f  icnr:i  0 0 
En?!;tcd 0 0 
C i v i l l a c  0 0 

P O S I T I O N S  ELIMINATED 
Off icerv 0 - A  R 7 

E n l i v t e d  0 3 3 8  

C i v i l  i a n  0 -711 
PERSONNEL REALICl:!IEN?S 

O f f i c e r s  0 6G9 
E n l i s t e d  0 3,787 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 

TOT MIL 0 4 . 4 5 6  

C i v i l i a n  0 922 
TOTAL 0 5,378 

Summary : 
- - - - - - - -  
Close G r l f f i s s .  R o ~ ~ H  l a b  bccomcs s t a n d  a l o n e .  

HEADS c o n v e r t s  t o  A!{C, m i l i t a r y  p o s l t l o n s  become c i v i l i a r l .  
B-52s move t o  B a r k s d e l e  ( 4 ) .  ~ i n o t  (e); KC-135s :o G.F. 

Cantonment s q  f t  r c t a l n c d :  zppr 1 m i l l l c n ;  4 e 5  E I c  t o  T - n k e :  
HILCON f o r  G r i f f i s s  c an tonmen t  s e t  t o  S1.2.H v i c e  $6.3H 
F i l e  name: c: \COBTW\fgrif i iu .CUH CloseYea: - 1 9 9 5  



C O U U  HEALICNHEN'T S \JMH;tRY ( C C ' D P S  'J4 . O' ; i ' r ~ < , ; ~ s  2 

D a t a  A 3  O f  1 6 : 4 7  0 1 / ? 0 / 1 3 3 3 ,  Report C r t : , ~ t e d  1 0 :  36 0 1 / 2 1 , ' : 3 7 3  

C o s t s  ( S K )  C o n s t a n t  Dollars 
? 3 9 4  ! 9 9 5  1 3 9 6  

- - - - -  - - - - -  
HI s n  0  0  0  

Pcrs 0  6 , 8 7 5  6 , O ' j 5  

Ovhd 2 , 3 7 0  4 , 2 3 6  - 7 , 7 6 6  

C o n s  3 , 7 3 8  4 2 , 2 0 2  0  

H ~ v  y 0 5 4 , 3 0 4  0 

O t h r  0  1 8 . 7 3 7  - 1 , 3 J b  

0  

t i ,  e.13 

1 1 . 8 2 5  

0  

0 

0 

H i s n  0  

P ~ r s  0 
OVhd  0 

C o n s  0 
Hovg 0 

Othr 0  

C o n L f a n t  D o l l a r s  
1 3 3 5  1 9 9 6  1 9 ? 7  

TOT 0  2 2 , 4 6 3  3 3 , 0 5 9  7 :i7.rr.L? 4 3 .  2 5 3  .!.:. ?q.\ 

-- 
: 1 : .-, - . m  

a . . ' ,  I . ! , .  
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J Q ~  
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

,,pp*+T 
*. DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION ,. 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 f* 
703-696-0504 

P I@- 
I C O U T E  C A M  F \ '$ 

April 12, 1993 COMMISSIONERS. / - CAPT PETER 8 BOWMAN. USN ( R m  
BEVERLY 8. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT 0 .  STUART. JR. 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20310 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

During Commissioner Johnson's Homestead Air Force Base 
Florida, visit on April 2, 1991, the Team Miami group presented a 
number of options for rebuilding Homestead AFB. Since the 
communities' options deal with Air Force Reserve and Air National 
Guard forces, I am requesting your staff's assistance in performing 
cost analysis both for the moves and follow-on operating costs. 

For the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to 
even consider the community's proposals as a cost savings to the 
government requires that some agency other than the Department of 
Defense operate the runway. Please use that assumption in the 
analysis. Also, for determining the Reserve unit's facility 
requirements, the cantonment area should be contiguous and defined. 
I would like your staff to price out the following options: 

1. The Air National Guard alert detachment returns to 
Homestead AFB. 

2. The alert detachment and the 482 Fighter Wing returns to 
Homestead AFB. 

3. -In addition to the above, the 301 Rescue Squadron returns 
to Homestead AFB. 

4. The 482 Fighter Wing returns to Homestead AFB and assumes 
the alert commitment instead of the Air National Guard 
Detachment. 

5. The 482 Wing returns to Homestead AFB operating the KC- 
135. 

For comparison, also provide operating costs for the 482nd 
Fighter Wing at MacDill AFB and the 301st Rescue Squadron after 
their moves. I 



Finally, if Homestead AFB is closed, how much of the various 
Operations and Maintenance and Military Construction funds will be 
spent and what facilities will be rebuilt or demolished? If this 
information is available from ssurces such as the Parson's Report, 
then please provide a copy of that report. 

I appreciate the support you and your staff have given this 
Commission. 

Sincerely, 

/jLoW C airman 





D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 

L V A S H I N C T O N  D C  

S AF/MII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman. Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear h41. Courter 

Ths responds to your April 12. 1993. request for costs of options at Homestead AFB. 
Florida. The Air Force did examine options involving the Air Force Reserve ( X F R E S )  and 
the Air Xaiional Guard (.%.KG) during its evaluation of Homestead AFB. Additionally this 
informatioa has been updated zs newr information is made available. The snachrnen~s belovv 
correspond 10 thz options/questions you r e f e ~ e d  to i n  ! o u r  letter. This information \i.;is not 
ased in the .Air Force a?ai~.sis nor is i i  ceniced. 

c~-:;~yi L . - A ~ c ~  GkbL A ? ~ ~  or, !:?s cc.;! o: - .  rni. .A;: Sz:io;.! G u x d  d e n  dc:acnr;~ent a; Homesrcrid 
. . (rsquest ! "  is bcins ?ro\.!c=C! 2 n d ~ :  s c n ~ r z ~ c  co:.cc. 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 



1. mG Det at Honlestead AFB (to bc provided undcr a separate cover Icttcr) 
2. 483 F i V  (AFRES) and ANG Det 3t Ho~nesread AFU 
3. 482 F%' (AFRES), 301 RQS (AFPIS) and ANG Dct at Homestcad Am 
4. 482 FW (AFRES) only at Homestead AFB 
5.  482 FIV (AFRES) and con\?ens 10 KC-135% at Homestead AFB 
6. 482. FIJI (AFRES) at h4acDill AFB and 301 RQS at Patrick AFB operating cost 
7. Status of Homestead AFB hurricane recovcry accounts 



REQUEST 1 

Price for the Air National Guard alert detachment to return to Homestead AFB. 

RESPONSE 

Certified data is being forwarded under separate cover. 



Price for the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) and the Air Natio11al Guard alert 
detachment to return to Homestead AFB. 

RESPONSE 

On 31 March, 1993, A F E X  briefed AFKOOR on the hflILCON for this option: 

o 482nd Fighter Wing ( A F E S )  with 'F-16's S85.8M 
o Contingency -4rea (munitions storage) $ 6.7M 
o ANG NORAD Alert Facility S 5.0h4 

Total $97.5M 

This assumes that the unit will consolidate all its functions in one cantoment area and 
will operate the airfield. It does not reflect any reconstruction cost for non-DoD tenants. 



REQUEST 3 

Price for the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES), the 301st Rescue Squadron 
(AFRES) and the Air National Guard alert detachment to return to Homestead 
AFB. 

RESPONSE 

On 31 March, 1993, AF/REX briefed AFKOOR on the h4ILCON for this option: 

o 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) with F-16's S 85.8hI 
o 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) $ 1 9 . 4 ~ '  
o Contingency Area (munitions storage) $ 6.7M 
o ANG NORAD Alert Facility S 5.0h? 

Total $1 16.9M 

This assumes that the units will consolidate all  their functions in one cantoment area 
and AFRES will operate the airfield. It does not reflect any reconstruction cost for non-DoD 
tenants. 

NOTE: ' The S19.311 301 RQS 1 ILCON estimate is from a fall, 1992 H Q  AFRES/CE 
preliminary repair and rebuild estimate follo\~ing the initial suney of the hurricane damage. 



Price for the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) returns to Homestead AFB and 
assumes the ANG alert commitment. 

RESPONSE 

This option u1as not reviewed by the Air Force in the base closure and realignment 
process. The continental air defense of the United States is a ANG mission and is currently 
under review by the Joint Staff and outside the purview of the Air Force base closure and 
realignment process. 



REQUEST 5 

Price for the 4S2nd Fighter MTing (AFRES) returns to Homestead AFB and 
converts to KC- 135Rs. 

On 31 March, 1993, A F E X  briefed AFKOOR on the h4ILCON for this option: 

o 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) with KC-135s Si115.4M 
o Contingency Area (munitions storage) $ 6.7M 
o ANG NORAD Alert Facility S 5.Oh4 

Total S 127.1 M 

This assumes that the unit will consolidate all its functions in one cantoment area and 
will operate the airfield. It does not reflect any reconstruction cost for non-DoD tenants. 



REQUEST 6 

Operating cost for the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) at MacDill AFB and the 
301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) at Patrick AFB. 

RESPONSE 

The exact costs, pay and non-pay, of base operating support P O S )  for the.LIFES 
units at hlacDill AFB and Patrick AFB are still being determined. Bur some assumptions can 
be derived from past AFRES experience summarized below. The lowest BOS costs are with 
AFRES units operating as tenants on active flying installations, since only minimal direct hire 
DoD civilian authorizations arc required. The next lowest BOS costs are with AFRES units 
as tenants on civilian operated aifields. The greatest BOS costs are with stand alone AFRES 
installations, mostly due to the number of direct hire DoD civilian authorizations required to 
operate the installation. 

1) The AFRES BOS costs, both pay and non-pay, average about $1 1.5M for AFRES 
units as tenants on civilian airfields and about S21M for stand alone Resenre installations. 
For Resenfe units on active instzllztion the AFRES incurs substantially less BOS costs; since 
the active duty incurs the cost and the . m S  ponion is only a fraction of that cost. 

8 3) To operate Homestead ,AXE3 as a resenle instzllation, AF/REX, in its estimates to 
the BCEG, briefed a BOS requirem~nt of 3 10 direct h r e  ci\.iliz? authorizations. 

3) For MacDill .-. .4F/'RE>; estimated a BOS requirement for 137 direct hire 
ci\.i!im au~horizzrions to operaie the. =Inield ponion of 5,lacDill .m. The rest o i  the BOS 
v%.ou:d corn? from the ac;i\,e non-f !fin: rzi: ~ . h o  \<. i l l  D: hosr of LlacDill Am. 

3 )  Far Patrick ?JB. .\FIRES es;imsred or,l!. a m?nimal BOS requirement since rhe 
301 RQS \i.i!l be 2 tenanr on zn acti\.e ~l!.in_r instzllztion. 



REQUEST 7 

Status of Homestead AFE3 hurricane recoilery accounts. 

RESPONSE 

Based upon the Air Force recommendations to the 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission and guidance from the Secretary of Defense, we plan to spend the 
remaining MOM of 06rM funds and the $76M of MILCON funds to demolish unsafe1 
unusable facilities and to repair, weatherproof, or replace facilities and systems that may be 
needed for contingency operations. We are working with the Office of Economic 
Adjustment, Air Combat Command, and local cornnluniry agencies to determine the most 
prudent, cost-effective investment to be made using the MILCON funds. We have not yet 
determined specific faciiities to be rebuilt andlor repaired, but we intend to focus on facilities 
which would have both military and civilian utility, i.e maintenance facilities, airfjeld systems, 
etc. 

Attached is a copy of what you refer to as the Parson's Report, which is the 
Alternative Concept Base Development Plans, Homestead Air Force Base, Florida, prepared 
for HQ ACC by The Parson's Corporation, 11 December 1992. 



Document S eparatol- 





DEPARTh' lENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 

L Z ' A S H I N G T O N  D C  

APR 1 9 1993 
SAFh4II 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1660 

Honorable Jim Couner 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comnussion 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Courter 

This responds to your April 12. 1993. letter requesting prices of options for 
Homestead -4FB. Florida. Attached is the response to your first request about the cost of the 
Air National Guard aleir detachment st Homestead S B .  Response 10 your other request are 
being forwarded unccr sepaaie co1.e;. 

3 
This Information ;;t:ched u.25 used in the .Air Force's mdys is  and is certified. 

uc-. .., .-'. . , .Assist?n: Scc rc tq .  of the Air Force - - 
(1ns:Al~tions) 



REQUEST 1 

Price for the Air Natio11a1 Guard alert detachment to rctunl to Homestcad AFB. 

RESPONSE 

The estimated cost to repair and rebuild the Homestead AFB m l G  Alert facility is 
S5.OM. This assumes ANG is a tenant on the airfield and receives support from an airfield 
host. 



Documellt Separator 



M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Frank Cirillo 
Ben Borden 
Matt Behrmann 

FROM: Frank Cantwell 

DATE: April 7 ,  1993 

Frank Cirillo, Jackie Arends, and Frank Cantwell met with Dan 
Costello (Administrative Assistant) and Paul Mackert (Legislative 
Assistant) of Congressman Sherwood Boehlertfs (R-NY) office. 
Mr Costello and Mr Mackert raised numerous issues concerning the 
realignment of Griffiss Air Force Base. 

DoD position: - Inactivate the Bomb Wing 
- Move the B-52Hs 
- Move the KC-135s - Keep the Rome Lab as a stand-alone facility 
- Locate the Northeast Air Defense Sector in a cantonment area - Maintain a minimum essential airfield to be operated by a 
contractor on an Itas needed, on callw basis 
- ANG will maintain and operate facilities to support 
mobility/contingency/training ofthe 10th Infantry Division located 
at Fort Drum 

I, Mr Costello and Mr Mackertfs concerns include: 

(1) They inferred that all the data presented by the 416BW 
concerning military value of the base may not be totally accurate. 

*'I suggested that they provide their concerns about the military 
value of the base to the Commission, and I would attempt t~ 
schedule the Co -er to view thatCaspect of Griffiss AFB 
uring the base visit. 

r) 
V -  (2) They believe that in closing Griffiss AFB, the Air Force 
@ is positioning itself to close the Rome Lab without going through 

the Base Closures process. They requested we ask the Air Force for 
(')@ its position on the future of the Rome Lab. 

(3) If other Air Force Bases with laboratories located on 
their installations were excluded from be considered for closing, 
why was Griffiss Air Force Base not excluded? 

(4) They are concerned the Air National Guard (ANG) does not 
want to maintain and operate the facilities for contingency 
operations? 



(5) They believe that the 485th Engineering Installation 
Group (EIG) will be unable to perform their mission while located 
at Hill AFB, Utah. 

Concerning issue #I, if the local community does have a 
concern that 416WG is hiding something concerning the military 
value of the base, the visit by the Commissioner would be an 
excellent opportunity to view this aspect of the base and resolve 
the issue early in the process. We suggested they get involved in 
the planning of the visit to the base. 

Concerning issue # 2 ,  if the Air Force is positioning itself to 
close the Rome Lab, this is an issue that should be considered by 
the Commission. My recommendation is to ask the Air Force 
(Mr Boatright) to comment for the record the future of the Rome 
Lab. (Atch 1) 

Concerning issue # 3 ,  the Air Force considered Griffiss AFB a 
large aircraft flying base because its primary mission is to fly 
B-52 and KC-135 aircraft. Even though they were not totally 
convinced, Frank Cirillo answered their question at the meeting. 
Unless they pursue the issue further in writing, I recommend we do 
nothing more. 

Concerning issue #4, if the ANG had concerns about operating 
the facilities at Griff iss after it closed they should have been 
discussed and resolved by the BCEG. Even if the New York ANG is 
not happy about keeping the required mobility facilities 
operational; if the National Guard Bureau directs them to do it, 
the New York ANG will do it. I also believe it should not be 
Commission business to question internal Air Force military 
decisions. 

Concerning issue #5, 485th EIG provides worldwide support to 
the Manual Tech Control Improvement Program and Base Installation 
Security System (BISS) . The 485th provides communications 
installation support to all Northern CONUS bases and supports 
installations across the United States. Indications are that the 
Air Force plans to consolidate the west coast and the east coast 
(~riffiss AFB) EIGs at Hill AFB. On the surface, it appears the AF 
may better satisfy its customers with this consolidation. 

Frank Cantwell 
Atch 
Letter 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: - CAPT PETER 8. BOWMAN. USH ( R m  
BEVERLY 8. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T JOHNSON. USAF ( R r n  

April 9, 1993 
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR, 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary (Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon, Room 4E-1020 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

Representatives of Congressman Sherwood Boehlertls office met 
with staff members of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission on March 26, 1993 to raise concerns about the closing of 
Griffiss Air Force Base. Their number one concern was that, in 
realigning Griffiss Air Force Base and leaving the Rome Laboratory 
as a stand-alone facility, it paves the way for the ~ i r  Force to 
close the laboratory at a later date. 

Since closing the Rome Laboratory at any time subsequent to 
any major Griffiss AFB realignment would have an impact on the 
local community, the decision to close the Rome Laboratory may have 
an impact on the current proposal for Griffiss AFB. What are the 
future plans for the Rome Laboratory? Specifically, does the Air 
Force plan to close the Rome Laboratory in the next five years? 

I thank you in advance for your time and cooperation in 
answering these questions as quickly as possible. 

b14 COURTER 
Ch irman v 



DEPASTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

W A S H I N G T O N  DC 

OFFICE OF YHC A S S " 5 : t ' i T  T . i C ~ L T ; , I ; )  

Depury Assistant Secretar\l 
of the Air Force (Inst:tll:~rions) 
Room 4C930, Pentagon 
IVashington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jirn Courrer 
Cliainiin~i. Dcfc~isc C:lsc CIu\ulc ;illJ I I C ; I I ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ C I I I  Culiiillissiol~ 
1700 North h'loore Street, Suire 1325 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

D e x  Chairman Courrer 

This letter is in  response to your April 9, 1993 letter concerning the Air Force's future 
plans for Rome Laboratory, specifically: "Does the Air Force plan to close the Rome Labor:itory 
in the next five years?" The Air Force has no plans to close or relocate Rome Laboratory within 
the next fiip: years. Hoi\~ever, the Air Force conlinues to search for more cost effective ar:i)7s 
10 r:leet its research rind de\~elopment requirement. 

Lki~~~!!'-A?;;is:;in~ Sccri.:;ir>f of 11ic Air Force 
i1ns:~llarions) 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNM 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ENT 
1425 

- 
April -9, 1993 

Colonel James Casey 
Base Realignment Division Chief (XOOR) 
Room 5D-973, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

COMMISSION 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAP1 PETER 8 .  BOWMAN. USN IRET) 
BEVERLY 8 .  BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H T. JOHNSON. USAF t R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON. JR. 
ROBERT D. STUART. JR. 

Dear Colonel Casey: 

As you are aware, the manpower authorizations associated with 
an installation are a valuable tool in base closure analyses. The 
active duty manpower information provided through Mr. Boatright has 
been very helpful. 

However, we also need the same data for the Air National Guard 
(ANG) and Air Force Reserve (AFRES) units for locations impacted by 
the DoD's BRAC '93 recommendations, to assist us in compiling a 
complete and accurate manpower picture. In this regard, we request 
you provide the FY 95/4 ANG and AFRES manpower authorizations 
(Drill, AGR, Technicians, and Civilians) and the number of 
authorizations realigned by the BRAC '93 recommendations for the 
following locations: 

Homestead AFB, FL 
March AFB, CA 
MacDill AFB, FL 
McGuire AFB, NJ , 

Chicago O'Hare International Airport, IL 
Springfield-Beckley Airport, OH 
NAS Willow Grove, PA 

Please provide this information to us by April 23, 1993. Your 
cooperation and assistance is greatly appreciated. 

Sincere p, 

Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORC 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

S AF/MII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1660 

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

This responds to your April 9, 1993, request for the Air Force Reserve (AFRES) and 
the Air National Guard (ANG) FY 9514 manpower authorizations (Drill, AGR, Technicians, 
and Civilians) and the authorizations realigned by the BRAC 93 recommendations. The Air 
Force used a manpower authorization baseline of FY 9214 (Sept 30, 1992), as directed in 4 
OSD 1993 Base Closure Policy Memorandum One, dated Aug 4, 1992, in determining what 
bases would meet the threshold for consideration under P.L. 101-510. However, our actual 
BRAC 93 recommendations and analyses were based on manpower authorizations for FY 
9514. 

In the case of the ANG and AFRES, the drill authorizations were not used in the 
COBRA model since COBRA cannot account for drill authorizations. The cost of moving 
drill authorizations were accounted for as an estimated one-time recruiting and training 
expense to replace the estimated personnel losses resulting from the unit realignment. In the 
case of weapon system conversions, such as the Homestead AFRES F-16s to KC-135Rs, the / 
recruiting and training cost were determined to be a force structure change expense and not 
BRAC funded. COBRA also did not provide for technicians and AGR (Active Guard and 
Reserve) personnel. To offset this deficiency, technicians and AGR personnel were inputted 
into the COBRA model as DoD civilian and military authorizations, respectively. (AGR are 
guard personnel on extended active duty orders in support of state functions.) 



Please remember that the FY 9514 manpower authorizations we used were based on 
available information during our process. Future force structure and budgetary decisions can 
change these numbers. The attached ANG and AFRES manpower authorizations were used 
in the Air Force's analysis and are certified. 

I trust this information is useful. 

~ e ~ b I $  Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Installations) 

2 Attachments 
1. AFRES Authorizations 
2. ANG Authorizations 



Barksdale 
-436 -69 -8 BRAC 93 - KC-1 0s to Plattsburgh 
-1 91 -98 -4 Force structure programmed actions 
725 380 7 Force structure programmed actions 

End 2020 645 42 

Beale Begin 0 0 0 
864 216 23 BRAC 93 - 940 ARG redirect from Mather 

End 864 216 23 

I 7 

Bergstrom Begin 1187 298 327 
-1 187 -298 -327 BRAC 93 - F- 16s and HQ 10 AF 

with 924 SPS and MSS inactivates 
and Bergstrom AFR BOS savings 

End 0 0 0 

I 
Carswell Begin 1436 272 315 

1 054 271 43 BRAC 93 - F-16s and HQ 10 AF from Bergstrom 
End 2490 543 358 

I i I, . - " < " '  

Griffiss Begin 238 5 0 
-238 -4 -1 BRAC 93 - Base closed 

Destination to be TBD 
End 0 0 0 

I 
Homestead Begin 1630 364 43 

-1630 -364 -43 BRAC 93 - 301 RQS to Patrick 
and 482 FW to MacDill 

End 0 0 0 

Page 1 



AIR FORCE RESERVE BRAC 93 MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS 

MacDill Begin 405 14 3 
950 188 137 BRAC 93 - 482 FW from Homestead 

with MacDill AFR BOS 
End 1355 202 140 

I " r '  
I d* F * e  

>**&-,A A23 . . " 

March Begin 2073 408. 46 
-383 -70 -2 BRAC 93 - KC- 10s to Travis 

0 0 375 BRAC 93 - MARCH AFR BOS 
2199 350 29 BRAC 91 - Norton Closure 

End 3889 688 448 

I 
McGulte Begin 3144 307 61 

-791 0 397 BRAC 93 - 914th Conversion to 
C-141 AFR Unit Equip Wing with 
AFR McGuire BOS 

968 1 43 32 BRAC 93 - C-130s from Willow Grove 
End 3321 450 490 

I 
O'Hare Begin 1537 139 260 

-1 537 -1 39 -260 BRAC 93 - Base Closure 
End 0 0 0 

I 
Patrick Begin 0 0 0 

397 127 17 BRAC 93 - 301 RSQ from Homestead 
End 397 127 17 

I 
Plattsburgh 

436 69 8 BRAC 93 - KC-1 0s from Barkdale 
End 436 69 8 

Page 2 ARCMPWR.XLS 4/26/93 1 :23 PM 





AIR NATIONAL GUARD BRAC 93 MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS 

/ I FY 9214 anbN 95 BASELINES I I CHANGES 1 I I 

12 14 40 Conversion to KC-1 35s 
-3 0 -2 Maintenance mission adjustments 

(No BRAC 93 actions) 

-49 -22 -202 Conversion from F-4s to KC- 1 35s 
(No BRAC 93 actions) 

FY 95 363 97 1673 

-253 -9 1 - 1 262 BRAC 93 - Base Closure 
-3 0 -2 Maintenance mission adjustments 

FY 95 0 0 0 

-232 -49 -947 BRAC 93 - 178 FG to Wright-Patterson 
FY 95 27 5 205 with Springfield BOS support 1 

I 

0 0 0 (No BRAC 93 actions) 
FY 95 205 63 1087 

NOTE: AGR's are Active Guard and Reserve personnel on Title 32 state active duty orders 
and are considered active duty military personnel. 

Page 1 ANGMPWR.XLS 1 :44 PM 4/26/93 I 



April 21, 1993 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Boatright: 

During his recent visit to Newark AFB, ~hio, commissioner 
Robert Stuart was provided with a community study which addresses 
the Air Force's proposal to close and privatize the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) . The study is enclosed, along 
with a letter from Senator John Glenn which also raises questions 
regarding the privatization issue. 

We request the Air Force review the Newark community study 
and provide an assessment of alternatives 1 and 2 (page 5) and 
questions A-H (attachment 2 of the study). We are particularly 
interested in cost factors associated with privatization, how 
AGMCfs current workload capacity was determined, and, since AGMC 
does not manage a weapon system, how its depot operational 
effectiveness was measured against the five air logistics centers. 

Your response to the Commission by ~pril 28, 1993, would be 
greatly appreciated. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 

j ac : houck 
enclosures 

Refer to ES#930412-5 
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GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,  C M A l n u A N  

6 A R M E D  SERVICES 

w SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Wnited Btates amate w SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

W A S H I N G T O N .  DC 2 0 8  10-3601 

April 9, 1993 

P!easo r?fw to this XI~&I 
The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr. , ~ k 9 g  r r .  ..;t.3p*:-~ .I t .L@O~ 17- 7 -  
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 Nortn Moore Streec 
Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Ambassador Stuart : 

I want to take this opportunity to personally thank you for 
visiting both the Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC) and 
Newark Air Force base chi3 week. I am su re  t h a t  your visit meant 
a great deal to the employees at DESC and Newark as well as their 
local communities because you gave them a meaningful opportunity 
to present their side of the story. 

In a r e l a t e d  matter, T understand that the day before your 
visit to Newark, Acting Secretary of the Air Force Michael Donley 
visited the base. Different accounts of his visit report Mr. 
uonley as s a y i n y ,  or at the very least leaving the impressinn, 
that the closure and "privatizationv of Newark Air Force Base may 
not save any taxpayer dollars and that the cost-effectiveness of 
the closure and ensuing privatization is not a primary 
consideration in making the closure recommendation. 

I have had reservations about the closure/privatization of 
Newark from the outset. Now, to find that the Acting Secretary 
of che Air Force may n o t  be concerned that the closure could in 
fact cost the taxpayers money is incredible. It just doesn't 
make sense. Moreover, it contradicts the criteria set for making 
base closure recommendations. "Return on Investment" is second 
only to an installation's "military value" among the selection 
criteria. 

You have seen first hand how devastating a base closure can 
be to the employees at a facility proposcd for closure. I am 
sure you can imagine the additional needless heartache the 
emgloyees at Newark must have felt when they heard Mr. Donleyl's 
comments, if what has been reported to me is accurace. 

A s  the Commission considers the Newark closure 
recommendation, I urge you to make sure that the Commission 
carefully examines the proposal, particularly whether the 
proposal is cost-effective. rt i e  h a r d  t o  see why any hase 
should be closed if closure isn't in the interests of national 
defense and will achieve cost savings. 



The Honorable Robert D. Stuart, Jr. 
April 9, 1993 
Page Two 

Again, thank you for your visit. I look forward to working 
with you to e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  c l o s u r e  and r e a l i g n m e n t  p r o p o s a l s  a r e  
fully examined and that the Ohioans affected by those proposals 
are treated fairly. 

Best regards. 

sincere , *& 
w ~ o h n  Glenn 

United States Senator 



Document Sepal-ator 



02 April 1993 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commission: 

The subject of base closures and resultant reductions is a very difficult and generally 
unpleasant task to  address. We have reviewed the Air Force decision to  close Newark 
Air Force Base against the eight (8) selection criteria and offer the following comments: 

1.  MILITARY VALUE TO SUPPORT MISSION REQUIREMENTS 

The Air Force has recognized the inherent military value of the base t o  
support the force structure. For technical reasons (seismic stability) and 
cost to  duplicate the facilities, the Air Force determined it was not practical 
or cost effective t o  relocate the workload to  another location. Thus the 
"concept of privatization of workload in place" was conceived. [REFERENCE 
CRITERIA 1 OF STUDY.] 

2. AIRSPACE 

NAFB is an inertial guidance, navigation and inertial instrument repair and 
metrology center. An airfield would interfere wi th  the stringent testing 
capabilities required. In fact, lack of an airfield was a very important 
consideration when the original site was selected. Moreover, the operations 
and maintenance costs to  maintain an unnecessary airfield would be a 
waste of taxpayer dollars when the mission itself does not require an 
airfield. [REFERENCE CRITERIA 2 OF STUDY.] 

3. ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS 

Cross utilization of personnel capable of repairing both inertial navigation 
and inertial guidance systems is critical during a crisis. This was proven 
during Operation Desert ShieldIStorm. [REFERENCE CRITERIA 3 OF STUDY.] 

4. COST AND MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS 

How can DOD be certain privatization saves money? There are no overhead 
functions at the center that would not apply with a contractor operation. 
We have carefully reviewed costs for either a government or private 
operation. As an example, privatization of Peacekeeper repair alone would 
cost the DOD an additional $5,000,000 to  $10,000,000 per year. 
[REFERENCE CRITERIA 4 OF STUDY.] 



5. RETURN ON INVESTMENT (Rol l  

Total costs t o  privatize were not considered when ROI was computed by 
DOD. Since privatization costs exceed in-house costs, there will be no 
return on investment. [REFERENCE CRITERIA 5 OF STUDY.] 

6. ECONOMIC IMPACT ON LOCAL COMMUNITY 

Newark Air Force Base is located in the small community of Heath, Ohio. 
It is the largest employer in Licking County. Economic impact t o  the 
community is substantial; however, if privatized in place, the only economic 
impact will be t o  the taxpayer. [REFERENCE CRITERIA 6 OF STUDY.] 

7. ABILITY OF EXISTING AND RECEIVING COMMUNITIES TO SUPPORT 
FORCES, MISSIONS, AND PERSONNEL 

Since the plan is t o  privatize in place, the community will be able t o  support 
forces; however, personnel t o  support workload will not be readily available. 
Approximately 40% of employees will be available for privatization in place. 
The other 60% will have t o  be recruited. Many of the current employees 
will commute t o  Columbus to  work at DFAS or DCSC rather than losing 
seniority in the government retirement system. [REFERENCE CRITERIA 7 OF 
STUDY .] 

8. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

DOD stated "Newark AFB is in air quality non-attainment area for ozone. 
Closure of the Newark AFB will result in generally positive environmental 
results." Since industrial processes are the same under privatization 
concept, this statement is not accurate. Newark AFB's project to  eliminate 
usage of CFC-1 13 in the industrial processes was cited by DOD as number 
one example of action being taken within DOD to  meet criteria of Montreal 
Protocol. Newark AFB won the 1992 AFMC Award for Pollution 
Prevention. [REFERENCE CRITERIA 8 OF STUDY.] 

We believe there are several issues pertinent to the closure of Newark Air Force 
Base. We recommend you solicit answers from the Department of Defense to  the 
following questions: (For your convenience we  have extracted papers from the study or 
prepared position papers that relate t o  these questions.) 

(a) AF has stated an excess depot capacity of 8.7 million direct product actual 
hours (DPAH). Capacity is computed using facilities, equipment, and 
manpower or a combination of the three. The 8.7 million DPAH relates t o  
manpower. Five years ago, NAFB had a depot capacity of 1.7 million DPAH 
as stated in your report. Today, NAFB's depot capacity is 840,000 DPAH 
and that will be privatized in place. How does that solve the excess depot 
capacity problem for the Air Force? 



(b) NAFB repairs inertial navigation and guidance systems for aircraft, 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, Navy's 688 attacksubmarines and Army's 
Position Azimuth Determining System, thus providing support to  ali three 
branches of the services. With closure of NAFB and privatizing in place, the 
government will no longer have "core logistics repair capability" for these 
guidance systems. Considering this, and the fact that all three branches of 
the services are affected, does the government need "core logistics repair" 
or should all depot maintenance be on contract? 

(c) I f  "core logistics repair capability" is required, would it not be smarter to 
close one or two of the large Air Logistics Centers that have dual repair 
capability and not put in jeopardy the single source of repair for MM Ill, the 
only ICBM after START II ratification? In Air Force testimony, they stated 
they must maintain MM Ill basing flexibility due t o  uncertainty with respect 
to  START 11. Is jeopardizing the only inertial guidance system repair for this 
ICBM consistent with need for four missile bases? 

(d) How will privatization of NAFB save defense dollars? What percentage of 
functions being performed at the base today will be eliminated with 
privatization? A contractor will require the same operating base support 
functions, i.e. civil engineering support, data services, supply, 
transportation, personnel, and financial services. With added costs of at 
least one percent allowed for bid and proposal, 5% for DOD people to 
administer the contract and 5 to 6% for profit margin, where will the cost 
savings originate? 

(el Over 30% of the total environmentally-controlled cleanroom space, or 62% 
of the individual cleanrooms in the Air Force, are located at this one small 
installation. This has made it a very versatile center for assuming low 
volume, high technology workloads for all three services. Will t h e  
government, in the future, spend substantial dollars for construction of 
cleanroom space since this will no longer be a government facility? Is there 
excess cleanroom space in the DOD? Considering the possibility of DOD 
depot consolidation, was this issue addressed? 

(f) NAFB was established with the intent to  serve as the metrology and inertial 
guidance repair center for all three services. NAFB has supported all 
services through interservicing. Defense build up through the 80's 
permitted construction costs that could have been avoided if full usage of 
NAFB had been enforced by Congress and the DOD. Considering the fact 
that consolidation of metrology services is still an issue, and consolidation 
of depot maintenance will probably occur, would it not make more sense to 
make NAFB a DOD test site for consolidation of both depot maintenance 
and metrology? The facilities and equipment are in place. With added 
manpower, NAFB could assume up to 2.2 million DPAHs. Considering the  
fact the DOD needs to maintain the Center because of the MM Ill, should 



it not be workloaded in the same fashion as the missile bases being retained 
by the Air Force? 

(g) Since consolidation of the three services metrology standards laboratories 
is inevitable, what rationale is being followed that would permit closing the 
NAFB metrology standards laboratory, the best of the three, before the final 
decision on consolidation is reached? Past studies have indicated the 
Newark Laboratories would be the most cost effective operation as well. 

(h) Is the government's decision to compete their depot maintenance with 
private industry a smart one--especially with excess depot capacity? Will 
we close the depots that have invested the most for the future (both in 
terms of facilities and equipment). For the taxpayer's sake, should we not 
look at maintaining our most up-to-date facilities/equipment. Otherwise, the 
taxpayer will be faced with investment costs in the future to  upgrade old, 
out-dated depots. 

The decisions the Commission has t o  reach on base closures and realignments will not 
t 

be easy ones. We hope as you review the information provided, and hear DOD answers 
~ to the pertinent questions we have posed, your task will be simplified on the proposed 

- - closure and privatization of the Newark Air Force Base. 

-- We have also attached for your information a copy of a previous study. It was submitted 
to the Commission in Mar 1993. 

Respectfully submitted, 

W. L. Horton, Chairman 
Advisory Group for Newark Air Force Base Alternatives 

Attachment 1 Study 
Attachment 2 Question Information 
Attachment 3 Copy of Report Previously Submitted 
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Newark, Ohio 43055  Heath, Ohio 43056  
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NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE ALTERNATIVES 
Z 

In our many deliberations concerning the future of what is n o w  the Newark Air 

Force Base, our "Advisory Group for NAFB Alternatives" concluded the alternatives 

listed below, and the first t w o  are ranked in  priority order as in the best interest o f  the 

Defense Department. The next three are options; however, they are not feasible. The 

sixth alternative is not an option. 

1. ESTABLISH NAFB AS A DOD CENTER 

NAFB is an ideal test site for a consolidated DOD Depot Maintenance 
and Metrology Center. A Study Group chaired by General Went (RET) 
recommended consolidated depot maintenance--reference DOD 
Consolidation Study. 

2. WORKLOAD NAFB TO OPTIMUM LEVEL 

The Air Force should workload this valuable resource, reassign AF work 
to  depot maintenance t o  its optimum level of 2.2 million DPAHs and 
keep the AF Metrology Center in place. 

3. STATUS QUO UNTIL 1995 

Do not make any basic changes. This will give the DOD ample time to 
assess depot consolidation. Reevaluate in 1995. 

4. CONVERT NAFB--PRIVATIZE PORTIONS 

Privatize depot maintenance missile workloads in place at  NAFB. Retain 
the Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program as a government 
operation at  NAFB. This is an alternative; however, depot maintenance 
costs will increase. 

5. CONVERT NAFB--PRIVATIZE ALL 

Privatize all workloads in place at NAFB. This alternative would use the 
valuable NAFB facility, but at a greater cost. 

6. RELOCATE WORKLOAD TO ALCs 

Because o f  military value and cost effectiveness, this was not an 
alternative for the government. 



CRITERIA 1 : CURRENTIFUTURE MISSION REQUIREMENTS 
AND IMPACT ON OPERATIONAL READINESS 



AIR FORCE RECOGNIZES MILITARY VALUE OF UNIQUE FACILITIES 

The Air Force study to  consider closure of Newark Air Force Base was developed in 1990. This 

plan included moving all workloads t o  the ALCs, at a very high cost t o  build n e w  facilities a t  the receiving 

ALCs. 

The Air Force recognizes the inherent military value o f  NAFB and i ts unique facilities. Hence, the 

concept o f  privatization in place. 

NAFB is the single center in the Air Force for repairing inertial guidance for the missile force and 

the majority of inertial navigation systems for aircraft all requiring special seismic stability and the use of 

isolated test piers in a cleanroom environment. The other major function, the Metrology Standards 

Laboratory, also possesses and requires the highest degree of seismic stability, temperature control and 

other environmental features available in the four (4) floor, sixty (60) feet deep underground laboratory. 

The bot tom floor is 14 feet thick and the walls are 8 feet thick at the bottom tapering t o  4 feet thick at 

the top. 

This massive 25,000 ton concrete mass, isolated from the rest o f  the facility, houses the most 

isolated test platform known to  be in existence. There is also a very specialized 12,000 square feet 

underground high level radiation standards laboratory especially designed t o  accommodate AF requirement 

and t o  minimize personnel exposure. 

NAFB, established in 1961, is the newest depot in the command. This small 70 acre industrial 

facility i s  uniquely suited t o  the metrology mission, and the cleanroorns and isolated test pads (piers) have 

been tailored t o  the repair of inertial guidance and inertial navigation systems and components (i.e. gyros 

and accelerometers). 

T o  reduce NAFB military value because there are no runways defeats the purpose for which the 

site was selected. This site was selected primarily because of its remoteness from manmade culture 

disturbances. Test and calibration requirements cannot tolerate aircraft highways wi th heavy aircraft, 

active railroads, heavy industry or highways wi th heavy traffic. These culture noises create errors in 

testing, requiring additional test time and added errors in acceptance. 

.Can DO0 afford t o  divest itself of such an expensive core logistics repair facility? 



INCONSISTENT DECISION 
.I 

The Air Force, in testimony before the Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission, has stated the  need t o  

keep four missile bases in operation because of  the uncertainty 

of  world conditions. In fact, the plan includes Griffis AFB 

sending B-52's t o  Minot AFB and KC-1 35's t o  Grand Forks AFB. 

Malstrom AFB and F. E. Warren AFB will also be kept in 

existence. The AF has testified they really only need three 

missile bases but  they want  t o  maintain four because of  the 

uncertainty of  the  Start I I  Agreements. However, the Air Force 

by privatizing NAFB is giving up core logistics repair of the 

missile inertial guidance system, the brain of the missile! This 

will incur higher costs. 

,Is giving up repair of the guidance system consistent 
with decision to maintain four (4) missile bases? 



MILITARY VALUE (METROLOGY) 
L 

Capabilities within the NAFB Air Force Measurement Standards Laboratory (AFMSL) are tailored 

to meet specific technical requirements as each new weapon is introduced into the Air Force inventory. 

This has resulted in the establishment of 147 primary measurement systems which are directly 

traceable to National Standards maintained by the National Institute of Standards and Technology 

(NIST--formerly the National Bureau of Standards, NBS). The NAFB standards laboratory uses these 

systems to impart measurement traceability to 180 Air Force Base Precision Measurement Equipment 

Laboratories (PMELs) located throughout the free world. 

The base PMELs are owned and operated by all major commands within the Air Force. The 

PMELs repair, calibrate, and certify test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment (TMDE) required to 

support operational systems, subsystems, and equipment that are maintained by the using 

organizations. Thus the traceability of measurement is extended from national measurement standards 

maintained by NlST down to the operational systems. 

For the most pan, this single integrated system parallels that of the Army and Navy. In the 

case of the Air Force, the Measurement Standards Laboratory also establishes traceability of foreign 

countries' laboratories by providing direct calibration of those countries' reference standards. In 

several areas the AFMSL, in conjunction with NIST, developed a family of national standards and is 

the DOD focal point in the measurement area. Specific examples of measurement capability that is 

unique in DOD are: 

*Laser Power Measurements 
*Automatic Master Angles 
*Platen Surfacing (total government) 
*Infrared Standards of Radiance 
*Seismic Isolation 
*Surface Contour (total government above 4") 
*Development of Measurement Standards for SDI 
*Only 100,000 pound capacity automated dead weight force calibrator in the U. S. 
*Most comprehensive RADIAC Laboratory in DOD 



8b 

The single integrated Air Force Measurement System is responsive t o  present day measurement 

needs, but  more importantly is adaptable to  future requirements. 

In order t o  facilitate the inclusion of adequate support for n e w  weapon systems, long- range 

concepts and operational plans are developed for the worldwide metrology and calibration program. 

Measurement reviews, beginning in  the conceptual phase, are conducted to  assure that systems and 

equipment are supportable. New measurement philosophies, techniques, and procedures are developed 

to  accommodate the new system and provide support from the Measurement Standards Laboratory 

through all echelons t o  the operational squadron. 

As  n e w  weapon systems enter the design phase, calibration requirements are continuously 

reviewed t o  determine additional measurement standards and adaptability t o  the existing program. 

The Air  Force Measurements Standards Laboratory a t  NAFB is the highest echelon metrology 

and calibration laboratory in the Air Force. It provides a critical link between the National Institute of 

Standards and Technology and Air Force base PMELs. It houses a measurement capability of 

practically every measurement discipline with an accuracy which in some cases is unequalled in the 

Department of Defense. 

The 70,000 square feet AFMSL complex consists of 4 7  laboratories wi th rigid environmental 

controls necessary for precision measurement. A very specialized 12,000 square feet underground, 

high level radiation standards laboratory provides Air Force and interservice support. This laboratory, 

located completely underground, was especially designed t o  minimize radiation exposure t o  personnel 

and t o  prevent environmental interference to  other measurement areas. 

A n  additional highly specialized capability is the stable platforms developed jointly wi th NlST 

that are the most  seismically isolated test platforms known t o  be in existence. The seismic stability 

of any test platform can only be determined after a number of years following construction due to  the 

extensive testing required before one knows what seismic stability has been achieved. 



AIR FORCE SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY BOARD .. 

i Scientific Advisory Board, Logistics Cross-Matrix Panel Meeting at Newark 
Air Force Base, 19-21 November 1990. 

f 
i 
i Chairman of Logistics Cross-Matrix Panel is Dr. William Lehmann, 

University of New Mexico. 
i 

Members of Panel: 

... Mr. Mike Fossier, Raytheon Corporation 

... Dr. John Houbolt, NASA Langley Research Center 

... Lt. Gen. Howard Leaf, BDM International Inc. 
i ... Dr. Felix Palubinskas, Bridgewater State College 

... Mr. George Peterson, George Peterson Resource Inc. 
1 
a ... Dr. Wallace Prophet, Private Consultant 
* ... Dr. John Rich, Hughes Danbury Optical Systems Inc. 

... Dr. Winston Royce, TRW System Integration Group 

-- 
... Philip P. Panzarella, AFLC Chief ScientistIEngineer 

Meeting Minutes, 19-21 November 1990. 

"The panel commends the leaders and engineers of A GMC. They are proud 

of their work and their contributions to the Air Force. The panel holds this 

pride as warranted. The panel also noted the effective role AGMC plays in 

delivering standards to every PMEL in the Air Force. This mechanism 

should be used to assist technology insertion." 

Letter from Dr. William Lehmann to  Gen. Charles McDonald, Commander, 

i Air Force Logistics Command, recommended maximum usage of center's 
technical expertise and capabilities. 

he government afford to lost this valuable resource? 



CRITERIA 3: ABILITY TO ACCOMMODATE CONTINGENCY, 
MOBILITY, AND FUTURE FORCE AT EXISTING 
AND RECEIVING LOCATIONS 



CORE LOGISTICS REPAIR CAPABILITY 

The government analyzes each part of  a weapon system t o  

determine the number or percentage of  the total  projected direct 

product actual  hour repair work that  must be retained by the 

government t o  ensure the following: 

1. A flexible skill or resource base t o  react t o  changing 
world environment and industrial situations (strikes, 
terrorism, etc.). 

2.  Provide a "standard" for  measuring competitive costs. 

3. Some workloads should remain with the government 
since it is not cost effective for industry. 

4. National security. We must have some organic 
capability t o  provide guaranteed support for combat 
forces. 



CO-LOCATION OF SIMILAR WORKLOADS 

There are many good reasons t o  locate similar workloads at 

the same repair site: 

t The flexibility of reassigning experienced manpower to  
changing workloads. 

c The flexibility/availability of high tech facilities t o  react 
t o  changing workloads. 

A concentration of engineering skills t o  solve production 
problems and/or improve product quality/reIiabiIity. 

A good idea developed in one work center will be 
rapidly adopted by all workloads at the site. 



WAR SURGE CAPABILITY 

I 
I 

In wartime, missile workloads do not increase--if they are used, they 
\ 

do not return. However, aircraft fly much more and their workloads 

increase proportionately. When missile guidance and aircraft inertial 

navigation repair sites are co-located, missile guidance workers can 

readily, within hours, be reassigned to aircraft navigation workloads 

which relates t o  shorter repair turnaround times and more operationally 
I 

i 
I ready aircraft. Additional shifts also provide greater output when 

needed. 

During Desert Storm, NAFB processed over 1000 surge items 

through cross utilization of skills. If the work had been privatized, the 

contractor would have been paid for a guaranteed amount of missile 

workloads and a contract change order would have had to  be issued for 

the additional aircraft workload. This would certainly have been at an 

additional cost t o  the government, if they could have responded at all. 



11 CRISIS RESPONSE -- METROLOGY 11 
i Calibration capability, a subset of Metrology, supported not only AF units but 

! also the Army Patriot Missile during Desert Storm due to the existence of NAFB. A 

team of civilian employees was deployed to Saudi Arabia to set up a unique, mobile 

calibration facility developed by NAFB. 

Can DOD accept the loss of the foresight, ability and responsiveness to ever 

changing world conditions that will result from the closing or contract operation of the 

Air Force Metrology Standards Laboratory? 

CRISIS RESPONSE -- MAINTENANCE 

In 1966, NAFB was assigned the repair responsibilities for MM II guidance 

systems. The Contractor continued to repair the majority of the systems based on his 

previous contract. In Apr 1967, an alarming high failure rate in the field caused a 

"NOT OPERATIONAL READY" condition to exist at the field missile sites. The Ballistic 

Systems Division requested that NAFB accelerate "in-house" production of the MM II 

guidance systems in order to compensate for problems experienced by the Contractor. 

The complex test equipment was shipped from the Contractor's west coast facility 

and the transfer of workload was accomplished in about seven months. NAFB was 

able to resolve the repair problems and eliminate the "NOT OPERATIONAL READY" 

condition of the MM II ballistic missile. This gave NAFB important credibility in the 

maintenance field. 



NAFB WORKERS--A VALUABLE RESOURCE 

The work force at NAFB consists of technicians and engineers who possess the skills required to support not 

only Air Force workloads but Army and Navy systems/components as well. As a result of cross utilization of skills, NAFB 

is able to shift emphasis from one service workload to another as required in the event of surge requirement, or as 

workload ebb and flow occurs. This capability will not exist if the workload is accomplished by as many as ten different 

contractors, even if they are located at the same location. 

1-1 
When the Army's position and azimuth determining system (PADS) was ready for depot repair, the Army didn't 

i ask the contractor to help, they asked NAFB. All phases of the activation were performed by NAFB employees. Test 

stations were designed and built, technical data for depot repair developed, and upon deployment of the PADS system 
t 
-? to Army bases worldwide, NAFB conducted training for Army personnel at those bases to provide field level repair 
d 

capability. 

Component parts of the PADS were repaired by technicians performing repair work on other similar Air Force 

products; therefore, requiring very minimal or no additional training to support the additional Army workload. 

NAVY SUPPORT I 
NAFB was instrumental in the identification of the depot equipment necessary for the repair and testing of the 

dual miniature inertial navigation system (DMINS) used by the Navy Class 688 attack submarine. 

Here again engineers and technicians from the work force who possess many years of experience wi th similar 

types of systems were able to perform the work with little or no additional training. In some instances, similar types of 

items from different workloads were all repaired by the same technician. 

To have employees, such as those at NAFB, who possess many years of experience on Air Force, Navy and 

Army products provide a flexibility not found in most depots within the DOD. As we draw down within the DOD, it would 

seem reasonable to expand this interservice repair concept at NAFB and across the DOD. It has worked well for many 

years at NAFB wi th savings to DOD and the taxpayer. 



CRITERIA 4: COST AND MANPOWER IMPLlCATlINS 



THOUGHTS ON THE COST OF PRIVATIZATION 

Current organizational chart of N A B  w i th  functions is shown on Attachment A. 

Functions include: Depot M a i n t m c e  and Metrology (the missions of the 

center), and Operations and Maintenance support elements which include Data 

Services, Financial Services, Civil €@neering, Personnel, Contracting, Security, 

and Supply and Transportation. 

Which of these functions w d d  be eliminated i f  privatized? We maintain 
these functions must be a c ~ p l i s h e d ,  either here or by another facility, 
whether government or con~aact. 

Personnel working at the base are miid by Depot Maintenance Industrial Funds 

(DMIF) or Operations and Maintenance Funds (O&M). The FY93 DMIF budget of 

approximately $93,000,000 covers &pot maintenance and the O&M budget of 

approximately $43,000,000 covers Metrology and base operating support 

functions. In fact, $14,000,000 ad the O&M budget covers the cost of 

Metrology. The balance of O&M f u d s  [$29,000,0001 pays for support people 

who service both Metrology and MaMenance. The downsizing planned for 1 Oct 

1993 reduces that $29,000,000 tcr; mughly $22,500,000. 

Costs we  have shown for d-t maintenance include the DMIF costs and 
the O&M costs to equal W B  total cost. O&M support costs were 
apportioned to provide 83% against Maintenance and 17% against 
Metrology. 

We have provided several examples &workloads currently on contract as well as 

repaired at NAFB. There is on the awerage a 20% to 40% cost savings to the 

government when accomplished in b s e .  

Contract will increase depot rn-nance costs. For example, in the 

government's plan for privatization t&AFMC/XP, Talking Paper, 19  Mar 1993, 

Attachment B), a guaranteed w o r k l d  for a minimum time period is part of the 

criteria. 



How will the government address: 

1. More force structure reductions and non-seneration of workloads? This 
has been a major problem for the depots over the past five (5) years. Will 
we pay for work that does not generate? 

2. Crisis situation such as Desert Storm when the qovernment does not 
have the o ~ t i o n  of movinq ~ e o ~ l e  from missile to aircraft workloads for 
surqe? Will the taxpayer pay for guaranteed workload in missile systems 
and incur cost increase in aircraft workload through contract change 
order? 

3. As has been shown in wage comparison for the last 15 years, Civil 
Service employees' salaries lag behind private industry by several 
percentage points. NAFB journeymen technicians earn approximately 
$14.44 per hour. General managers (GMI 3--$55,111 and GM14-- 
$65,123) manage up to 350 people. Bonuses are normally 1 to 3% of 
salary, and, of course, no stock options. Where in the aerospace industry 
do we find these types of salaries for management people? 

If we privatize Newark AFB, w e  will pick up these additional costs: 

1. Bid and Proposal -- a t  least 1 % of contract  costs. 

2. Contract Administrat ion -- government personnel to manage 
contract; 4 to  5 % of contract costs. 

3. Profit margin for industry -- 5 t o  6%. 
A~ACHMENT A: ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

A~ACHMENT B: TALKING PAPER ON OPTIONS FOR NEWARK 



COMMAND SECTION 

ATTACHMENT A I 



r 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS -- COST ANALYSIS 

COST FACTORS' UM~VE AL~LRIU~VE AL-~VE AL-~W 

3 4 5 6 

Personnel PCS Cost -0- 3.6 -0- 6.5 

Severance Pay -0- 18.2 16.8 18.7 

Training -0- 4.5 3.5 5.6 

InventoryIEquipment Relocation -0- 16.3 -0- 29.2 

Facilities -0- 16.2 -0- 38.2 

Transition Cost -0- -0- -0- 15.5 

Subtotal Basic -0- 58.8 20.3 113.8 

Cost of Lost Labor Efficiency (5 years) -0- 35.8 20.2 

Cost of Degraded QualityIReliability (5 years) -0- 58.8 53.8 59.0 

II 
I I I I 

Subtotal of Losses I -0- 1 94.6 1 74.0 1 97.0 11 

Basic Production Cost (5 years) in excess of NAFB -0- 48.9 111.6 -0- 11 
Contract Bid Preparation @ 1 % (5 years) -0- 2.0 4.5 

I I I I 

Contract Administration @ 5% (5 years) -0- 9.8 22.3 

Subtotal of Cost of Contracting I -0- 1 11.8 1 26.8 1 -0- 11 

11 TOTAL COST TO CONVERT NAFB (5 years) I -0- 1 21 4.1 1232.7 121 0.8 11 

1 'dollars are in millions 

I 
I 
I 
I 

The reported savings related to closing NAFB is the reduction of overhead 
I 
I 

and Base Operating Support that could be considered a cost of keeping 
I 
I NAFB as a viable government agency. 
L-,-,,-,--,,-,-,,,,,,,-------------------------------------- I 

Alternative 5 was rejected by the  Air Force Materiel Com.xand ( A F M c )  
primarily because it was not feasible,  nor cost effective,  t o  build t h e  required 
industr ia l  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e  Minuteman I11 i n e r t i a l  guidance system repair 
a t  the  Ogden Air Logistics Center. 



COST OF LABOR EFFICIENCY LOSSES 

The skill level of the technicians and engineers at NAFB has developed over the 

last 30 years. We know that after significant technical training. it still takes 4-5 years 

to gain maximum proficiency in these complex jobs. These super-techs have in fact 

significantly reduced the cost of repair with their commitment and dedication to 

improved quality at the least cost. Their ideas and new methods of repair are a great 

asset to  the U. S. Air Force and are applied to all work performed at NAFB. 

We can show that to  transition this workload to any other organization will cost 

approximately $69,000,000 in labor losses (inefficiency). This is one of  several 

factors totally ignored in computing the cost of closing NAFB. 

COST OF LABOR INEFFICIENCY 
ALTERNATIVE 5 

privatize M Woddo.ds In Puce) 

Total wort force stanin0 is 
60% of the cunent NAFB 

kvel. 

ignore this cost? 



DEGRADED PRODUCT QUALlTYlRELlABlLlTY 
1 

Historical performance o f  the NAFB depot has demonstrated repeatedly that  this Air Force 

depot does produce a higher quality, more reliable repaired product than the contractor who 

manufactured the item and repaired it before and after the NAFB capability was developed. Another 

advantage of this highly qualified and dedicated workforce is having access t o  these special facilities 

that allow for more accurate testing and evaluation. 

Higher product qualitylreliability is translated to less workload, less cost  and higher Air Force 

readiness. We can show an example that for one system alone the annual repair will cost the taxpayer 

an additional $6,000,000-$11,000,000 per year. Applying this same concept t o  all the workloads at 

NAFB, including the Peacekeeper, the dollar cost climbs t o  over $50,000,000. This is another "real" 

cost ignored b y  those considering the cost of closing NAFB. 



QUALITY/RELIABILITY IMPROVEMENT 

The combination of hands-on engineering and the super technicians with their 

dedication to perfection have actually improved the quality/reliability of the product 

they repaired. 

The following chart illustrates this fact. 

NAFB A Center of Excellence 
PEACEKEEPER AVERAGE TBR 

(current as of Mar 1993) 
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The following indicates how much more it will cost to  provide the 

basic depot repair capability in the event NAFB is closed as a government 

operation. 

PRODUCTION COSTS 
NAFB vs. Other Sources 

1 

Alterna;tire 6 was rejected by the A i r  Force a t e r i e l  Colamand (AFlG ) 
pr imar i ly  because it was not feasible, nor cost effective, t o  build t he  required 
industr ial  facilities f o r  t he  Minutenan 111 inertial guidance sptera repair 
at  the Ogden A i r  Logistics Canter. 

ALTERNATIVE 3: 
Retain NAFB 

ALTERNATIVE 4: 
Workload to ALCs 
Contract in place 

Total 

ALTERNATIVE 5: 
Contract all in place 

ALTERNATIVE 6: 
Workload to ALCs 

'in millions of dollars 

Note 1 : The contract cost is based on actual data available and averages 
30% more than government costs. 

Note 2: The above data does not include the additional costs related to lost labor 
efficiency and the degraded qualitylreliability. 

L 

YEAR 1 

75.6 

42.3 
44.4 
86.7 

100.8 

75.6' 

YEAR 2 

73.8 

41.4 
- 43.2 
84.6 

98.4 

73.8 

YEAR 4 

61.2 

34.2 
- 36.0 
70.2 

81.6 

61.2 

YEAR 3 

70.2 

39.6 
- 40.8 
80.4 

93.6 

70.2 

YEAR 5 

54.0 

30.6 
- 31.2 
61.8 

72.0 

54.0 



11 CONTRACT vs. GOVERNMENT REPAIR COST 11 
. . .for specific workloads. . . I - 

Historical performance of the NAFB depot has demonstrated 

repeatedly tha t  this Air Force depot does produce not only a higher quality 

product but also at a significantly lower cost. Some examples are: 

There are both Depot Maintenance Industrial Funds (DMIF) and 

Operations and Maintenance (0 & M) funds used to  fund operations a t  

Newark Air Force Base. In order to  show full costs of NAFB repaired 

items, the 0 & M funds were apportioned (based on manpower) t o  Depot 

I 

Maintenance and Metrology, the missions of the base. 

The contract cost shown does not include the I % bid and proposal 

cost or the 5% cost for government people to  administer the contract. 

Per Unit  Costs 

PEACEKEEPER 

ESGN 

16 PlGA 

Current (FY93) 
NAFB Sales Price Contract 

DMlF Sales Price 

$ 169,650 

30,687 

6,000 

O & M  

$ 32,000 

13,400 

1,918 

Cost 
TOTAL 

$ 201,650 $229,000 - 
$ 280,000 

44,087 50,000 

7,918 9,000 



PEACEKEEPER MGS REPAIR COSTS .. 
Repair o f  missile guidance systems by NAFB is  cost effective. As an example, the 

repair costs of the Peacekeeper MGS is described. This example demonstrates that a range 

of $6 to  $1 1 million will be saved each year i f  repair of the Peacekeeper MGS continues to  

be done by the government at NAFB. These savings will continue until the Peacekeeper is 

removed from the active status. 

The DMlF cost t o  repair each unit by the Air Force is  $1 69,650. This is  FY93 Sales 

Price. (A COPY OF THE OFFICIAL FY93 DMlF SALES PRICES IS ATTACHED. FY94 SALES PRICES HAVE 

NOT BEEN FINALIZED.) Approximately $32,000 cost per unit was added t o  include the portion 

of base operating cost attributed t o  Peacekeeper. The unit cost of repair by a contractor 

ranges from $229,000 t o  $280,000, depending on extent of repair required. 

The average time between repair for units, repaired by NAFB, is  4,065. For contractor 

repaired units the average is 2,574. To support the present Peacekeeper force, NAFB repairs 

40 units each year. For the shorter time between repairs for the contractor repaired units, 63 

units will have t o  be repaired annually. This adds to  the total annual repair cost and also to  

the cost of the inventory of Peacekeeper guidance systems that must be available. 

Incorporating this reliability data into the cost of repair provides a total annual cost of 

repairing Peacekeeper guidance systems by a contractor t o  be a maximum of $1 8.0 million 

versus a maximum cost of NAFB repair of $8.1 million. The taxpayer will save approximately 

$9.9 million each year if the government continues t o  repair the Peacekeeper guidance 

systems at  NAFB. 

The increased time between repair also means greater availability of Peacekeeper 

missiles since each missile will be out of service less often for replacement of the guidance 

system. 
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NAFB ENGINEERING SUPPORTS PRODUCTION 
bL 

Newark Air Force Base depot provides in-depth product 

engineering support to the production effort. This engineering 

effort has contributed significantly t o  product qualitylreliability 

improvements and reduced production times and costs. 

This hands-on engineering knowledge has given the Air 

Force, Army and Navy managers the knowledge and capability 

they need. 

r 

NAFB SUPPORTS AF MANAGERS 

The third major function for NAFB is t o  provide a full range 

of engineering and consultation services on inertial systems to  

assure that maintainability, reliability and failure analysis data is 

made available t o  the AF Research and Development people as 

well as System and Item managers and other Department of 

Defense agencies. 



GYRO ENGINEERING 

Defense Management Reviews (DMRs) were implemented by 

Department of Defense in the late 1980s to initiate actions to  meet 

the DOD budget cuts. 

Four management studies were conducted. Three covered 
performance measurements, cost and capacity. 

Approximately twelve (1 2) categories of workload were studied. 

Services assigned lead responsibility with committee membership 
from all services. 

Reports were provided to the Depot Maintenance Council. 

Tactical Missile Study 

Study conducted in 1990-1 99 1. 

Study chaired by Army, with Air Force and Navy membership. 

Recommendation of Tactical Missile Study: 

Newark Air Force Base recommended as the Gyro 

Engineering Center for the Department of Defense. 

NAFB capability was recognized because they repair a wide variety of 

gyros. 

overnment afford to lose these valuable resources? 



t Retain the NAFB Laboratory as the consolidated DOD 
facility . 

L / 

t Reduce the number of  DOD Metrology Primary 
Laboratories from three t o  one. 

I 

t Retain in place existing specialized facilities a t  other 
locations. 

FUTURE SAVINGS THROUGH CONSOLIDATION 
OF 

DOD METROLOGY PRIMARY LABORATORIES 

t BENEFITS: 

Total laboratory costs will be reduced. 

Each service will receive support from the best 
facility . 

The consolidated facility and refined specialized 
facilities will be more fully utilized. 
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DESIGNATE NOW NAFB METROLOGY CENTER 
AS CONSOLIDATED DOD CENTER 

! Alternative 1 

Complete DOD Metrology Weapon 
Reviews 

Unified Logistics Requirements 

J Equipment Selection 
0 Avoid Duplication 

J Universal Calibration Procedures 

J C o n s o l i d a t e d  E q u i p m e n t  
Procurement 
0 Lower Quantity Unit Price 

J Development of Standards 
0 Avoid Duplication 

Inertial Guidance Metrology Interchange 
Maintained 

Optimum Facility Workload 

Laboratory and Program Management 
Technical lnterchange 

Retain ArmyINavy Specialized Unique 
Laboratory Facilities in Place 

Other Country Support for All Services 

Single Point Technology Center 

Cross Utilization of Skills 

Each military service has a metrology program. Consolidation of the primary measurement 

laboratory functions at a single location is inevitable. As directed in the Assistant Secretary's 

Memorandum, dated 17 July 1961, to all three services, maximum utilization is to be made of the 

facilities at NAFB. NAFB, having the best of the facilities and the most extensive in capabilities, is truly 

the logical location. Ultra peculiar capabilities in the Army and Navy could easily remain in operation 

as operating locations or satellite laboratories under the jurisdiction of the consolidated DOD Metrology 

Center at NAFB. 

The program management functions of the individual services parallel each other to the extent that 

these type functions are equally as easy to consolidate (i.e. new weapon reviews for determination of 

measurement requirements, equipment selection, preparation of calibration procedures, research and 

development, and equipment procurement.) Close liaison with the consolidated DOD Primary 

Laboratory would result in complete standardization of all of the functions mentioned above and a 

tremendous cost savings. Continued support to foreign countries would also prevail. Support to 

National Institute of Standards Technology (NIST) and other government agencies would be centralized 

into a single location. In addition, direct support to subordinate laboratories would lead to the eventual 

consolidation of each service's subordinate laboratories that are presently located within close 

proximity to each other. 



RETAIN NAFB METROLOGY CENTER 
UNTIL A DOD CENTER IS DESIGNATED 

Alternative 2 

Finest Facility Remains Available 

Cross Service Agreements Continue 

Inertial Guidance Metrology Intra-Support Is Maintained 

Each military service has a Metrology Standards Laboratory. 

The Army Laboratory is a t  Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, 

Alabama, and the Navy Laboratory is at North Island Naval Air 

Station, San Diego, California. 

Realistically, consolidation of  the three services' Metrology 

Standards Laboratories is inevitable. To close the Air Force 

Metrology Standards Laboratory at NAFB will eliminate the best 

present facility from availability t o  serve as the DOD Metrology 

Standards Laboratory. Neither the Army nor the Navy have the 

extensive laboratories of  the Air Force standards laboratory. 



r 

DESIGNATE AFMSL DOD PRIMARY METROLOGY LABORATORY 
Transfer AF Metrology to HQ AFMC or an ALC 

Alternative 3 

0 Optimum facility workloading 

0 Personnel reduction 

0 Facility savings 

0 Reduction in overall operating costs 

................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
DISADVANTAGE: 

0 Loss of interchange between laboratory and program management affecting: 

J Development of Calibration Techniques 
. . 

J Development of Measurement Standards 

J Preparation of Calibration Procedures 

J Selection of Equipment for Field Use :... .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. : 

Each military service has a metrology program. Consolidation of the metrology 

standards laboratory functions at a single location is inevitable. As directed in the 

Assistant Secretary's Memorandum, dated 17 July 1961, to all three services, 

m a x i m u m  ut i l izat ion i s  t o  be made o f  the facil it ies at NAFB. NAFB, h a v i n g  the best 

of the facilities and the most extensive in capabilities, is truly the logical location. 

Ultra peculiar capabilities in the Army and Navy could easily remain in operation as 

operating locations or satellite laboratories under the jurisdiction of the consolidated 

DOD Metrology Center at NAFB. 

The physical and organizational separation of the AF Metrology Program 

management from the AFMSL has serious disadvantages. There is ongoing 

interchange of technical information between laboratory personnel and program 

managers. 
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New operating systems are introduced into the AF inventory and existing systems 

are upgraded t o  provide improved performance--greater range, more speed, improved 

targeting accuracy, more effective counter-measures, etc. Improved performance 

often is dependent upon a new or more accurate measurement. Metrology program 

managers must review the measurement requirements o f  new and upgraded systems 

and identify AF measurement capabilities that must be developed. This may require 

the development of  calibration techniques and measurement reference standards. 

Program management personnel prepare detailed procedures for the calibration of 

test equipment. The engineers who develop these techniques also write specifications 

to  purchase equipment for use in the base calibration laboratories. 

All o f  this requires extensive interaction between the AFMSL and metrology 

management personnel. Large amounts of  technical data must be discussed, 

engineering solutions must be conceived, measurement techniques must be test and 

calibrated, and, in some cases, new national measurement reference standards must 

be funded and incorporated into the calibration system. If this interaction does not 

occur, the future performance of operating systems will be jeopardized by lack of 

adequate calibration support. 



IMPACT ON FUTURE MISSION CAPABILITY 
of 

CONTRACTING AFMSL 
AF Metrology Program Management Transferred to  HQ AFMC or an ALC 

Alternative 4 

0 Loss of Army/Navy technical interchange 

0 Loss of laboratory professionalism 

0 Highly specialized skills availability unknown 

0 ModernizationlComputerization trends thwarted 

0 Loss of interchanging between laboratory program management affecting: 

J Development of  calibration techniques 
J Selection of  equipment for field use 
J Standards development 

0 Research role is destroyed 

j 0 Inability to transfer technology 

Privatization of the AFMSL would result in the loss of interchange of technical 

developments with engineering personnel involved in the preparation of calibration 

procedures, weapon system reviews, standards research, equipment selection and 

measurement techniques evaluation. System upgrading, computerization and 

measurement technique improvements natural to a career professional are difficult to 

assign or originate under a contract operation which is more production oriented rather 

than self initiated by a truly motivated management and laboratory team. The 

research role is virtually destroyed while the transfer of technology to newer personnel 

and to the field would not occur. The current interchange with the Army and Navy 

laboratory engineers would also cease. 



31b 

Operation of the AFMSL by a contractor will significantly limit the 

responsiveness of the AFMSL to rapidly changing conditions. As new measurement 

requirements surface, the ability of the Air Force to generate, test, and evaluate 

measurement concepts will be impaired. The contract will have to be changed before 

the contractor starts to work on the new requirement. In addition, a contractor- 

operated AFMSL will have little incentive to  develop measurement technology and 

export that technology to the base calibration laboratories. The support of the 

. laboratory to deploy to the base calibration laboratories the capability to calibrate laser 

power meters, infrared target simulators, fiber-optic test equipment and the 

automation of numerous measurement systems are examples of this. These benefits 

will be lost by the Air Force. 

With loss of mission support and lack of cost savings, this is not a viable 

option. 



CRITERIA 5: EXTENT AND TIMING OF COSTS AND SAVINGS, 
INCLUDING NUMBER OF YEARS FOR SAVINGS 
TO EXCEED COSTS 



RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

, 
I 

The cost t o  privatize in place (1 00%) is $233,000,000 over 
a 5 year period. 

History shows a 20 t o  40% additional cost in contract vs. 
NAFB costs. 

This does not include the cost of bid and proposal contract 
administration. Government personnel t o  perform these t w o  
operations amount t o  5 t o  6% of the contract costs. 

! The increased costs due t o  privatization will not yield a return 
on investment. 



CRITERIA 6: ECONOMIC IMPACT ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES. 



CITY OF HEATH 
1287 Hebron Road 

HEATH, OHIO 43056 
(61 4) 522-1 420, 522-4821 

JOHN C. GELLER, Mayor 
CAROLYN J. BROYLES, Auditor 
RICHARD BINDLEY, Director of Law 

: 0 2  April 1993 

I Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700  North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, V A  22209 

Dear Commission: 

The impact of the closing of Newark Air Force Base on the City of Heath goes beyond the first 
glance of the loss of income tax revenue from payroll withholdings. While certainly the loss 

. of  27Oh of our income tax has immediate and devastating consequences, the losses will 
continue t o  amount. Construction will be drastically reduced, meaning less collected in 
permits, tapping fees and potential property taxes. Fewer residents means less will be 
collected for MVR fees and housing vacancies will reduce rental income and water and 
wastewater revenues. More unemployment means less spending again impacting income tax 
and sales tax. The loss of business travelers to  NAFB means losses t o  local motels, reducing 
hotellmotel taxes as well as income tax. These losses could also impact other employers 
leading t o  more layoffs and unemployment. 

The following are examples of how the loss of income will effect the residents of our 
community: 

1. Heath has a reputation of the finest street maintenance in the area. Loss of 
income will mean less general maintenance, paving, sealing and snow removal. 
This will affect not only residents but all travelers to  and through the City of 
Heath. 

2. Heath now only as a small, full-time fire department of six men. It was planned 
t o  continue t o  add t o  this number making available not only more fire personnel 
but paramedics as well. Reduction of revenue of this magnitude wil l  put those 
plans on hold and possibly return Heath t o  the time it relied on a strictly 
volunteer department. This would raise the fire insurance rates for the 
residents and businesses in the city. 

3. Heath's Police Department will have to  deal not only w i th  the budget cuts that 
wil l  be forced upon them, but with the impact of loss of jobs wil l  have within 
the homes and businesses of our community. Anytime there is an economic 
crisis, crime increases. Not only increasing thefts and burglaries, but the 
increase of family domestic problems brought one by the tensions of 
unemployment and financial difficulties. Normally reliable, law-abiding citizens 
may be unable to cope with the additional tensions. 



Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
0 2  April 1993 
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4. Heath has experienced steady growth over the years. The loss of NAFB will 
have significant impact to  that growth. The reduction of need for the 
construction of single and multi-family homes will result in the loss of 
approximately $28,000.00 in permits and utility service taps. Owners of multi- 
family units will experience increasing vacancy rates, reducing water and 
wastewater collections as well as reducing their rental income, in turn reducing 
income tax. 

5. Heath now has a network of seven parks, including a swimming pool, ball 
fields, tennis and basketball courts, and jogging trails. These programs and 
facilities wil l  become luxuries and their discontinuation wil l  affect those young 
and old. 

6. Heath has just completed a 1 0  million dollar upgrade of its wastewater facilities 
that was mandated by the EPA. The outstanding debt retirement stands at  
approximately $663,000.00 per year for the next twenty years. The NAFB 
generates a billing of approximately $1 18,000.00 per year that would be lost 
t o  our wastewater fund (approximately 8.2%). As per the current agreement 
of our lender, Ohio Water Development Authority, rates would have t o  be 
increased t o  our residents and businesses to  offset this loss. This wil l  be just 
one more blow t o  an already devastated community. 

No community, including the City of Heath and Licking County, can be expected to  
weather the loss of i ts largest employer without far reaching and spiraling effects. It means 
not only the loss of jobs and income, but the loss of families and community leaders, vital to  
the well being of our community. The reduction of income and the consequential loss of 
services means longer response times for police, fire and medical emergencies, less 
maintenance of our roads that could affect safety, fewer recreational programs and facilities 
for young and old, and more tension and anxiety for those left unemployed and for those 
having t o  carry the extra loads created by loss of personnel. Reductions to  services combined 
wi th  increasing fees that wil l  be necessary will make it difficult for Heath t o  attract new 
business and industry. New businesses and industries will be needed in order t o  recover 
from the economic devastation from the loss of NAFB. 

We ask that the whole picture of how the closing of the Newark Air Force Base will 
affect our community and that the effectiveness of the military be considered before a final 
decision is  made on the closing. 

Respectfully, 

C. Geller, Mayor 



ECONOMIC 

RESOURCE 
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STATEMENT 



ECONOMIC IMPACT REGION 

Regional economic impact in FY92 was $235,17 1,128. 
There were 1,825 secondary jobs created by Air Force 
dollars spent in our region. 



MISSION 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center is the single Center withxi the Air 
Force for repairing inertial guidance and inertial navigation systems for aircraft and 
missiles and for certain aircraft displacement gyroscopes. It provides a full range of 
engineering and consultation services on inertial systems to the Air Force and other 
Department of Defense agencies. 

The Center is also the technical manager of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration 
Program. As the program's manager, it operates the Ax Force Measurement 
Standards Laboratory, provides technical and procedural direction in the operation 
of a single integrated measurement system, and designs and periodically calibrates 
measurement standards used in all Air Force precision measurement equipment 
laboratories. 



THE AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER 

The facilities at the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center were built in the early 1950s, as 
part of the Air Force Heavy Press Program. In 1952, the Air Force contracted Kaiser Aluminum 
and Chemical Corporation to construct and operate giant aluminum presses capable of stamping 
out aircraft wing spars 35 feet long in one operation, near its Newark, Ohio, plant. In July 1953, 
the Heavy Press Program was curtailed because of an economy move, technological progress, and 
a defense emphasis shift towards missiles. However, since the plant was partially built, the Air 
Force decided to complete the construction of the facility. Finished in June 1954, the Air Force 
utilized the new structure as an industrial equipment storage facility and designated it Air Force 
Industrial Plant #48. 

In 1958, the Air Force personnel located at Gentile Air Force Station in Dayton, Ohio, became 
interested in Air Force Industrial Plant #48. They felt the 65-foot deep pits with concrete walls 
ranging from 4-12 feet in thickness would be perfect to house laboratories for the growing Air 
Force Metrology and Calibration Program. In addition, the 400,000 square feet of open 
production area in Building 4, the main production building, provided more than enough room for 
proposed inertial guidance system repair facilities. These plans were approved; and in February 
1959, Air Force Industrial Plant #48 was redesignated the Heath Maintenance Annex of Dayton 
A r  Force Depot. From 196 1 to 1962, the facility was modified to house the new workloads. . 

The first group of Dayton workers arrived in April 1962, and by June there were nearly 1,000 
employees at the Annex. 

On 11 June 1962, Headquarters Air Force Logistics Command designated and organized the 
2802nd Inertial Guidance and Calibration Group at the Heath Maintenance Annex. On 7 
November 1962, the Annex itself was redesignated Newark Air Force Station. On 2 June 1987, 
thk station was redesignated Newark Air Force Base. As a result of a reorganization, the 2802nd 
Inertial Guidance and Calibration Group was inactivated on 8 November 1968 and the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) activated the same date. On 15 February 1973, the 
second major organizational change took place, when HQ AFLC authorized the establishment of 
the 2803rd Air Base Group to perform support functions for the Center. A subsequent 
reorganization led to the dises~ablishrnent of the 2803rd ABG on 15 April 199 1. 

Since its establishment, the workloads and responsibilities of Newark Air Force Base have grown 
tremendously. The first inertial guidance systems, for the Atlas and Minuteman missiles, arrived 
for repair in October 1962. In April 1965, the first aircraft guidance system, an LN-12 inertial 
measurement unit, was received. This marked the beginning of a major portion of the Center's 
inertial repair workload. AGMC also began repairing displacement gyroscopes used on aircraft in 
April 1973. Another major' responsibility began in May 1972, when the Center began repairing 
the KT-73 inertial measurement unit used on Navy aircraft, the first important interservice 
workload. Further emphasis on this facet of the Center occurred in March 1973, when it began 
working on Navy submarine navigational systems. Other new repair workloads acquired over the 
years included the periscopic sextant, beginning October 1980; the LN-39 inertial navigation unit 
used on the A-1 0 and F-16 aircraft, which began in March 1986; the Peacekeeper missile inertial 



guidance system, which AGMC first produced in July 1987; the F-117 inertial navigation unit, 
beginning October 1990; and the B-1B aircraft inertial navigation unit, first produced in January 
1992. Furthermore, the Center expanded its workload beyond guidance systems in February 
1985, when it assumed responsibility for repairing test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment. 
Another different type of workload began in July 1988, when AGMC assumed management 
responsibility for' the JOVIAL Integrated Tool Set, used to support and develop avionics 
software. 

AGMC applied its technical expertise in other areas as well. In November 1986, HQ AFLC 
designated AGMC as the Electrostatic Discharge Technology Center for the entire command, 
responsible for identifylng problems caused by electrostatic discharge, studying ways to limit its 
effects, and testing equipment to ensure that it met electrostatic discharge control guidelines. The 
Center also pioneered the cleaning of precision parts using biodegradable detergents, instead of 
the hazardous solvents employed previously. In March 1990, it opened a special aqueous cleaning 
center for this purpose. In January 1992, it completed installation of the Automatic Depot Inertial 
Navigation Test System, a generic system usable on many different workloads. By replacing 
workload dedicated equipment, it reduced equipment costs and increased the Center's flexibility 
for meeting workload needs. 

The Metrology Program's responsibilities also grew during this period. In 1965, the Air Force 
assigned its management responsibility for world-wide certification of Precision Measurement 
Equipment Laboratories (PMEL). In July 1972, it received assignment to evaluate and audit 
laboratories directly, instead of having this hnction performed by an Air Logistics Center. 
Furthermore, on 29 November 1974, HQ AFLC gave the Center responsibility to repair 
equipment received for calibration, thereby expanding its activities. Another added Metrology 
task was providing calibration support for Foreign Military Sales, the sale of weapon systems to 
other nations. Beginning in 1972, with the sale of F-5 aircraft to Saudi Arabia, AGMC personnel 
assisted these nations in identifylng calibration procedures and establishing precision measurement 
equipment laboratory procedures. In July 1976, the directorate produced its first portable 
automatic test equipment calibrator, an innovative concept to permit the calibration of equipment 
on site instead of in the laboratory. Also, it developed the Field Assistance Support Team for 
Calibration (FASTCAL), a portable PMEL designed for use at bases with limited or nonexistent 
calibration capabilities. The first FASTCAL was completed in July 1990 and provided valuable 
calibration support to units p&icipating in Operation Desert Storm. 

AGMC remains dedicated to accomplishing single point repair of inertial guidance and navigation 
systems; providing engineering consultant and support services; performing overall technical and 
management direction of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program; and operating the 
Air Force Measurement Standards Laboratories. 



VALUE OF RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 40 

CAPITAL ASSETS 
J 

Land 
BuildingslReaI Property 
Computers 
Vehicles 

Total 

EQUIPMENT 

Appropriated 
DMSIAFIF 
O & M  

Nonappropriated 
Total 

INVENTORIES 
Stock Fund (1) 
Sales Outlet 

Base Exchange 
NAF 

Total 

RETAIL SALES 
Base Exchange 
NAF 

Total 

BASE 0 & M AND MAINTENANCE OUTLAYS 
(Excludes Civilian Pay) 

O & M  
DMSIAFIF 

Total 

(1) Includes $756,375,914 for depot reparables. 



CAPITAL ASSETS 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

LAND 

Owned 

Easement 

Leased 

BUILDINGS 

Main Industrial Facility 
F 
! Maintenance 

Metrology 

Support Organizations 

Maintenance 

Metrology 

Civi t Engineering 

Base Supply 

Administration 

Base Exchange 

Recreation 

Other 

COMPUTERS (MAINFRAME) 

Owned 

Leased 

ACRES 

1.57 

0 

71.26 

NUMBER SQ FT 

1 747,489 

1 

3 

8 

TOTAL 37 

VEHICLES 

NUMBER NUMBER 

17 Owned . 

0  eased 0 
TOTAL 17 TOTAL 49 



PERSONNELIPAYROLL DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 4 2 

CLASSIFICATION .NUMBER FY 92 DOLLARS 

APPROPRIATED MILITARY 
(Living Off-Base) 
Active Duty 74 
Reserve - 115 

Total 189 

ACTIVE DUTY DEPENDENTS 

APPROPRIATED CIVILIAN 
General Schedule 1015 39,944,708 
Wage Grade - 918 34,029,779 

Total 

NONAPPROPRIATED, CONTRACT, 
PRIVATE 

Civilian NAF 33 
Civilian BX 2 
Contract Civilian (1) 73 
Credit Union (On-Base) - 1 

Total 109 

MILITARY RETIREES 
Air Force 1,789 
Army 1,597 

1 

Navy 926 
Marines 269 
Coast Guard 28 

Total 4609 

(1) Not Elsewhere Included 



CONSTRUCTION, CONTRACTS, AND EXPENDITURES 
FOR MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, AND SUPPLIES 43 

FISCAL YEAR 1992 

ANNUAL 
EXPENDITURES CONSTRUCTION 

hhlitary Construction Program 
Nonappropriated Fund 
Operation and Maintenance 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

CONTRACTS AND PROCUREMENT 

Service Contracts (1) 

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND TDY EXPENDITURES 

Education (Impact Aid) 

TDY 

OTHER MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, 
AND SUPPLIES PROCUREMENT (2) 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

(1) Includes only contracts in Economic Impact Region or contracts requiring the use of 
locally supplied goods and services. 

(2) Not elsewhere included. 



PROGRAM DATA 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

BASE SUPPLY 

Supply Item, Records (Monthly Average) 
Local Purchase Requests Processed 

CIVIL ENGINEERING 

Work Requests 1 Orders 
Calls to Base Activities 

UTILITY CONSUMPTION AND COSTS 

Electric 
Gas 

1 
Sewage 
Communications 

DISPENSARY OUTPATIENT VISITS 

NEWARK AEROSPACE FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 

Membership 
Assets 

INERTIAL SYSTEMS - . 

Total Inertial GuidanceINavigation 
Systems repaired by AGMC Since 1962 

Total Displacement Gyros repaired since 1974 

Total Ground Equipment repaired since 1985 



FY92 FUNDS MANAGED 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1992 

FUNDS 

Operation and Maintenance 

Central Procurement 

Research and Development 

Depot Maintenance Service, 
AF Industrial Fund 

Foreign Military Sales (Adm) 

Stock Funds 

Non-Appropriated Funds 

TOTAL 



CRITERIA 7: ABILITY OF EXISTING AND RECEIVING 
COMMUNITIES TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSION 
AND PERSONNEL 



ABILITY OF EXISTING AND RECEIVING COMMUNITIES 
TO SUPPORT FORCES, MISSION, AND PERSONNEL 

L 

If workload is privatized, the community will be able t o  
support forces; however, electronic and mechanical skills 
will need t o  be recruited f rom across the state as they will 
not  be readily available. 

Approximately 40% of  employees will be available for  
privatization in place. This is optimistic. Twenty-f ive 
percent o f  employees are covered under the Federal 
Employee Retirement System. These employees are more 

a likely t o  join a private contractor. 

Approximately 60% or more of the employees will need t o  
be recruited for  the contractor operation. Current 
employees (approximately 75%) covered by  the Civil 
Service Retirement System will commute t o  Columbus or 
other areas rather than lose seniority in the government 
retirement system. 



CRITERIA 8: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

In  1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Recommendations to  the Commission 

included this statement wi th regard to the closure of Newark Air Force Base: 

"Newark AFB is i n  an air quality non-attainment area for ozone. 
Closure of Newark AFB will result in  generally positive environmental 
effects." 

Privatization of workload "in place" does not change the fact that Newark AFB is in an 

air quality non-attainment area for ozone. 

Newark AFB has been one of the most aggressive industrial centers (and first DOD 

depot) in the nation for the elimination of ozone-depleting CFCs. 

F This project is funded by the Air Force's environmental compliance program. Newark's 

projected $2.5 million project to  eliminate CFC-113 is a necessary step toward ridding 

the environment of a prevalent hazardous substance. 

F If this program continues to  completion, the use of CFC-113, a major depleter of the 

earth's ozone layer, will be eliminated from the industrial processes. [see the following pages.] 

F If workload is privatized, wil l  this important effort continue? 

A separate issue addressed in the 1993 Defense Closures and Realignment Recommendations 

to the Commission was: 

"Environmental restoration of Newark AFB will continue until complete." 

t The only remaining installation restoration program site to  be restored is 1 3  acres that 

was donated t o  the base by  a private citizen. The site was accepted with the knowledge 

that it was contaminated. It was not accepted as an area intended for future expansion. 

Restoration is not required unless the area is used as a future construction site. 

F The area was accepted t o  gain an additional perimeter security area to  reduce the 

possibility of easy access t o  the base, to  prevent location of industry wi th  types of 

operations which could affect testing capabilities, t o  prevent anything being built that 

would block North Reference Line of the site to  reference monuments and t o  improve the 

aesthetic appearance of property surrounding the base. 



SOAP & WATER 
give the parts-cleaning business an environmental 

SOLUTION 
Soap and water. 
It doesn't sound very high tech, but 

it's a solution to some of the U.S. 
military's pressing concerns about 
chlorofluorocarbons and other ozone- 
depleting solvents. 

Newark A m ,  a tiny installation 
tucked away in central Ohio. is a large 
user of CFC-113, a major depleter of 
the earth's ozone layer. Home of the 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology 
Center, the base has begun an 
aggressive program to replace this 
chemical cleaning solvent with 
detergents and water. 

"We are probably one of the more 
aggressive industrial centers in the 
nation for the elimination of ozone- 
depleting CFCs," says Don Hunt, 
deputy of Newark's maintenance 
engineering division. "We're learning 
that there is very little we can't do with 
aqueous (water-based) processes." 

Quicker phaseout goal 

In February, President Bush 
announced that the United States would 
accelerate the phaseout and discontinue 
production of ozone-depleting 
substances by Dec. 31. 1995. The U.S. 
phaseout is more rapid than the one 
called for under the 1987 Montreal 
Protocol. a multi-nation consensus on 
eliminating CFCs, which bans the 
ozone-depleting chemicals by the year 
2000. 

Last year, Hunt served on a United 
Nations Environmental Programme 
committee charged with examining 
world-wide efforts to find and 
implement substitutes for ozone- 
depleting chemicals. The committee's 
final report states that it is technically 
feasible to phase out CFCs earlier than 
called for under the Montreal Protocol. 

As the Air Force's single repair 
center for inertial guidance and 
navigation systems. Newark fixes 

Using nitrogen gas to blow moisture 
from a bearing assembly used on 
Minuteman missiles is Ed Mills, a 
clean-room technician at 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology 
Center, Newark AFB, Ohio. (Photo 
by Dave Levingston) 

malfunctioning equipment on most 
aircraft and missiles in  the defense 
department's inventory. Using 
gyroscopes and accelerometers, these 
systems guide aircraft and missiles to 
their destinations. 

Super solvent of choice 

The cleaning of this ultra-sensitive 
electromechanical equipment is an 
essential part of the repair process. 
Even minute particles of dust on the 
unit can cause mechanical failures, 
Hunt says. CFC- 1 13 has been the 
chemical cleaning solvent of choice for 
nearly three decades. But when repair 
operations at Newark began in 1962, 
the first cleaning solutions were soap 

and water. 
"We originally used soap and water, 

then went to CFC-113 in the 1960s 
because it was the super solvent that 
answered all our problems," says Bob 
Colson, who heads Newark's 
environmental management office. "It 
was super pure. left no residue and 
evaporated quickly. It was basically 
inert and a minimal health hazard." 

Then came the bad news, first 
reported in scientific journals in the . , 
mid- 1970s and acknowledged globally 
in the 1980s. Vapors from liquid' 
CFCs, used around the world in aerosol 
sprays. refrigerators, air conditioners, 
and as solvents and blowing agents, 
were contributing to the destruction of 
the earth's ozone layer, which protects 
animals and plants from ultraviolet 
radiation. Unfiltered by the ozone, 
these destructive rays can cause 
blindness and skin cancers. and reduce 
crop yields. Recent National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
reports indicate the ozone layer is being 
degraded even faster than previously 
predicted. 

Early efforts: recycling 

Before 1989. Newark purchased 
more than 600,000 pounds of CFC-113 
annually. Although the center began to 
cut back on CFC-113 purchases during 
the early 1980s by extensively 
recycling the clear, smelly liquid, some 
of the chemical was always lost to 
evaporation. From 1988 to 1989. a 
joint Air F0rceJU.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency study identified 
point sources and quantities of solvent 
emissions from the base to the 
atmosphere. Recommendations were 
made for improving Newark's recycling 
still and carbon adsorption system to 
trap escaping solvent vapors. 

Prompted by Air Force Logistics 
Command headquarters and reports of 
CFC- 1 13's negative impact on the 
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ozone layer, base engineers began in 
1986 to investigate the use of 
alternative solvents. They quickly 
seized on soap and water because of its 
earlier acceptance. 

Examining details of change 

But implementing a new process 
can't happen overnight -- even if it's 
more environmentally sound than the 
one in use. 

"In a technical order, there may be 
100 specifications calling for the use of 
CFC-113 in cleaning," says Colson. 
"You just can't say 'Replace the word 
CFC-113 with soap and water.' You 
don't want to make a change and then 
have an airplane fall out of the sky 
because of corrosion of a part because 
we made a change without 
investigating it." 

Technical orders are written orders 
specifying how an aircraft. missile or 
individual part must be assembled and 
maintained. The process to change a 
technical order is expensive and 
lengthy, says Colson. However, 
implementation of a new cleaning 

method or other change can begin prior 
to the technical order revision. The 
equipment specialist or engineer 
responsible for the part can authorize 
pilot testing of the new process and 
later use the test results as evidence to 
change the order. 

Clearance for 32 assemblies 

Newark engineers have been wading 
their way through the authorization 
process as quickly as possible; no 
technical orders have been changed. 
The center currently has permission to 
clean with soap and water 32 different 
instrument bearing assemblies, parts of 
a gyroscope used on F-1 1 1 aircraft, and 
periscopic sextants used on aircraft and 
Navy vessels. Newark recently began 
cleaning Minuteman missile gyroscope 
assemblies and is finalizing an aqueous 
cleaning process for the KC-135 
aircraft's Carousel inertial unit. 

Using a combination of deionized 
water, biodegradable detergents and 
special washing and drying machines. 
the cleaning process has proven 
corrosion-resistant on all tested parts, 

Amelia Greulich of 
AGMC removes a 
washed and 
rinsed Minuteman 
rnlsslle gyroscope 
pad from a 
beaker before 
drying tt. (Photo 
by Debi lansky) 

which range in composition from 
beryllium to epoxies, says Hunt. On 
average, the aqueous cleaners take less 
time, cost less, and clean as well or 
better than CFC- 1 13. 

Newark presently operates one 
aqueous cleaning center, with two more 
ready for installation. By 1994, up to 
25 cleaning centers will complement 
the production centers devoted to 
repairing the guidance systems, Hunt 
says. 

Ultrasonic washing machine 

Aqueous cleaning involves a more 
standardized process than CFC- 1 13 
cleaning, which is done in the 
production area by individuals who 
repair the part. In the aqueous cleaning 
center, trained technicians oversee the 
wash, rinse and dry cycles. Parts with 
more unusual geometric shapes can be 
pre-washed by a hand-held spray wand 
or given a hot bath. Regularly shaped 
parts are cleaned in an ultrasonic 
washing machine, where energy waves 
agirate the 155-degree water and 
detergent into bubbly wash water. 
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QUESTIONS FOR DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

i (a) AF has stated an excess depot capacity of 8.7 million direct product 
actual hours (DPAH). Capacity is computed using facilities, 
equipment, and manpower or a combination of the three. The 8.7 
million DPAH relates t o  manpower. Five years ago, NAFB had a 
depot capacity of 1.7 million DPAH as stated in your report. Today, 
NAFB's depot capacity is 840,000 DPAH and that will be privatized 
in place. How does that solve the excess depot capacity problem 
for the Air Force? 

I (b) NAFB repairs inertial navigation and guidance systems for aircraft, 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, Navy's 688 attack submarines and 
Army's Position Azimuth Determining System, thus providing 

F 

i support t o  all  three branches of the services. With closure of NAFB 
and privatizing in place, the government wil l  no longer have "core 
logistics repair capability" for these guidance systems. Considering 
this, and the fact that all three branches of the services are 
affected, does the government need "core logistics repair" or should 
all depot maintenance be on contract? 

(c) I f  "core logistics repair capability" is required, would it not be 
smarter t o  close one or t w o  of the large Air Logistics Centers that 
have dual repair capability and not put in jeopardy the  single source 
of repair for MM Ill, the only ICBM after START I1 ratification? In 
Air Force testimony, they stated they must maintain MM Ill basing 
flexibility due to  uncertainty wi th respect to  START II. Is 
jeopardizing the only inertial guidance system repair for this ICBM 
consistent wi th  need for four missile bases? 

(d) How wil l  privatization of NAFB save defense dollars? What 
percentage of functions being performed at the base today wil l  be 
eliminated wi th  privatization? A contractor will require the same 
operating base support functions, i.e. civil engineering support, data 
services, supply, transportation, personnel, and financial services. 
With added costs of at  least one percent allowed for bid and 
proposal, 5% for DOD people t o  administer the contract and 5 t o  
6% for profit margin, where wil l  the cost savings originate? 



(e) Over 30% of the total environmentally-controlled cleanroom space, 
or 62% of the individual cleanrooms in the Air Force, are located at 
this one small installation. This has made it a very versatile center 
for assuming low volume, high technology workloads for all three 
services. Will the government, in the future, spend substantial 
dollars for construction of cleanroom space since this wil l  no longer 
be a government facility? Is there excess cleanroom space in the 
DOD? Considering the possibility of DOD depot consolidation, was 
this issue addressed? 

(f) NAFB was established wi th the intent t o  serve as the metrology and 
inertial guidance repair center for all three services. NAFB has 
supported all services through interservicing. Defense build up 
through the 80's permitted construction costs that could have been 
avoided if full usage of NAFB had been enforced by Congress and 
the DOD. Considering the fact that consolidation of metrology 
services is still an issue, and consolidation of  depot maintenance will 
probably occur, would it not make more sense t o  make NAFB a 
DOD test site for consolidation of both depot maintenance and 
metrology? The facilities and equipment are in place. With added 
manpower, NAFB could assume up t o  2.2 million DPAHs. 
Considering the fact the DOD needs t o  maintain the Center because 
of the MM Ill, should it not be workloaded in the same fashion as 
the missile bases being retained by  the Air Force? 

(g) Since consolidation of the three services metrology standards 
laboratories is inevitable, what rationale is being followed that 
would permit closing the NAFB metrology standards laboratory, the 
best of the three, before the final decision on consolidation is 
reached? Past studies have indicated the Newark Laboratories 
would be the most cost effective operation as well. 

(h) Is the government's decision t o  compete their depot maintenance 
with private industry a smart one--especially w i th  excess depot 
capacity? Will we  close the depots that have invested the most for 
the future (both in terms of facilities and equipment). For the 
taxpayer's sake, should we not look at maintaining our most up-to- 
date facilities/equipment. Otherwise, the taxpayer will be faced 
wi th  investment costs in the future t o  upgrade old, out-dated 
depots. 



DEPOT CAPACITY 

Depot capacity and the computation technique to  be used by all three services 

was determined through a Defense Management Review initiative. 

Work space (facilities and equipment) combined with manpower equates to 
capacity. Thus, a building fully equipped without manpower does not equate 
to capacity based on current methodology used by the three services. 

The Air Force has stated an excess depot capacity of 8.7 million direct 
product actual hours (DPAH) [manpower with workspace]. 

In report to Commission, Air Force stated the depot maintenance capacity of 

NAFB was 1.7 million DPAH. That was true five (5) years ago; however, in the 

last five (5) years, there has been major manpower reduction. In fact, in 1991 

NAFB downsized the work force by 35%. 

Today the total depot capacity of NAFB is approximately 840,000 DPAH. It 
will be downsized again in October, 1993. 

NAFB's total depot capacity equates to 9.6% of the excess depot capacity 
in the Air Force. 

Closure of NAFB has been cited as the Air Force's solution to their depot capacity 

problem. 



CORE LOGISTICS REPAIR CAPABILITY 

i 
The government analyzes each part of a weapon system to  

determine the number or percentage of the total projected direct 

product actual hour repair work that must be retained by the 

government t o  ensure the following: 

1. A flexible skill or resource base t o  react t o  changing 
world environment and industrial situations (strikes, 
terrorism, etc.). 

2. Provide a "standard" for measuring competitive costs. 

3. Some workloads should remain wi th  the government 
since it is not cost effective for industry. 

4. National security. We must have some organic 
capability t o  provide guaranteed support for combat 
forces. 

QUESTION B 



INCONSISTENT DECISION 

The Air Force, in testimony before the Defense Base 

Closure and Realignment Commission, has stated the need t o  

keep four missile bases in operation because o f  the uncertainty 

of wor ld conditions. In fact, the plan includes Griffis AFB 

sending 8-52's t o  Minot AFB and KC-1 35's t o  Grand Forks AFB. 

Malstrom AFB and F. E. Warren AFB will also be kept in 

existence. The AF has testified they really only need three 

missile bases but they want  t o  maintain four because of  the 

uncertainty o f  the  Start I1 Agreements. However, the Air Force 

by privatizing NAFB is giving up core logistics repair of the 

missile inertial guidance system, the brain of the missile! This 

will incur higher costs. 



THOUGHTS ON THE COST OF PRIVATIZATION 

Current organizational chart of NAFB with functions is shown on Attachment A. 

Functions include: Depot Maintenance and Metrology (the missions of the 

center), and Operations and Maintenance support elements which include Data 

Services, Financial Services, Civil Engineering, Personnel, Contracting, Security, 

and Supply and Transportation. 

Which of these functions would be eliminated if privatized? We maintain 
these functions must be accomplished, either here or by another facility, 
whether government or contract. 

Personnel working at the base are paid by Depot Maintenance Industrial Funds 

(DMIF) or Operations and Maintenance Funds (O&M). The FY93 DMIF budget of 

approximately $93,000,000 covers depot maintenance and the O&M budget of 

approximately $43,000,000 covers Metrology and base operating support 

functions. In fact, $14,000,000 of the O&M budget covers the cost of 

Metrology. The balance of O&M funds [$29,000,0001 pays for support people 

who service both Metrology and Maintenance. The downsizing planned for 1 Oct 

1993 reduces that $29,000,000 to roughly $22,500,000. 

Costs we have shown for depot maintenance include the DMlF costs and 
the O&M cos t s  to  equal NAFB total cost .  O&M support c o s t s  were 
apportioned to provide 83% against Maintenance and 17% against 
Metrology. 

We have provided several examples of workloads currently on contract as well as 

repaired at NAFB. There is on the average a 20% to 40% cost savings to the 

government when accomplished in house. 

Contract will increase depot maintenance costs. For example, in the 

government's plan for privatization (AFMCIXP, Talking Paper, 19  Mar 1993, 

Attachment B), a guaranteed workload for a minimum time period is part of the 

criteria. 



How will the government address: 

1. More force structure reductions and non-aeneration of workloads? This 
has been a major problem for the depots over the past five (5) years. Will 
w e  pay for work that does not generate? 

2. Crisis situation such as Desert Storm when the aovernrnent does not 
have the o ~ t i o n  of rnovina ~ e o ~ l e  from missile to aircraft workloads for 
surae? Will the taxpayer pay for guaranteed workload in missile systems 
and incur cost increase in aircraft workload through contract change 
order? 

3. As has been shown in  wage comparison for the last 15 years, Civil 
Service employees' salaries lag behind private industry by  several 
percentage points. NAFB journeymen technicians earn approximately 
$1 4.44 per hour. General managers (GMI  3--$55,111 and GM14-- 
$65,123) manage up t o  3 5 0  people. Bonuses are normally 1 t o  3% of 
salary, and, of course, no stock options. Where in  the aerospace industry 
do w e  find these types o f  salaries for management people? 

If we privatize Newark AFB, we will pick up these additional costs: 

1. Bid and Proposal -- at least 1 % of contract costs. 

2. Contract Administration -- government personnel to  manage 
contract; 4 to 5% of contract costs. 

3. Profit margin for industry -- 5 to  6%. 
ATTACHMENT A: ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

AlTACHMENT B: TALKING PAPER ON OPTIONS FOR NEWARK 





TALKING PAPER 
ON 

OPTIONS FOR NEWARK UNDER PRIVATIZATION 

New initiative within the Department of Defense which has never been tried. 

Privatization is envisioned as a way for AFMC to divest itself of the Newark 
facility while maintaining at minimum government risk a reliable source of repair, 
especially considering the technical capabilities of Newark's people and 
equipment. 

Privatization should lead to mutual benefits for the Air Force and the local 
economy. 

By privatizing the Newark functions, the current highly skilled and motivated 
workforce would continue to  be employed "in place," helping to  meet the Air 
Force's requirements for the critical repair capability. 

Additionally the extremely high cost of moving this complex equipment and 
the almost certain risk of damaging this equipment will not be incurred. 

The privatization concept developed because the duplication of Newark's 
capability at another Air Force installation is not cost effective; the Air Force is 
looking into the following options to provide this critically essential Air Force 
repair mission: 

Operate a Contractor-owned, Contractor-operatedfacility, owned outright 
by Contractor with assured workload over a minimum time period. 

Employee buyout with present employees without civil service buying the 
facility with assured workload over a minimum time frame. 

Operate a non-Federal-Government-owned, Contractor-operated facility with 
Contractor assured workload over a minimum time period. 

Fourth quarter of 1996 for Newark base closure may be too restrictive t o  resolve 
all legal, contractual and managerial issues for this initiative. 

NOTE: THE ABOVE IS AN EXACT COPY OF A HQ AFMCIXP 
TALKING PAPER DATED 19 MAR 1993. 
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CLEAN ROOM SPACE 

Ninety-six (96) environmentally controlled areas totaling 205,000 

square feet including Air Force Standard clean rooms from class 

100,000 to class 1,000 with an integrated laser particle counting 

environmental monitoring system. This represents a significant 

portion of AFMC depot environmentally controlled work space. 

11 QUESTION E 11 
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CONTROLLED AREA 
CLASS 

300 K Clean room 

100 K Clean room 

10 K Clean room 

1 K Clean room 

% of AFMC Depot 
Environmentally Controlled Space 

27.5% 

47.5% 

48.4% 

41.9% 



11 DOD INTERSERVICING 11 
In 1961 the Congress, in approving the establishment of the depot 

capability for repair of inertial guidance and navigational systems, and the Air 

Force Measurement Standards Laboratory (at Newark AFB), stated in part. . . 

"The Committee will expect the Department of Defense t o  

see that maximum utilization is made of the facilities 

proposed at Heath (Newark Air Force Base) by all three 

services. . ." The full text is on the next page. 

Interservicing is difficult t o  achieve. NAFB is already performing 

workloads for the Navy, Army and NASA as well as numerous foreign 

countries. 

This plus several other factors leads to  the extremely' viable option that 

DOD convert Newark AFB and use it as a test site to  actually test, on a fairly 

large scale, consolidation of Depot Maintenance and Metrology. 

Consolidation applies to the metrology programs as well as well as inertial 

guidance and navigational depot repair. Newark AFB has the best facilities in 

the DOD for both of these functions. 

A relatively small investment in DOD consolidation will reduce military 

spending and cbntribute to  reduction of the national debt. 

11 QUESTION F 11 



ASSISTANT SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C. 

INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS 17 July 1961 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECWTARY O F  THE ARMY 
THE SECRETARY O F  THE NAVY 
THE SECRETARY O F  THE AIR FORCE 

SUBJECT: Utiliqation of Heath Maintenance Annex Standards Calibration 
Laboratory and lne rtial  Guidan ce Maintenance Facilit ies a t  
Heath, Ohio 

Recently the--House Appropriations Committee approved the establishment by 
the Air Force  of a maintenance and calibration facility f o r  inert ial  guidance 
systems a t  a site near  Heath, Ohio. The facility, in addition to i t s  inert ial  
guidance maintenance capability, when completed, will have spe cia1 capabilitie s 
and degrees of accuracy that do not exist  in  this country in  the measurement 
a r ea s  of inert ial  quality accelerometers  and gyro calibration, infra-red 

1 

calibration, s t a r  seeker o r  light calibration, and an accurate optical range f o r  
theodolites and collimators. When funds we re  approved f o r  this facility it was 
s t ip3ated  that: 

"The committee will expect the Department of Defense to see  
that maximum utilization i s  made of the facilities proposed a t  
Heath by all  three services. Should facilities of these types be 
proposed fo r  any other locations f rom any source of funds avail- 
able to the Defense Department o r  the services, the committee 
will expect notification of such proposals a t  least  30 days pr ior  
to the advertisement of any contract s . " 

In consonance with the above, the Departments of the A I & ~  and Navy should 
plan to utilize the Heath facility f o r  such requirements of this kind a s  they may 
have. J.f at any future t ime the Heath facili t ies a r e  conside red inadequate to 
meet the combined requirements of the Department of Defense, i t  will be 
necessary to forward full justification to the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
f o r  review pr io r  to the initiation of any expansion program for  facilities of thi'g 
type 

I s /  Glenn V. Gibson 
GLENN V. GIBSON 
Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Logistics) 



Each military service has a Metrology Standards Laboratory. The Air Force laboratory is at 

NAFB. The Army laboratory is at Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, Alabama; and the Navy laboratory is 

at North Island Naval Air Station, San Diego, California. Realistically, consolidation of these three 

facilities is inevitable. 

To close the NAFB Metrology Standards Laboratory will eliminate the best present facility from 

availability to serve as the DOD Metrology Standards Laboratory. Neither the Army nor Navy 

laboratories have the extensive facilities of the Air Force laboratory. Both are too limited in size and 

in technical capability to meet Air Force requirements. Consolidation of either of these facilities will 

require substantial amounts of additional, expensive facilities. The NAFB Metrology Standards 

Laboratory should be designated the DOD Metrology Standards Laboratory. 

Past DOD Metrology Standards Laboratory Consolidation Studies contained two limiting 

assumptions. One was the assumption that facilities for all measurement parameters will be at the 

same location. Since no one location has all needed facilities, in each case, the resulting construction 

costs contributed to a decision not to consolidate. The second assumption limited the payback period 

of four years. The most current study showed consolidation of metrology standards laboratories to 

NAFB had the shortest payback, approximately six years. 

A future Metrology Standards Laboratory Consolidation Study will have a much better chance 

of recommending consolidation if the premise of a main location plus operating locations is used. For 

instance, the facility to measure flow at the Navy Laboratory in San Diego is very extensive and 

capable. It would be expensive to duplicate; however, the Navy facility is extremely limited in many 

other measurement capabilities. If a DO0 Metrology Standards Laboratory is established at NAFB, flow 

measurements should continue to be supported at San Diego as an operating location or detachment 

of the laboratory at NAFB. 

L 

The NAFB Metrology Standards Laboratory has the best, most extensive facilities and 

equipment of the Metrology Standards Laboratories of the three military services. The 

additional construction required at either of the other t w o  possible sites is significantly more 

than what  wil l  be required at NAFB. The abandonment of this facility will greatly increase 

future costs. 

CONSOLIDATION OF 
DOD METROLOGY STANDARDS LABORATORIES 

11 QUESTION G 11 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE COMPETITION 

1 
"Defense Business Operations Fund" 

Depot Maintenance is being downsized through depot maintenance competition. 

Per DOD Consolidation Depot Maintenance Study, there is 25 to 50% excess 

depot maintenance capacity in Department of Defense. 

Is there a fallacy in downsizing depot maintenance through competition? 

The most up-to-date modern facilitiestequipment drive higher direct product 

actual hour cost as result of depreciation expense. 

Maximum interservicing has not occurred within the DOD. Some services do 

not want to pay a higher cost (under Defense Business Operations Fund 

(DBOF) for the updated facilities/equipment. 

Should we continue with DBOF expansion and depot competition? Current 

DBOF rules and depot maintenance competition considers investments in 

plant, equipment, personnel and training. The depots that have invested the 

most will not be competitive in their price. 

Is depot maintenance competition driving a further nationalization of the 

aerospace industry? 

Michael Armstrong, CEO of Hughes, has said, "the concept of equitable 

competition between industry and government for defense work is a 

questionable conflict of interest." Is he correct? 



COPY OF REPORT 
PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 
AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

W. L. HORTON 
NAFB TECHNICAL DIRECTOR (RET) 

08 March 1993 
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08 March 1993 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Attn: J im Courter: 

I am writing this letter as a concerned citizen who has tried to  keep abreast with how 
our defense dollars are being used and I am concerned that we could easily burn some 
of the wrong bridges behind us in down sizing of military bases. M y  concern is that 
the task before your committee is so complex, the time element for proper study is 
so short in proportion t o  the size of  the task, that serious mistakes could easily be 
made and once made there is normally no return. 

I feel 1 have a responsibility t o  the taxpayers to  t ry and provide you wi th  factual 
information on  the Aerospace and Guidance and Metrology Center "AGMC" (Newark 
Air Force Base). 

This document represents my views, and is not intended to  necessarily represent the 
views o f  AGMC or o f  any AF Command HQ. However, as the originator of  the need 
for bringing the Base into existence and serving as the Technical Director of  the Base 
until m y  retirement, I feel I am qualified t o  take a position as t o  the importance o f  the 
Base and its need for continued existence. 

AGMC is not just another Maintenance Base. It is in fact, a very unique facility whose 
responsibilities touch almost every facet of the Air Force's operational forces. It is as 
its name implies, a high-tech facility. It is in fact, a ONE-OF-A-KIND facility directed 
by Congress t o  provide technical assistance t o  all military services when requested. 
(See Enclosure #I "DOD MEMORANDUM t o  all Services, dated 17 July 1961 .) 

Over the years, as the importance and the success of the missions of the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center have been realized, there has existed considerable 
envy on the part of  the "Big Brother" maintenance depot activities within the 
Command. There has existed a desire t o  absorb the AGMC Base Missions into their 
o w n  missions. These Depots are in areas wi th  big political clout, I trust their desires 
will not enter into your decisions. 

The opportunity exists for placing more inertial and navigational repair workload from 
other DOD activities into AGMC and thereby, providing additional DOD savings. I 
realize t o  accomplish a proper analysis is quite a task, especially in v iew o f  all the 
vested interests. However, t o  not do so is avoiding responsibility and may well be not 
in the interest o f  our Defense program in the long run. Having been associated wi th  



military organizations for over 50 years, I learned t o  realize that small organizations 
and small bases are often overlooked in terms of their importance. While I have no 
reasons to  believe that AGMC will be among those that will appear on  the base 
closure list, I do feel it is most important that your commission have the enclosed 
facts t o  review i f  the base should be considered for closure. 

I have no quarrel with seeing a base closed i f  it is for a valid reason. A reason that 
is based on the task being no longer required or that the task can be done elsewhere 
wi th  a true cost savings. But like other taxpayers I would object i f  it were done for 
political reasons or t o  avoid making a valid study that can prove it was done for the 
right reasons. 

In the attached report I will t ry and outline in what I hope will be a logical sequence 
of answers t o  questions I would assume you would want answers to. I will provide 
enclosures that will be referenced throughout this report, to  provide the reader with 
more in-depth data on each item that I believe you should review in more detail. 

I would suggest that someone from your committee visit this base i f  it is being 
considered for the base closure list. I firmly believe that you will quickly see why I 
have taken the time t o  prepare this report and why  the continued operation of the 
base is so necessary. I f  you visit the base, and so desire, I would be willing t o  testify 
and answer any questions you might have. 

Sincerely, 

2 2  y* 
W. L. Horton 
11 32 Connway Drive 
Heath, Ohio 43056 
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4a.DATA ON METROLOGY UNDERGROUND RADIAC LABORATORY 

5. DATA ON TRUE NORTH REFERENCE FOR MM-I11 INERTIAL SYSTEM AND 
OTHER ISOLATED TEST PADS. 

6. IMPACT ON LOCAL COMNUNITY: 

7. GENERAL DISCUSSION: 

8. REPAIR COST COMPARISONS WITH INDUSTRY: 

9. AGMC ECONOMIC RESOURCE INPACT STATEMENT: 



(2) The Aerospace Guidance and Fietrology Center is the Single 
Center within the Air Force for repairing inertial guidance and 
inertial Navigation systems for Aircraft and missiles. It also , 

provides engineering and corisulting services on inertial systems 
to other Air Force and other Departments of Defense agencies. 

AGXC is uniquely facilitized to maintain the only remaining 
ICBM system ( MK-111 ) 

AGWC supports the NAVY'S 668 class submarine guidance systems as 
well as the ARF;Y'S artillery system. 

The I C 9 M daily alert rate is Directly dependent on AGMC as a 
sole source for this operational capability. A very real example 
example of the importance and the capabilities of AGMC 
maintenance occurred in 1967 when the MM-I1 had an& ever 
increasing rate of non-operational missiles in the silo's, being 
at that time supported by the Contractor. AGMC resolved the 
problem that could not be resolved by the contractor. See 
attachment 11 r~ 2 for details. 

AGMC in addition to having supported ALL Air Force Missile 
systems, including the Peace Keeper and all MM series, supports 
the vast majority of all inertial Navigation Systems for 
aircraft. Inertial instruments for aircraft navigational systems 
also require the special facilities and skills of AGMC to be 
maintained at the lowest cost and minimum failure rates. 

See Aetachnent #/ 2 for additional back up datz. 

AVAILABLE FACILITIES: 

The Aerospace Guidance and ~etrology Center is the newest Base in 
the Command, being only in existence as an o p e r a t i n 9  facility for 
3 0  years. It is a small installation with the appearance of an 
active Industrial facility. It has no aircraft runways and no 
family housing or any of the many other overhead generating 
activities that add to the operating costs and complexities of 
the larger Bases in the Command. 

The main plant building houses a massive underground laboratory 
designed for the.AGMC .Primary Metrology activities that require a 
very high degree of seismic stability, temperature control and 
other special environmental controls. This is a four ( 4 )  floor 
60 ft. deep underground laboratory with the bottom floor being 
1 4  feet thick concrete and the walls being 8 ft at the bottom and 
tapering to 4 ft thick at the top. This massive laboratory of 
25,000 tons of concrete is isolated from the remainder of the 
plant as is all connecting services to the laboratory. The 
bottom floor supports the 1 0 - 6  G test platforms that are the most 



for a praper location for this task was so difficult. I do not 
believe this mission could be suitably transferred within a time 
period acceptable to the time frame as required as part of the 
legislation. 

COSTS, AND MANPOWER : 

The cost of processing inertial and navigational systems by AGXC 
has proven to be accomplished at considerable savings over that 
of tne Contractor, where both were involved and direct 
comparisons could be made. The repair of the Peacekeeper IMU 
and other inertial systems bears this out. See attachment # 8 
for details including other systems, 

The Newark Air Force Base facilities are in my view, highly 
undervalued as the infrastructure was vacated and reclaimed 
without much effort to capture the real book value of the unique 
infrastructure. In addition the construction since the take over 
by AG;IC appears to be based on acquisition costs rather than true 
replacement costs. I believe the cost figures nornally quoted 
for both facilities and equipment have been greatly distorted for 

J these reasons. I believe that if a true evaluation to determine 
replacement costs were conducted by a qualified contractor, the 
costs would be amazing. 

Because of the importance and inter dependency, both Metrology 
and the Maintenance should be co-located. The future of 
Metrology can only grow in terms of importance and complexity. 
The size of the fleet of zircraft and missiles have little to do 
with the requirement for the Primary laboratories, only perhaps 
the number of PMELS in the field. As weapon become more complex, 
the mission and the need for the unique facilities of AGMC will 
become even more in demand and in the comp1e::ity of standards. 

1t would appear that the NK-I11 guidance system will remain in 
the inventory for years to come and no doubt will be upgraded to 
some extent. This appears to be a continuinq workload for AG;IC. 
AS long as there are aircraft, there will be some form of 
navigational inertial systems and although they may clecrease in 
numbers. The types of systems nay change and there may be 
increases in mean-time-between-failures, but the systems will 
remain complex and will require the kinds of skills and test 
facilities available at AGMC. It would make little sense to 
relocate the aircraft systems in view of the capability that 
exists at AGMC where the ICBK and the A.F. Metrology Laboratories 
must remain, if the name of the game is to save taxpayer money 
either short or long term and to properly support the systems. 

Training of skilled technicians and engineers in this field has 
always had a learning curve of 4 to 5 years to become proficient. 
It took 4-5  years to properly train the initial caZlre even when 
the Contractors were still manufacturing the systems and they had 



relatively simple to the outsider. If additionally the 
capability provided is highly technical and invisible at the 
operational logistics level, no one knows it's there until it's 
not there. AGi4C has been so successful in it's operations that 
only those Air Force leaders who struggled during the late 1950's 
and throughout the 1960's to assure this capability for the air 
Force are really qualified to relate the operational capability 
that would be lost without this type of unique facility. 



- 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHiTGTON 25, D. C. 

- 
7 ,L 

' 1  INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS 17 July 1961 

MEMORANDUM.FOR THE S E C W A R Y  OF THE ARMY 
THE SECRETARY O F  THE NAVY 
THE SECRETARY O F  THE AIR FORCE 

SUBJECT: Utilization cf Heath Maintenance Annex Standards Calibration 
Laboratory and Inertial Guidan ce Maintenance Facilitie e at  
Heath, Ohio 

Recently the-.House Appropriations Committee approved the eetabliahment by 
the Air  Force  of a maintenance and calibration facility fo r  inertial guidance 
systems at a site near Heath, Ohio. The facility, in addition to its inertial 
guidance maintenance capability, when completed, will have special capabilities 
and degrees of accuracy that do not e*st in  this country in the measurement 
areae  of ine rtid quality accelerometers and gyro calibration, inf ra- red 
calibiation, s t a r  seeker o r  light calibration, and an accurate optical range for 
theodolites and colLmators. When funds we re approved for this facility it was  
stip&ated that: 

I 

I 
f "The committee will expect the Department of Deiense to see 

that maximum utilization is made of the facilities proposed at 
Heath by all three services. Should facilities of these types be 
proposed fo r  any other locations f rom any source of funds avail- 
able to the Defense Department o r  the services, the committee 
will expect notification of such propoeals at  leaat 30 days prior  
to the advertieement of any contract s. " 

In consonance with the above, the Departments of the A m y  and Navy should 
plan to utilize the Heath facility f o r  such requirements of this kind as  they may 
have. If at any future time the Heath f acilitie e are considered inadequate to . 
meet the combined requirements of the Department of Defense, it will be 
necessary to fonvard full justification to the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
f o r  review pr io r  to the initiation of any expansion program f o r  facilitiee of t h ip  
m e  

/ s /  Glenn V. Gibson 
GLENN V. GIBSON 
Acting .Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Installations and Logistics) 



ATTACHMENT $ ( 2 ) .  

AN EXAMPLE OF A NOTE WORTHY ACCOMPLISHMENT BY AGMC MAINTENANCE & 
METROLOGY: ( as references in the report ) . 
By Sept. 1966 AGMC hat2 repaired 3,000 MM-I guidance systems and 
during 1966 were assigned the repair responsibilities for MM-I1 
guidance systems. The first MM-I1 system was repaired and 
returned to the field in Nov. 1966. The Contractor continued to 
repair the majority of the systems based on his previous contract 
In Apr. 1967, an alarmingly high failure rate in the field caused 
a "NOT OPERATIONALLY READY" condition to exist at the field 
missile sites. The BALLISTIC SYSTEMS DIVISION requested that 
AGNC be allowed to accelerate "in-house" production of MM-11 

I guidance systems in order to compensate for problems experienced 
by the Contractor who was repairing MM-I1 but appeared to be 

I unable to resolve the failure problems. The Complex test 
I 

equipment was shipped from the Contractor's west coast facility 
and the transfer of the workload was accomplished in about seven 
months. AGMC was able to resolve the repair problems and 
eliminate the " NOT OPERATIONALLY READY " condition of the ME-I1 
ballistic missile. This gave AGMC important credibility in the 
maintenance field. Although AGMC has excellent people the 
success was primarily due to the unique facilities. This is only 
one example where AGMC has made major contributions to the 
support of vital weapon systems, reflecting the need for 
"in-house" repair capability. 

The following is a list of aircraft that have inertial 
navigational systems presently supported by AGNC : 

F-117, F-16, F-15, F-5E, F-4, A-10, A-7, B-52, B-IB, F-111, 
C-135, C-130, C-5, C-141, E-3A, and also inertial navigation 
systems and inertial instruments for aircraft of 17 foreign 
Countries. This being in addition to the MI-I-I11 , the SRAI.3 
missiles and the Peacekeeper (until it is phased out). 

The Metrology people at AGMC have also been directly involved in 
all these same systems as they must assure calibration support at 
the PMEL'S in the respective A.F. Bases wherever they are 
deployed. 



BACKGROuKD ON GUIDANCE FACILITY STABILITY EEQUIREMENTS: 

\!ith the assignment of inertial guidance maintenance 
responsibilities AGXC was aware of MIL-G-26369 (USAF) , dated 
1958, Subject: "Kilitary Sgecification - Gyroscope, inertial, 
testing procedures for". This document, among it's detailed 
specifications, requires the "test table" stability to not exceed 
10 -65 in any direction. While we and everybody we checked with 
in Industry, felt this was a staSility that would produce 
excellent testing accuracy and reduce long term test time as well 
as reduce errors in acceptance, aost felt it was not obtainable 
in their facilities. In turn we pursued our task of determining 
a facility location that we could feel could be upgraded to 
provide the best possible seismic stability. Me feel that to 
date we have provided such a facility and the success of AGIIC 
bears out this belief. 

with ballistic missiles, a power impulse is applied for a short 
initial period and the rest of the flight is unpowered, with the 
vehicle coasting in the complex gravitational field of 
interglanetary space. Guidance accuracy is thus established by 
the vehicles position and velocity at the instant of transition 
from powered to free flight. There are maximum tolerable errors 
for the angular alignment and the magnitude of the velocity 
vector of the vehicle at the time of power cutoff. 

As an example one might consider the following: For a 5,000 mile 
ICBM a position error of 3.44 nautical miles average will occur 
for a given error of 1 X 10 -3g in the accelerometer. If the 
threshold and deviation from linearity at any one point in the 
accelerometer range is held to less than 5 X 10 to the -5g ,  the 
average error would be less than 0.2 miles. (The maximum 
position error is twice the average error). It is not uncommon 
to encounter seismic inputs at low frequencies of accelerations 
from 1 X 10 to the -3 or -4 g. In such cases these seismic 
inputs will mast any attempt to truly measure the required 
threshold sensitivities . 
Earth tilts, reflected in platform tilts, to the base of the 
accelerometer with respect to the vertical during test by two arc 

j seconds, the unit under test will be falsely charged by 1 part 
in 100,000 or an error of 1 X 10 to the -55. This is a serious 
error when testing an accelerometer aesigned to measure 1 X 10 to 
the -6g. 

The threshold sensitivity of the accelerometers used in the M:, l - I1  
missile system is 1 :: 10 to the -6g. I cannot go into the P11.I-I1 
error specifications because they are classified, however the 
above data should provide some insight as to the need for the 
very best seismic location, believed to exist at AGMC. 





A. D!.riamic StaLility-lslOdG maximum in 

; vertical and horizontal nlodes iron1 0.2 lo 200 Hz 

B. Tilt - 20.1 arc second - 1  
C. Rotational - 20.1  arc second .- - 1 
D. Load capacity - 7000 pounds - ? I 
This platform represents an adval~ccme~lt in 

the isolation of test items from nml~ient and cultural 
vil)ra~ions. T l~ i s  c:tlilll.:t~io~~ I:tcili~y is I~ot~si.tl i l l  all 
l l l l ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ l ~ O l l l 1 ~ ~  ~ ~ 1 ~ ) 0 ~ ; 1 1 ( ~ ~ ) '  00 let![ ~J(!ll(!:l~h 1 1 1 ~  c ; I ~ ~ ~ I ' s  
surf;rc:c. Tllc I I . ~ S  of lilt! s1111!)or1 i l ~ g  " A "  I~:IIIIC arc 
firmly y!a~lteJ in 24. fcct of rc i~~fo~.ced co~lcl.elc form- 
ing the stl-ucture floor wl~icll is cl~sl~ioncd wit11 2 fcct 
of s11oc:k al~sori ,en~ (:lily. A 20.000 I ) o ~ ~ n ( l  plnt1ol.m is 
) ~ ~ l l ~ l l l l ~ ~ t l ~ I ~  ~ I I S ~ I I * I I I I ~ - I I  1 1 ~  :I I I ~ I ~ I ~ I I I *  I I I I ' I - ~ I : I I I ~ I . : ~ ~  :i111.i11g 
I~cam arltl toggle systcm from ;III "A" fromc. The 
single pendulum rod of Leryllil~rn copper is 24- feet 
long. Viscous dampening comljined with the inherent 
s t ; t l~ i l i t~  of the ~n;~sc;ivct 11:lsic: s t r t tc~t~rc  I>rnvi~lcs 111c 
rc(111ircxI s t i 1 1 ~ i I i I ~  for 1111: ~ I I V ~ : S I ~ ~ : I I ~ I ) I I  ~ I I I ~ I  ;111;11yhib 

: of missile guicl;~llc:e syslc:~ns c:oml)ollt:llls 1111tlcr itlc:~l- 
. ixt:(l ( :~~viro~tn~(:~it :~l  c c ) ~ ~ ( i i ~ i o ~ ~ s .  01lit:r ( l i s t~ l r i ) i~~g  i l l -  

fluences have heen carefully considered. dust has 1)een 

0 virtually eliminated, temperalure and humidity ore 

4 maintailled at a c o n s t a ~ ~ ~  level. lal~oratory walls 
have been equipped with acoustical baffling. The 
cumulative efTccl is lo minimize unwantcrl influences. 
Even tllc earth's magliclic field eflec~s may Le con- 
trolled to 0.1 gauss or less. 

The I~asic philosophy is to psovide sucil n degree 
of enviro~imental control that choracterislics which 
have previo.usly been masked by ambient conditions 
may Le isolated, identified. and measured for the first 
time. 

DENDULUM 

FLOOR GRATING 

STABLE TABLE - 1  







The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center ( AGMC - Newark A.F. 
Base) is the largest employer in Licking County and therefore 
the impact would be very severe if the Base should close. 

There have been many Industrial activities within the County that 
have already closed or have had large reductions in personnel 
with in the last four years. All of this has had a very negative 
effect on the local economy. If the Base should in turn be 
closed the impact of losing the largest employer in the 
County would really be a blow to the economy. 

The AGNC annual payroll has been about $ 52 Million and that 
produces about $ 1.5  illi ion in income tax to the local cities. 
The Regional economic impact for FY-91 was about $ 244 Million 
and 1,958 secondary jobs created by the A.F. dollars spent in the 
region. Base Supply and Local Purchase was about $ 7 Million and 
Utilities $2.5 Million. 

The Base has been a very large supporter in all Community 
activities, such as the United Way, Blood Donations, and all 
other fund drives that support the well being of county. The 
area has seen many new business organizations come to the Newark 
and Heath cities because of the presence of the Base and it's 
effect on their economy. Considerable housing was built to 
support the Base personnel and should the Base be closed the 
value of homes in the area would be greatly affected as it is 
already a buyers market. It is very doubtful if the area could 
support the level of consumer stores that have come into being 
as well as many other support businesses if the Base should be 
closed. 

When we established the Base there were many people that felt we 
would not stay and that we would hurt the area' in the long term. 
If the Base should close it will lead to hard feelings about the 
good will of our Government and their care of what happens to 
a community. 

The Base has throughout the years been a real inspiration to 
the young people of the area as a goal for employment. I believe 
it has led far more young people to seek education in the 
scientific fields than otherwise would have taken place. As a 
result of AGMC coming to ~eath/ Newark area, the Ohio State 
University has set up a Branch College , also a Joint Vocational 
School was started as well as other technical schools in the 
local area. 



provide these functions "in-house" provides the Military with a 
controlled means of being able to measure actual costs of weapon 
system maintenance support with that of the Contractor to prevent 
loss of controlling costs. ( normally the Contractor provides 
the initial maintenance with the specialized production equipment 
being transferred along with re~air responsibilities to the Air 
Force maintenance activities at a later date). AGMC is required 
to price out and bid aqainst the Contractor. Only if AG?;lC can 
provide a better cost are they qiven the task. This is seldom a 
problem for AG;.IC as a manufacturing Contractor is seldom well 
equipped to provise maintenance at any kind of competitive cost. 
See Attacnment d 8 for some representative cost figures. one 
important factor in Iieeping costs low at AGXC is their ability 
to shift technical manpower between systems, with changes 
in vorkload levels , allowing hicjher effectiveness of manpower, a 
capability that sees not exist at a manufacturing plant. 
Key to any consideration for any transfer of the AGMC 
responsibilities to another location is the requirement to 
duplicate the unique fasilities capabilities that now exist at 
AGXC. This location was chosen only after a long and involved 
search for a suitable location that offered tbe required seismic 
stability and at the same time was removed from man made 
disturbances caused by aircraft and aircraft laneing strips, 
heavy industry, heavy railroad traffic, especially where train 
switching takes place , heavy truclr traffic on close roadways and 
free of bedrock or other soil mixtures that ten< to conduct 
vibrations and mechanical shocks that tend to couple the 
laboratories and test areas to the outside world. Seismic tests 
were run at 211 A F Bases in the Logistics Conmand and at 3 E D 
iiases. The Eeath location proved to best fit these total 
requirements and provided excellent seisaic conditions free 
of earth tilts. The plant site at h'eath, Ohio (location of AG:.:C) 
also provided a facility that had been constructed over 10 years 
before. This provided the settling time and. long term curing 
tine required to be able to place confiaence in the seismic 
readings that were taken. Tests were also made of earth tilts on 
the plant floor and on the floor of the underground facility. In 
addition tests were nade to deternin~ novenlents from man nade 
inputs from the local area. The City of Heath has been very 
cooperative to discourage any heavy construccion or heavy 
industry in the general location of AGKC. 

I an speaking to this amount of detail with the hope your 
commission can better understanc! the difficulty that existed in 
the original determination of a suitable location for kGbiC. This 
hopefully illustrates my concern for any thoughc of transferring 
this two fold mission to any other location. 



Cost Comparisons ( Contractor VS In-House Eiepair) of Inertial 
Guidance and Inertial Instrument Repair. ATTACHMENT # 8: 

I have extracted these figures from Technical Papers I had 
I I written and were published by the Air University ~eview" in 1969 

and from other Papers I prepared during the same time period, 
Based on these costs and on other un-classified information that 
has been published over the years; I have tried to project what 
comparisons probably are at this time. 

Type of Item. Contractor In-House FY - 
MN-11 system $ 31,007. $ 10,576. 68 

LN-12 System $ 11,500. $ 3,847. 68 

LGK-25 System $ 37,000. $ 17,319. 68 

. - 1  Accelerometer $ 5,669. $ 1,632. 68 

LN-14 System $ 11,500. $ 3,398. 68 
a 

MM-111 Gyro(my est) $28 to 32 Thousand. $13 to 15 thousand, Fy-90 

Peacekeeper (my est)$180 to 21 0 thousand $90 to 1 1  0 thousand 
FY-90 

GITA-B AccelerometerS40. to 43. thousand, $14, to 15. thousand 
(my estimate). 

Peacekeeper Computer529. to 32.thousand,$13 to 15. thousand (my 
estimate) 

The number of ~uidance/~avigation systems processed from 1962 to 
1989 were in excess of 160,500. The number of Displacement Gyros 
were in excess of 76,000. 

In 1969 the end item value of Inertial Guidance systems and 
instruments processed per day was in excess of S2,000,000 or over 
7,Cillion dollars per year. From this data one can see the 
amount of savings that exists by in-house repair at NAFB. As a 
taxpayer I strongly object to paying Contrac~or prices. Approx. 
the same number of people will stay employed , either in the 
Contractor plant or at AGKC. -- no improvement to the work force, 
As you will note the Government ( in-house ) can provide repair 
for an average of around 305 of the Contract cost. 





D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE A I R  FORCE 
HQ A f R O S P A C t  C U I D A N C f  A N D  METROLOCY CENTER ( A I L C )  

N f W A R K  AIR r O R C f  BASE OHIO 41057 

A MESSAGE FROM THE COMMANDER 

This year we at the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) will celebrate our 30th 
year as part of the greater Licking County community. The past year has presented us with 
many significant challenges including the support to the Gulf War, the downsizing of the Air 
Force and its direct impact on AGMC, and a major reorganization of base functions. This next 
year promises to offer many new challenges which we plan to hit head on. We feel particularly 
confident in our ability to help mold the future because we are in full swing in implementing a 
Total Quality Management program, as demonsuated by our contribution to the winning of the 
President's Quality Award. 

We take seriously the obligation that comes with being Licking County's largest employer. Our 
employees serve in voluntary and elected positions in countless community organizations. We 
exceeded our goals in donating to the Combined Federal Campaign where the majority of the 
donations remain with local charities as part of the United Way. We have cleaned up the 
environment by closing nine of our ten Installation Restoration Sites, with 90 percent closure 
rate being the highest of the seven bases in our command. We are also aggressively "getting in 
front of the pipe" by trying to eliminate ail use of solvents and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) in 
our industrial processes to prevent future environmental concerns. We are proud of this 
involvement and enjoy the fine support of the community citizens and leaders in providing the 
best possible support to our nation's defense. 

As you will note in this Economic Resources Impact Statement our payroll in Licking County 
last year amounted to nearly 78 million dollars. You will find listed the many otiier ways in 
which we had an economic impact and a description of our unique facilities. 

We look forward to the challenges of the future and know we can count on your corlrinued 
support. 



~unherkore ,  the Center expanded its repair workload beyond guidance systems in February 1985 
when it  assumed responsibility for repairing test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment. Another 
different type of workload began in July 1988 when AGMC assumed management responsibility for 
the JOVIAL Integrated Tool Set used to support and develop avionics software. 

The metrology progrrirn's responsibilities also grew during this period. In 1965 the Air Force 
assigned the Center management responsibility for worldwide certification of precision 
measurement equipment laboratories. In July 1972, it received assignment to evaluate and audit 
laboratories directly, instead of having this function performed by an Air Logistics Center. 
Funhennore, on 29 November 1974, HQ AFLC gave the Center responsibility to repair equipment 
received for calibration, thereby expanding its activities. Another added Meuology task was 
providing calibration support of Foreign Military Sales, the sale of weapons systems to other 
nations. Beginning in 1972, with the sale of F-5 aircraft to Saudi Arabia, AGMC personnel assisted 
these nations in identifying calibration procedures and establishing precision measurement 
equipment laboratory procedures. In July 1976, the directorate produced its first portable automatic 
test equipment calibrator, an innovative concept to permit the calibration of equipment on site 
instead of in the Iaborcltory. In 1989, the directorate began production of the Field Assistance 
Support Team for Calibration, a portable calibration laboratory for use in emergency and wartime 
conditions. 

AGMC remains dedicated to accomplishing single point repair of inertial guidance and navigation C) systems; providing engineering consultant and suppon services; performing overall technical and 
management direction of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program; and operating the Air 
Force Measurement Standards Laboratory. 

MISSION 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center is the single Center within the Air Force for 
repairing inertial guidance and inertial navigation systems for aircraft and missiles and for certain 
aircraft displacement gyroscopes. It provides a ful l  range of engineering and consultation services 
on inertial systems to the Air Force and other Department of Defense agencies. 

The Center is also the technical manager of the Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program. As 
the program's manager, it operates the Air Force Measurement Standards Laboratory, provides 
technical and procedural direction in the operation of a single integrated measurement system. and 
designs and periodically calibrates measurement standards used in ail Air Force precision 
measurement equipment laboratories. 



ORGANIZATIONS 
AGMC: 

Commander 
Chief EEO Counselor/Social  Actions Of f i ce  
Chief Scien t ist /Engineer 
Air Force Reserve Advisor 
Of f i ce  of  Compet i t ion Advocacy 
Of f i ce  o f  Environmental Management 
Of f i ce  o f  H is to ry  
Of f i ce  o f  Inspector General 
Of f i ce  o f  the Sta f f  Judge Advocate 
Assistant to the Commander for Qual i ty  
Safety  Of f i ce  
Publ ic Affairs Of f i ce  
Directorate of  Human Resources '.. 

Directorate of  Civ i l  Engineering 
Directorate of Financial Management 
Directorate of  Communications-Computer Systems 
Directorate of  Contract ing 
Directorate of  Secur i t y  Police 
Directorate of Dis t r ibut ion 
Directorate of Maintenance 
Directorate of Metro logy 

TENANTS: 

Det  7, 3025 Management Engienering Squadron 
OL-2 ,  USAF Hospi ta l  
Air Force Of f i ce  of Special  Investigations Detachment 518  
Defense Contract  Management Command 

NON-APPROPRIATED FUND ACT1 VITIES: 

Base Restaurant 
Chi ld Care Development Center 
Consol idated Open Mess 
Spor ts  Ac t i v i t y  Center 



VALUE OF RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1991 

CAPITAL ASSETS 

Land 
Buildings/Real Property 
Computers 
Vehicles 

EQUIPMENT 
TOTAL $ 62,545,690 

Appropriated 
- -  DMS/AFIF $ 23 1,133,796 
- -  0 & M  33,255,272 $ 264,389,068 

Nonappropriated 
I 

- 
INVENTORIES 

Stock Fund ('I 
Sales Outlet  

TOTAL $ 264,6 16,7 12 

- -  Base Exchange $ 53,744 
- -  NAF 26,986 80,730 - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL $ . 807,925,856 

RETAIL SALES 

Base Exchange 
NAF 

$ 2 5  1,300 
789,578 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL $ 1,040,878 

BASE O&M AND MAINTENANCE OUTLAYS $ 36,439,786 
(Excludes Civi l ian Pay) 

( 1) Includes $738.00 1.402 for depot reparables. - 



PERSONNEL ASSIGNED 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1991 

MILITARY 
194 

CIVILIANS NAF, CONTRACT, PRIVATE 
1949 120 

PAYROLL 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 

MILITARY 

CIVILIANS $2,768.8 
$77,869.7 

NAF, CONTRACT, PRIVATE 
$2,439.8 

NOTE: Mi l i tary  includes 120 Reserves.  



ECONOMIC IMPACT REGION 

Regional economic impact in F Y 9  I was 
$ 244,507,011. There were 1,938 
secondary jobs created by Air Force 
dollars spent in our region. 



FY91 CONTRACTS AWARDED 

Contracts awarded by Newark Air Force Base during 

FY91 for services, material, equipment, and supplies. 

Contracts awarded for construct ion are not  included. 

PERCENT 

I OCAL 21.140 

DOLLARS 

OHIO $8.1 

LOCAL $7.0 

U.S. 54.7% 

S I N  M I L L I O N S  

SERVICES 

LOCAL 

$4.4 

MATERIAL, EQUIPMENT, $2.6 
AND SUPPLIES 



FY91 FUNDS MANAGED 
AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1991 

Operat ion and Maintenance 

C, Centra l  Procurement 

Research and Development 

Depot  Maintenance Service,  
AF Indust r ia l  Fund 

Foreign M i l i t a ry  Sales (Adm) 

Stock Funds 

Non-Appropr ia ted Funds 

$ IN THOUSANDS) 

$ 44,608 

23,057 

1,713 

84,027 

TOTAL 



COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
Newark Air Force Base employees are quick to respond to the 

needs o f  o thers by giv ing o f  their money and serv ices.  

"GIVING. I T  TIES US ALL TOGETHER" 

COMBINED FEDERAL CAMPAIGN 
($000)  

m PLEDGES m 
BLOOD DONATIONS 

(UNITS)  

I 



DISTRIBUTION 

This book le t  is  produced and edited by the Programs 
and Analysis Branch, Directorate o f  Financial Management. 
It is  designed to provide unclassi f ied information to publ ic 
o f f ic ia ls  and other interested persons concerning the 
mission, resources, and f inancial impact of Newark Ai r  
F ~ r c e  Base. 

DISTRIBU TlON: 

AGMC/Directorate Of f ices 

AFLC/ALC9s (Each) 

PRINTED BY: 

Information Management Division 
Newark AFB OH 4 3 0 5 7 - 5 0 0 0  

Comments or  questions concerning information contained 
in th is  book le t  should b e  addressed to Will iam Holland 
or Harlan Shriver, Programs and Analysis Branch, 
Directorate of Financial Management, 
Newark A i r  Force Base, Ohio 43057 -5260 .  





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
Room 4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

This letter is in response to your April 16, 1993 letter requesting we review a Newark 
community study and provide an assessment of alternatives 1 and 2 and questions A - H. 
Attachment one contains our assessment of alternatives 1 and 2 as proposed in the study. Our 
answers to the questions are attachment two. In your letter, you stated particular interest in how 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center's (AGMC) current workload was determined and cost 
factors associated with privatization. These areas are addressed in our responses to questions A 
and D, respectively. In regard to "since AGMC does not manage a weapon system, how its 
depot operational effectiveness was measured against the five air logistics centers", of the over 
150 criteria subelements used to evaluate depots only one was related to whether or not the base 
managed a weapon system(s). Therefore, this was not a significant factor in our overall analysis. I 

I hope this information is beneficial. Please contact me if I can provide any additional 
information. 

JAMES F. BOATRIGHT 
of the Air Force 

(Installations) 

9 Xtchs 
1 - Alternatives 1 and 2 
2 - Questions A - H 



Assessment of Alternatives 1 and 2 

Alternative 1: ESTABLISH NAFB AS A DOD CENTER 

This proposal has been discussed at various times, including during Air Force Base 
Closure Executive Group's discussions on how to reduce excess dep t capacity. The proposal 
appears to have merit even though there is no data proving it woul & re cost effective. The 
proposal's major drawback is difficulty in implementation. For example, the Navy has been 1 
reluctant to relocate the bulk of their guidance workload. They currently use their own facilities 
and private contract to meet most of their requirements and are quite satisfied with this 
arrangement. Moving workload from private contract into a DoD operation would be extremely 
difficult without strong evidence that the contractor is not meeting the requirement and/or DoD 
can accomplish it at less cost. It also would be inconsistent with the current administration's 
initiative to privatize DoD workload wherever reasonable to do so. 

Alternative 2: WORKLOAD NAFB TO OPTIMUM LEVEL 

To increase the current workload at Newark AFB would require other sources to be 
tapped. These sources could be other Air Force depot workload, other non-Air Force depot 
workload, contract workload, or new workload assignments. In the current budget environment, 
there is little additional work being added to our depot system.. Therefore, the only likely 
possibility is to move cumnt  workload assignments. 

Within the Air Force, only the rate gyros at WR-ALC would f i t  into Newark AFB's slull 
base. This represents less than 200,000 hours of work per year, and would only marginally 
improve Newark AFB's capacity situation. The other alternative (within the Air Force) would 
be to move non-guidance workload from a current (and probably more cost effective) location. 
To equip Newark AFB for a dfferent type workload would probably be costly and would give 
the losing center a lower capacity utilization rate. 

: 
To source a non-Air Force workload would be difficult as the other Services are quite 

satisfied with their current arrangements. 

AIR FORCE POSITION: 

The Air Force remains convinced that our recommendation to close Newark AFB and \ 
! 

privatize most of the workload is the best approach. This reduces excess depot infrastructure 
and provides opportunity for the private sector to acquire Newark's facilities. Availability of 
these facilities and skilled work force will provide contractors with an incentive to bring in 
additional workloads to maximize efficiency and reduce costs. It is also serves as an initial step 
in efforts to convert as much military work to private industry as prudent. 



QUESTIONS A - H 

(A) AF has stated an excess depot capacity of 8.7 million direct product actual hours (DPAH). 
Capacity is computed using facilities, equipment, and manpower or a combination of the three. 
The 8.7 million DPAH relates to manpower. Five years ago, Newark AF (NAFB) had a depot 
capacity of 1.7 million DPAH as stated in your report. Today, NAFB's depot capacity is 840,000 
DPAH and that will be privatized in place. How does that solve the excess depot capacity 
problem for the Air Force? 

Answer: 

The 8.7 million DPAH excess capacity was determined by reviewing work breakdown structure 
(U'BS) codes for Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) workload. WBS codes are grouped by 
equipment categories versus where the work is done. The difference between the FY 99 
projected organic workload and the FY 91 actual workload equals to 8.7 million DPAH. AGMC 
FY 91 actual workload was 1.7 million DPAH. The privatization of AGMC divests the Air 
Force of this capacity. 

(B) NAFB repairs inertial navigation and guidance systems for aircraft, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles, Navy's 688 attack submarines and Army's Position Azimuth Determining System, thus 
providing support to all three branches of the services. With closure of NAFB and privatizing 
in place, the government will no longer have "core logistics repair capability" for these guidance 
systems. Considering this, and the fact that all three branches of the services are affected, does 
the government need "core logistics repair" or should all depot maintenance be on contract? 

Answer: 

Core depot maintenance is the minimum mission-essential depot capability that must be 
accomplished organically to meet contingency requirements. ICBM workload is low surge as 
requirements would not increase during war. Many contractors have experience in many of the 
types of guidance work done at AGMC. A key requirement in making such a workload 
assignment is the ability of the commercial activities to provide uninterrupted. depot-level support 
during the transition period and be able to provide surge capability. Based on the Navy's 
apparent satisfaction with its current contract maintenance strategy, it would not be likely they 
would change this approach in favor of relocating their work to AGMC. 

(C) If "core logistics repair capability" is required, would i t  not be smarter to close one or two 
of the large Air Logistics Centers that have dual repair capability and not put in jeopardy the 
single source of repair for MM 111, the only ICBM after START I1 ramification? In Air Force 
Testimony, they stated they must maintain MM I11 basing flexibility due to uncertainty with 
respect to START II. Is jeopardizing the only inertial guidance system repair for this ICBM 
consistent with need for four missile bases? 



Answer: 

The Air Force does not consider movement of workload to the private sector as "jeopardidngM 
repair capability. Private contractors are presently providing vital repair capability under Service 
oversight. The Air Force manages depot maintenance under the Technology Repair Center 
(TRC) concept. This concept centralizes repair for all basic commodity items at single centers. 
For example, aLl ICBM guidance work is accomplished at NAFB and all landing gear overhauls 
are accomplished at Hill AFB. In the case of aircraft, we do accomplish a few basic airframe 
repairs at more than one location, but this is due to the lack of capacity at the primary location. 
Closing any of the Air Logistics Centers (ALCs), or NAFB, would require establishing a new 
capability for the closing location. Therefore, NAFB (with fewer functions) was determined to 
be more cost effective to close. 

(D) How will privatization of NAFB save defense dollars? What percentage of functions being 
performed at the base today will be eliminated with privatization? A contractor will require the 
same operating base support functions, i.e. civil engineering support, data services, supply, 
transportation, personnel, and financial services. With added costs of at least one percent allowed 
for bid and proposal, 5% for DOD people to administer the contract and 5 to 6% for profit 
margin, where will the cost savings originate? 

Answer: 

We expect a small portion of the workload to be transferred from Newark AFB to other Air 
Force locations, thus making more efficient use of these facilities. The privatization of the 
Newark facility could be a model for future efforts to convert organic work/facilities to the 
private sector. A private contractor could bring other types of workload to Newark and increases 
in capacity utilization which would result in lower costs. One example of the benefits of 
privatization are the net rates of return for the FY 91 and FY 92 pilot (initial) competitions 
programs which have been over 17%. Additionally, military personnel support costs are 
eliminated under the privatized concept. 

(E) Over 30% of the total environmentally-controlled clean room space, or 62% of the individual 
clean rooms in the Air Force, are located at this one small installanon. This has made it a very 
versatile center for assuming low volume, high technology workloads for all three services. Will 
the government, in the future, spend substantial dollars for construction of clean room space since 
this will no longer be a government facility? Is there excess clean room space in the DOD? 
Considering the possibility of DOD depot consolidation, was this issue addressed? 

Answer: 

The answer is workload dependent. Advancement and/or changes in technology may require 
more (or less) future cleanroom space for the accomplishment of depot level repair. We are 
unaware of any studies that identify the amount of excess cleanroom space in DoD. The issue 
of cleanroom space was addressed when AGMC was considered for closure, but it  was only one 
of a tremendous number of factors weighed at that time, and it was not considered to be critical 
enough to warrant elimination of NAFB from closure considention. 



(F) NAFB was established with the intent to serve as the metrology and inertial guidance =pair 
center for all three services. NAFB has supported all services through interservicing. Defense 
build up through the 80's permitted consuuction costs that could have been avoided if full usage 
of NAFB had been enforced by Congress and the DOD. Considering the fact that consolidation 
of metrology services is still an issue, and consolidation of depot maintenance will probably 
occur, would it not make more sense to make NAFB a DOD test site for consolidation of both 
depot maintenance and metrology? The facilities and equipment are in place. With added 
manpower, NAFB could assume up to 2.2 million DPAHs. Considering the fact the DOD needs 
to maintain the Center because of the MM In, should it not be workloaded in the same fashion 
as the missile bases being retained by the Air Force? 

Answer: 

A previous Joint Logistics Commanders (KC) chartered study and a Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council (DDMC) study considered consolidation of both DoD and AF metrology functions. The 
results did not conclusively demonstrate that any significant amount of money could be saved 
by consolidation. However, these studies did not address depot maintenance. Since AGMC was 
established, the AF has advocated fully workloading the facility with as much DoD guidance and 
control work as possible. This initiative, however, has never been fully supported by the 
Services, who continue to repair most of their Guidance and Control work organically andlor 
via contract. We believe the equipment and knowledge base available at AGMC supporting the 
MM III is important and should be maintained commensurate with the missile basing strategy. 
However, other existing workload there could be moved (such as the Fuel Savings Advisory 
System, and the Test Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment) to make room for additional 
workload closely aligned to guidance workload currently being accomplished at AGMC. 

(G) Since consolidanon of the three services metrology standards laboratories is inevitable, what 
rationale is being followed that would permit closing the NAFB metrology standards laboratory, 
the best of the three, before the final decision on consolidation is reached? Past studies have 
indicated the Newark Laboratories would be the most cost effective operation as well. 

Answer: 

According to the January 1991 metrology study, Newark AFB was the least-cost alternative for 
consolidation. Although the study did not recommend consolidation due to lack of cost savings 
over the first five years. It is our intent to privatize in place the non-management metrology 
functions at Newark AFB. It should also be noted that contractors have demonstrated the ability 
to produce items in conformance with exacting specifications. 

(HI Is the government's decision to compete their depot maintenance with private industry a 
smart one--especially with excess depot capacity? Will we close the depots that have invested 
the most for the future (both in terms of facilities and equipment). For the taxpayer's sake, 
should we not look at maintaining our most up-to-date facilities/equipment. Otherwise, the 
taxpayer will be faced with investment costs in the future to upgrade old, out-dated depots. 



Answer: 

In some cases, it is smarter and more economical for the government to compete depot 
maintenance. Current legislation authorizes the Services to compete up to 40% of their depot- 
level work. The privatization of NAFB could be a model for future efforts to convert organic 
work/facilities to the private sector. A private contractor could bring other types of workload to 
NAFB after it has been privatized. Increases in capacity utilization would drive lower costs. 
Many contractors have experience in the type of guidance workload done at Newark (AGMC); 
the Navy for example, currently contracts their guidance workload. A key xquirement in making 
such a workload assignment is the ability of the commercial activities to provide uninterrupted, 
depot-level support during the transition period. Facility and equipment investments made by 
the Air Force at its depots were reviewed as part of the overall BRAC process. We continue to 
strive for maximum efficiency at our depots. This leads to the need to reduce the number of 
organic AF depots, just as the Navy and Army are undertaking similar reductions in their depot 
facilities. Based on a thorough review, it is our conclusion that the AF can maximize its depot 
efficiencies by closing Newark AFB.. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE Ah; REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE !& , REET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, 'JA 22209 
703-696-0504 

JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

April 14, 1993 

M E M O R A N D U M  

COMMISSIONERS: 
CAP7 P-ER 8.  BOWMAN. U9N ( R m  
BEVERLY 8. BYRON 
REBECCA G. COX 
GEN H. T. JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR. 
HARRY C. MCPHERSON, JR. 
ROBERT 0. STUART. JR. 

I TO : COL. JAMES CASEY, USAF/XOOR 

FROM : Prank Cirillo; Air Force Team Leader, DBCRC 
v> 2:*3 *4:zx ,<. ffEs w-3r,- &, 

RE : Responses to Commission Requests *&:nera r wwr i,:tI3Q&yf l 

Realizing that your office is literally saturated with 
requests for information, I suggest that our respective offices set 
up an informal system to follow-up on Commission suspense items. 
We currently show four responses due and would like to get an idea 
as to when we might receive them. I list below our indicated 
suspense items, some of which necessarily went to other offices. 
If you wish, we will deal directly with AFBDA and ODASD(ENV). 

As a suggestion, let us know what you can on the overdue 
items, especially the first item and inform us if you need copies 
of the others. We will try to always fax you a copy of each 
suspense as it goes out to help you assist us in this process. I 
am open to other suggestions you may have as we need to respond to 
the Commissioners on a timely basis. 

ITEM AFT# SUBJECT -- LTR DATE 

mXR7T5- FOLLOW UP ? MAR 22 
MAR 22 FOLLOW UP ? MAR 24 
N J DELEGATION LTR MAR 30 
MAR 29 FOLLOW UP ? MAR 30 
SPRINGFLD ANGB ? APR 5 
XOOR MTNG F/U ? APR 5 
GRIFFISS COSTS APR 7 
ARC MANPOWER #S APR 9 

ADDRESSEE 

SECAF DONLEY 
ODASD(ENV) 
SAF/MI I 
USAF/BDA 
SAF/MI I 
AF/XOOR 
SAF/MI I 
AF/XOOR 

SUSPENSE 

MAR 29 E ' c v " 1 / 6 + ~  --- 

APR 6 - pevds 
APR 9 7 i o s f  
"PROMPT" 4 { 2) 
APR 13 , 
APR 19 --.. 

APR 20 .. 6 19 
APR 23 -- &$ 

Thank you in advance for your time and cflperation. * 

Air Force Team ~eader 
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- .) 3, 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
JIM COURTER. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS 

- CAPT PETER B. BOWMAN. USN (RET) 
BEVERLY B BYRON 
REBECCA G COX 
GEN H T JOHNSON. USAF ( R m  
ARTHUR LEVITT. JR 
HARRYC MCPHERSON JR 
ROBERT D STUART. JR 

The Honorable James Boatright 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of The Air Force 

(Installations) 
Department of the Air Force 
Room 4C-940, The Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20301 . .  . , . - - -.... .-L. . .. , .  _ _ .  . a  , , 

';?,,.I( . . .-2 .- . ' ,.:>.?2U6-1/.. 
Dear Mr Boatright: 

I understand the Air Force is conducting facility site surveys 
at bases proposed to receive force structure as a result of the 
1993 BRAC recommendations. Further, the surveys are apparently 
being done to validate MILCON estimates used in the BRAC 
recommendations. The Commission believes the results of your 
surveys would be beneficial to its deliberations on the DoD 
recommended closures and realignments. Therefore, I am requesting 
that' you provide the commissibn with copies of the survey reports 
or, at minimum, a list of the MILCON requirements and cost 
estimates associated with each of the receiving bases. 

Your response to the Commission by May 15, 1993 is necessary 
for our deliberations on the options list which is scheduled to be 
completed on May 22, 1993. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation and assistance in 
this very difficult endeavor. 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of the Air Force (Installations) 
Room 4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Corllmission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

This letter is in response to your April 16, 1993 letter requesting results of site surveys 
for our 1993 BRAC recommendations. I totally agree with your assessment of the importance 
of site surveys to validate our COBRA cost model estimates. However, the actual site surveys 
are only a part of our process in validating these estimates. We go through an extensive review 
process to ensure the most efficient use of available resources in all relocations. Survey data is 
collected, compiled, and reviewed by the respective major command(s). Results are, then, 
presented to senior Air Force leadership via the Base Closure Executive Group. All of these 
actions must be completed before we can update cost estimates. We have established a very 
compressed schedule in order to meet the June 1, 1993 goal, established during Secretary 
Donley's March 15, 1993, testimony, for providing updates to your Commission. 

Currently, we are performing site surveys for Air Force relocations recommended by 
SECDEF. V!e have s~hednlzd n?ajl;or c.=lmmand hr;l~,fi~.gs to the Base C!cs~re Executive Gmq? 
for May 10 - 26. After these briefings, we will compile the Air Force estimates and forward 
them as soon as possible, but no later than June 1, 1993. 

It is unfortunate that our compressed schedule will not allow providing the information 
on the date requested. However, we will provide the information incrementally as soon as it is 
available. ,"I 

"JAMES F BOATRIGHT 
Depu ssistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Installations) 
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May 5, 1993 

General John M. Loh 
Commander 
Air Combat Command 
Langley ~ i r  Force Base, VA 23665-5555 

Dear Mike: 

I am writing to thank you for the hospitality I was shown on 
my recent visit to Homestead Air Force Base, Florida. 

I was quite impressed by the effort and spirit of the folks 
you have working there. We seldom get close to the personal 
aspects of base closures, but hearing the experiences of the men 
and women who serve there and have been there since Hurricane 
Andrew brought home the reality of suffering, hardship and the 
indomitable American spirit. 

Colonel Will Ruddfs leadership and the dedication and hard 
work of those stationed and temporarily working at Homestead have 
turned wreckage into work areas and living space. They made the 
extra effort during my and my staff's visit with community leaders 
to make us all welcome and comfortable. There were a lot of people 
behind the scenes, but also some standouts: Colonel Caffrey, 
Colonel Connors, Colonel Tucker, Major Ingenloff, Major Zeller and 
Josie Aviles. It is always a pleasure dealing with professionals. 
Please pass on my gratitude to all of them. 

Sincerely, 

JIM COURTER 
Chairman 


