
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

I 16 March 1995 
" P 

h 

MEMORANDUM FOR AIR FORCE TEAM CHIEF, BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
STAFF 

FROM: HQ US AFIRTR 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC, 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Air Force BRAC '95 Data Request 

In response to your request at our 14Mar95 meeting, the following information is attached 
for your review: 

h Point paper on B-1, B-2, B-52 consolidated basing restrictions E 5'8 ppi -- YC 
,' 

Tl MILCON project listing for closure/realignment recommendations l j i  ; 

1 MacDill AFB documentation and questionnaire data on aircraft basinglairl'ield P c Y 
Ir 

4) Air Force BRAC '95 data disks 
' 1 

5 Correspondence pertaining to Ft. Drum initiative ri-V~& V ( 
C s r w  fircl? T W ~ )  

f i  Grand Forks AFB costs/NPV briefing slide ~ A U C  
I 

7 I have also attached a listing of the personnel assigned to the Base Closure Working fls 
Group. Feel free to contact them if you have questions. If you require BRAC-related information 
from personnel not on the working group, please coordinate the request through my office to 
allow us to properly assist you. 1 hope this information is useful. 

- 

bwflb CL capcar 

'u 

4 

DCN 1219





HQ USQF/XOXI Fax:703-614-4338 Mar 17 '95 12:45 P. 01/01 - , .  . '. 

ON 

COLLOCATING TIF CODED BOMBERS 

3UI3JECT: Can heavy bombers ( H B s )  of unlike types be TF coded and based together? 

Article V, paragraph 23 of the START Treaty states that the categories of HBs equipped for 
mg-range nuclear ALCMs (LRNALCMs), HBs equipped for nuclear weapons other than LWALCMs, 
nd H B s  equipped for non-nudear armaments wn not be based at air bases at which of either of 
~e other two categories are based. 

Currently, the B-52H is captured as a LRNALCM HB and the B-1B is captured as a KB 
pipped for nuclear weapons other th-a LRNALCMs. START thus prohibits then1 @om being based 
~gether. If the B-62% based with B-fBs were converted to non-.rSLtCM HBs, STARTwouid allow 
lem to be based together. However, wder the Washington Srlmrtrit Agreemen",(7NSA), HBs can be 
mled as conventional HBs without START conversion rules applying. Current plans call for the B- 
3 to be reroled as the conventional HB. The B-LB could then only be based with other B-lBs that 
me reroled or EEBa equipped for non-nuclear weapons. Basing the  B-1B with B-52Xs converted t o  
~n-nudear H B s  would satisfy the WSA requirements, but would violate START since the 33-lEl is 
ill captured as a nuclear 1333 under START and cannot be based with rron-nuclear B s .  Converting 
+k the B-Z;B and B-52H to non-nuclear HBs using STmT criteria would allow t h t r  HBs t o  be based 

rer under S T U T  and the WSA. 

R O N S  FOR COLLOCATION: 

(I) B-52H remains rm ALCM lH23, B-1B remains nuclear and aon-ALCM - START violation 
' 

(2) B-52s converted to non-ALCM but r e m b  nuclear and B-3.B remains nutclear, non-ALCM 
1 reroled as conventional - permitted bv STA&T. but WSA violaSriorr ED3 reroled ~ ~ u s t  be based 
.y with non-nuclear 3333s). 

(3) B-52s converted to non-nuclear under START and B-lJ3 reroled to conven.tiond - 
but START violation (B-IB s t i l l  captured as nuclear El3 1m2er START). 

(4) B-52H and B-1B converted to non-nuclear using START criteria - m d  hv START ,md 
B. 

( 5 )  B-52H converted to non-ALCM but remains nuclear and B-LB is reroled to conventional 
!pt those B-IBs b+ed with the non-ALCM, nuclear B-52Hs - Dermitted and WSA but 
,able US and Russian political problem because w e  would be training crews in a r~uclear HB for  
~eational  only missions.' 

(6 )  B-52H converted to non-AJ.,CM but remains nuclear and B-IB is not  reroled to  
ational -- hv STL113;lland XSgLuntil B-1B is reroled as conventional; p l w  

hi,entio*onal. B-1R and R 

vi Ned Schoeck/?IOXY75622 



t cJ.S HEAVY BOMB BASING OPTIONS 
UNDER START I & II 

Note: ALCXl= Aircraft capable of carrying Long Range Nuclear ALCMs (LRN A]. 
Non-&Chi = AircraR capable of carrying nuclear weapons other than LRNAs. 
Rcarieated = Aircran not acxunrable rader START a heaty b m b u  equipped kc LRN& tnd have be-n declared F& oon-muck-ar use (no cmversion required). 
Nan-nuclear = Aircraft converted, fall~u*ing START I pracedures, lo no Longer be equipped for m y  nuclear wcapms. 

I 

7 
m 
I? 

Slide 80 





BRAC '95 

Facilities Cost Estimates 

For Bases Nominated by Air Force For Closure or Realignment . 
&In 3x2 

Congressional Notification Fact Sheets .................................................................. ! ....... 1 

InstaUations/Facilities Recommended for Closure 

Moffet Federal Airfield Air Guard Station to McClellan AFB ......................................................... 2 

North Highlands Air Guard Station to McClellan AFB .................................................................... 3 

Ontario International Airport Air Guard Station to March AFB ....................................................... 4 

Rome Laboratory to Fort Monmouth ................................................................................................. 5 

Rome Laboratory to Hanscom AFB .................................................................................................. 6 

Rosyln Air Guard Station to Stewart International Airport ............................................................... 7 

Springfield-Beckley Municipal Airport Air Guard Station to Wright-Patterson AFB ..................... 8 

Greater Pittsburgh International Airport to Dobbins Air Reserve Base ............................................ 9 

Greater Pittsburgh International Airport to Peterson AFB ............................................................ 10 

Bergstrom Air Reserve Base to Naval Air Station Fort Worth ....................................................... 1 1 

Brooks AFB 

Human Systems Center, School of Aerospace Medicine ............................................. 1 2  

and Armstrong Lab to Wright-Patterson 

68th Intelligence Squadron to Kelly AFB ......................................... de ...... M.!c.&?.d ...... 13 

AF Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) to Tyndall ......................................... 14 

7 10th Intelligence Fiight to Lackland .............................................................. . . . . . . . .  15 



w Installations/Facilities Recommended for Realignment 

................................................................................................................................. McClellan AFB 16 

................ Receives 129th Rescue Group fiom Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station 2 

...... Receives 162nd Combat Comm Group & 149th Cobat Com Sq fiom North ]Highland 3 

Receives portion of 485th Electronic Installation Group from Griffiss AFB ..No.. n!LLorJ 17 

.................................................................................. Onizuka Air Station to Falcon AFB . . .  . .  1 8 

Eglin AFB 

Receives AF Operational T&E Center fiom Kirtland .................................................... 19 

.................................................................................................................................. Robins AFB 20 

Malmstrom AFB 43rd Air Refueling Group to MacDill AFB ........................................................ 21 

Kirtland AFB 

.............................................................................................. 58th Special Operations Wing 22 

AF Operational T&E Center to Eglin ................................................................................. 19 

AF Office of Security Police to Lackland ........................................................................... 23 

............................................... AF Inspection Agency & AF Safety Agency to Kelly AFB 24 

Nuclear Defense Agency (DNA) Field Command to Kelly AFB ...................................... 25 

Nuclear Defense Agency (High Explosives Testing) to Nellis AFB .................................. 26 

NCO Academy to McChord AFB ....................................................................................... 27 

................................................................................................................................. Tinker AFB -28 

Receives portion of 485th Electronic Installation Group from Griffiss AFB ...!!!?.. !?.!k.%??. 17 

.................................................................................................................................. Kelly AFB 29 

Receives AF Inspection Agency & AF Safety Agency from Kirtland AFB ....................... 24 

Receives portion of 485th Electronic Installation Group fiom GrifEss AFB ..!??..?!.f~, d 17 

Receives 68th Intelligence Squadron from Brooks ............................................................. 13 

Hill AFB .................................................................................................................................. 30 

Redirects to the Recommendations of the 1993 Commission 

Homestead AFB 

? . Redirect 301 st Rescue Squadron to Patrick AFB A (1 ................................................................. 

Redirect 726th ACS to Mountain Home AFB ............ : ....................................................... B 7 
37/95 . 6:08 PM page 2 



w Grifiss AFB 

Inactivate 485th Engineering Installation Grp 

..... .......... Transfer engineering functions to 38th EIG at Tinker AFB !!!C?.."!L&?+ 17 
d o  

Transfer installation functions to 838th Elect Installation Sq at Kelly AFB.!?!%~~ 
hM r\ I L C A ~  

Transfer installation functions to 938th Elect Installation Sq at McClellan AFB .17 

........................................ Transfer support of 10th Infantry (Light) Division to Fort Drum C 

March Air Reserve Base 

.................................................. Relocate 148th Combat Cornm Sq and 210th Weather Flt 4 

to Ontario Int'l Airport Air G w d  Station 

page 3 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE a dARY 

21 3/95 

Category: INDITECH SPT Subcategory:DEPOT 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Lillemon 
Ofice: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 

MOF0330 1 b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to -Mc 

Aircraft Summary 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
4 HC- 1 30PM In from Moffett NAS 
8 HH-60 In from Moffett NAS 

Net Force Structure Change 

Acft # A c t  Omcers Airmen Civilian Tst@ 
Baseline Pop'n 456 2,294 8,820 1 1,570.0( 
Adjusted Pop'n 448 2,148 8.344 10,940.0( 
In Bound HC-l30PM 4 0 0 0 O.O( 
In Bound HH-60 8 0 0 0 O.O( --- - - - 
Total Populatio 448.00 2,148.00 8,344.00 10,940.0( 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 0.00 

Cosl Estimate Summary 

lnBnd Acft # Acft PYmt Maint Munit .-I$ - 
I IC- I3OP/N 4 0.50 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.60 
HH-60 - 8 0.00 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00 0.00 - - - - - - - - 
Total 0.50 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.60 

BTE Othec U Dining Dorms MILCON BaS Subtot W SubTot Dsen T_hl@l 
0.00 2.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.65 0.33 6.98 0.00 6.98 0.63 7.6 
0.00 0.65 0.15 0.00 0.00 
= = - 0.80 0.04 0.84 0.00 0.84 0.08 0.9 

= - - - - - -  - - - - - - - 
0.00 2.79 0.15 o.00 0.00 7.45 0.37 7.82 0.00 7.82 0.71 8.5 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



t BRAC Milcon Esimate Workshe ocate 129 RQS trom ~ o n e t  to M C L I ~ I I ~ ~  

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option 100 
Drill ' 100 
Date 02-03-1 995 
Sheet 1 of 2 for Scenario MOF0330lb Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

'1 11-1 11 
112-211 
113-321 

Maintenance 
211-111 
21 1-152 
211-152a 
211-153 
211-154 
211-157 
211-157a 
211-159 
211-173 
211-175 
21 1-177 
21 1-179 
211-183 

17-712 
217-712a 
217-713 
218-712 
218-712a 
2 18-852 

E 
18-868 
42-257a 
42-258 
42-758 
42-758a 

I 

I CATEGORIES 

I 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 
APRONS 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT M 
DASH 21 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTI 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL 
ACFT ENGINE INSP & REPAIR 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN BA 
CORROSION CONTROL FACl 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANC 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENAN 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPP 
AVIONICS SHOP 
LANTIRN 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE 
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPIST 
MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (S 
SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
PRECISION MEASUR~NG Eii i j  
HYDRAZINE STORAGE 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE 
BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WH 
WRSK STORAGE 

- - 

:Pavements 

AIC 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdm 
Squdrn 
AIC 

Wing 
Squdrn 
AIC 
AIC 
AIC 

Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdm 
--.._.- 
JqUUtIl 

Wing 
Squdrn 
# Psnl 
Squdrn 

- 

- -  

Titles 

NIA 
NIA 
.25 

- -- 

UIM 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 
NIA 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
CIC .La 

NIA 
.25 
.25 
.25 

Deter'g 
Unit 

0.00 
166.53 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

75.26 
0.00 

24.92 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

69.03 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

61.34 
nnn 
0.00 
0.00 

73.69 
0.00 

- - 

Tri-Svc 
$/unit 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

--- 

sq 
Ratio 

6% SlOH 
($K) 

--- 
# of 
Unit 

TOTAL 
($MI 

-- - 

Unit 
Factor 

- - - - - 
Current 
Capacity 

- - - - - 
Program'd 

SCOPE 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Woiksh )cab 129 RQS from Moffet to McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date ' 02-03-1995 
Sheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: MOF0330lb Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

CATEGORIES I 
-- I 
142-758b WHSE SUP 

Munitions 
212-212a 
212-213 
214-425 

15-552 
2 16-642 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
622-275 

10-144a 

INT MAlNT FAC (CRUISE MIS 
MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHO 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAC 
WEAPONS & RELEASE SYST 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE S 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE ST 
STORAGE IGLOO 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FA 
MUNITIONS MAlNT ADMINIST 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR S 

- --- ---*- 

Titles 

HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM 
CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT S 
VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP 
UNDERGROUND FUEL STOR 

& EQP (AGS PAR AIC .25 4 525 0 0 SF 

r52-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR Squdm .25 1 0 86789 0 SF 

--- - - 
Current 
Capacity 

Wing 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Wing 
Wing 

Squdm 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Wing 

AIC 
AIC 

Squdrn 
AIC 

Detetg 
Unit 

. - - -. - - 
Program'd 

SCOPE UIM 

NIA 
.25 
.25 
NIA 
NIA 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
NIA 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

Ops L Trainin 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnstl NIA 0 0 SF 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA ~ q u d m  .25 i i8000 53693 -cnnn 

L J U U U  CC UI 

171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAIN1 Squdrn .25 I 0 17560 0 SF 
171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn 25 1 0 10453 0 SF 

Air Transport - - - - - - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - - -. - - - -- - 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Unit 
Factor 

sq 
Ratio 

- -- 

# of 
Unit 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Workshee 4 icate 128 RQS from Moffet to McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option. 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-03-1 995 
Sheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: MQF03301b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

/other Require 
14 1-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA 
171-449 RESERVE FORCES AEROME 
21 9-944 BASE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
214-428 VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHE 
852-261 OPERATIONS VEHICLE PARK 
211-177 SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 

!"tiIities 0.00 %Psnl Inc 
1842-245 WATER DISTRIBUTION MAIN 78.00 %Capacity 
820-000 HEATING & AIR CONDITIONIN 58.00 %Capacity 
81 2-000 DlSTR & TRANSMISSION LIN 66.00 %Capacity 
830-000 SEWAGE & WASTE 40.00 %Capacity 

- 

UIM ''ATEGORIES 

Dorms 
721-312 DORMITORY 
E l  -E2 

1 E3-E4 
1 E5-E7 

' 16-662 DANGEROUS CARGO PAD Squdm .25 1 0 0 SF 
141-232 AERIAL DELIVERY FAClLlN Squdm .25 1 0 0 0 SF 
141-782 AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL Squdm .25 1 0 0 0 SF 
14 1-784 AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL Squdm .25 1 0 0 0 SF 
141-785 I FLEET SERVICE TERMINAL Squdm .25 1 0 0 0 SF 
22-000 INSTALLATION & READINESS Wing NIA 1 0 0 SF 

I 

BRAC Adjustment # Units 
0 -10 0 
0 -1 3 0 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

- - ---- 

Titles Detetg 
Unit 

-. .- 

sq 
Ratio 

Unit 
Factor 

--- 

# of 
Unit 

.--- 

Current 
Capacity 

-- - - 

Program'd 
SCOPE 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksh ,ate 129 RQS from Moffet to McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
O~tion: 100 
 ill : 100 
Date : 02-03-1 995 
Sheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: MOF03301 b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

Dining Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETA 

Military Family 
71 0-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

TOTAL 
($MI 

Ofcr Amn 
BRAC: 0 0 

Adjustment -8 -146 
Final# 0 0 

0 -24 0 0 0.00 

.- 

6% SlOH 
(SKI 

Milcon: 6.65 
BOS 0.33 

Subtotal 6.98 

Subtotal 
Planning 

Program'd 
SCOPE 

TOTAL 7.61 

--. 

# of 
Unit 

-- A 

Unit 
Factor 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

UIM 

-- - 

Current 
Capacity 

-- - 

sq 
Ratio ' CAT EGORIES 

I 
I 

- 

Tri-Svc 
$/unit 

- - 

Titles 

-- 
Detef g 

Unit 



~~nd n Esirnate Worksheet to Relocate 129 RQS fro p to McClellan 

Notes for Worksheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: D Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to a 
1 1 1-1 11 : Programmed scope for this cost estimate is not based on built-in BRAC rqmts matrix. Instead, programmed scope is taken from a Jan 1995 AF 
Site Survey conducted by the ANG. Performed a Mal priceout and determined that CEPP standard assumption that 50% of facilities need upgrade @ cost of 
40% of new cost came close to costs shown on the Jan 1995 AF Site Survey. Therefore, this estimate will use the site survey estimates for ADAL projects 
and let BRACalc priceout new construction. BOS has been reduced from 10% to 5% due to large number of ADAL projects. 

11 3-321: Ramp RprlAlt as provided by ANG site survey 

21 1-152: Rqmt is GP shops of 2,769 with ADAL $.05M, CH-60 Mafnt is 12,000 with ADAL 80.425M; (3-130 Maint is 4,000 with $0.375M 

21 1-157: Rqmt is 8,200 SF 

21 1-1 59: Rqmt is 1,500 SF 

217-712: Rqmt is 6,400 SF 

21 8-852: Rqmt is 6,000 

442-758: Rqmt: 30,000 SF new construction 

141-753: Rqmt is 25,000 x .5 x .4 = 5,000 SF 

14 1-753: HQJSqd Ops new fac. Zeroed out by AFlRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

17 1-449: Medical ConsVADAL 

219-944: Civil Engr consVADAL 

214-428: Canopy. Zeroed out by AF/RTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

852-261 : Pavement around Bldg 4441445 

2 : ? -1 77: Trade fcr B!dg R??!878. Zemed nut by AFlRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



f 

BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE S a d  AkY 

2/ 3/95 

Category: INDmECH SPT Subcateg0ry:DEPOT 

[ ~ n a l ~ s t :  Maj Steven K. Lillemon c ---1 
Office: HQ USAFJCEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: MOF03301 b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffctt to -_Mc 

\irc~.:tft Sumniary Net Force Structure Change 

;ailling l3asc: McClellan 
4 HC-I30PM In from Moffett NAS 
8 HH-60 In from Moffett NAS 

Brft W O r f f c e r s A i r m e n W m T s l i l l  
Baseline Pop'n 456 2,294 8,820 1 1,570.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 448 2,148 8,344 10,940.00 
In Bound HC-130PM 4 0 0 0 0.00 
In Bound HH-60 8 0 0 0 0.00 

===  Tzi izgz 448.00 2,148.00 8,344.00 10,940.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 0.00 

7ost Esfintate Summary 

1,BndncTI ft Aclt Mam Maint MllnitEIZLm m Other U t j l r U D o r m s M l L C O N  rn Subtot W S u b T o l  h g u  'W 
IC- 130PM 4 0.50 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 2.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.65 0.33 6.98 0.00 6.98 0.63 7.61 
1H-60 8 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.04 0.84 0.00 0.84 0.08 0.92 - - - - - = - - = - = = =  = = = = 
'otal 0.50 3.4 I 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 2.79 0.15 0.00 0.00 7.45 0.37 7.82 0.00 = 7.82 , mn% 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ON 



t BRAC Milcon Esimate Wo 3 Move North Highland to McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option: 100 
Drill . 100 
Date : 02-03-1 995 
Sheet 2 of 2 for Scenario' MOF0330lb Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

Utilities 
842-245 WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 
820-000 HEATING & AIR CONDITIONING 
8 12-000 DlSTR & TRANSMISSION LINES 
830-000 SEWAGE 8 WASTE 

' ~ o r m s  
721-312 DORMITORY 
El-E2 
E3-E4 1 ES-E7 

. - - - 

TOTAL 
($MI 

Dining Halls 
i\iRiviEi.i Zlii.jiiu'G iiAii iiiETACii n 

v SF ? 85 n nn 
I L L - 3 3 1  V.VV 

0.00 I 
0.001 

@'her Require 
211-152 GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MA1 3700 SF 99 35.67 0.50 
442-758 BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WHS 1700 SF 52 10.73 0.15 
218-712 ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTOR 0 SF 113 0.00 0.00 
214-428 VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHED 0 SF 43 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 

0.65 

- -- 

6% SlOH 
(SK) 

I 

('ATEGORIES 
I 

Milcon: O.lO1 
. . . . - . - . . - . . . . -. -. -. -. . . 

BOS 
.. . . . - -- -. - . -- -- - 

0.04 
. - 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

- - - - -  

Titles Program'd 
SCOPE 

- - . - 

U,M 

- - . - - -. - 
Tri-Svc 
$/unit 



BRAC Milcon Esirnate Wo ) Move North Highland to McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option: 100 
Drill . 100 
Date 02-03-1995 
Sheet 2 of 2 for Scenario: MOF0330lb Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

Titles Program'd Tri-Svc 6% SlOH TOTAL I SCOPE I '''1 $/unit I ( IX )  I (1M) I 
I Subtotal 0.841 

Military Family 
7 1 0-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Subtotal 0.84 
Planning 0.08 

TOTAL 0 . ~ ~ 1  

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 



~1 . tor Worksheet 2 of 2 for Scenario: M O F O ~  b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to t 
Other Requirements: Programmed scope for this cost estimate is not based on built-in BRAC qmts maMx. Instead, programmed scope is taken from a Jan 
1995 AF Site Survey conducted by the ANG. Performed a trial priceout and determined that CEPP standard assumption that 50% of facilities need upgrade 
@ cost of 40% of new cost came close to costs shown on the Jan 1995 AF Site Survey. Therefore, this estimate will use the site survey estimates for ADAL 
projects and let BRACalc priceout new construction. BOS has been reduced from 10% to 5% due to large number of ADAL projects. 

21 1-152: HQ STAFF & GP Shop space for N. Highlands 

442-758: Unit storage for N. Highlands: 8,700 SF x .5 x .4 = 1,700 SF. Down scoped from $250K after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

21 8-712: New AGE shop for N. Highland. Zeroed out by AFIRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

214-428: Vehicle maintenance covered parking for N. Highland. Zeroed out by AFIRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

842-245: Utils to support remote trng site for N. Highland. Down scoped from $250K after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only  



BCEG - CLOSE HOLD 

ANG BASES BRIEFING- BRAC95 
ONTARIO CA - MARCH 

ONETIMECOSTS 
- FE3TUX)KMILCONESTIMATE -$SoOK _-- 
- ADDmONAL BRAC COSTS - .- ' -WTK.:. - --' - 

- TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS - S137K 

POSSIBLE SAVINGS/COST AVOIDANCE 
- ONE TIME MILCON AVOIDANCE - SO 
- RECURRING FOMA SAVINGS SO 
- PERSONNEL SAVINGS -%1K 
- TOTAL RECURRING SAVINGS - S41K 

ESTIMATED PAY BACK (0% DISCOUNT) 18 YRS 

- PERSONNEL REDUCI1ONS PCS 
- 1AGR (00 .1  S - 0 AGR 
- 0 TECHNICIAN . -0TEC~ICIANS 
- 0 TRADITIONAL GUARD 

u BCEG - CLOSE HOLD 

w NOTE: NO P& BENEFITS DUE TO LACK OF DISTANCE 
BETWEEN TWO LOCATIONS 
GENERAL NOTE: THIS GSU IS LOCATED IN AN OLD WAREHOU!SE 
THAT IS IN NEED OF REPAIR OR REPLACING. 
ADDITIONAL BRAC COST NOTE: THIS LINE INCLUDES THE 
FOLLOWING COSTS: 

MILPERS (AGR PCSRIF) -$37,089 6 1 
O&M (TECHNICIAN PCS/RIF) -$O 

RTAP* -$O 

MOVING (UNIT) -$200,000 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE 

1/27/95 

Category: IND/TE Subcategory:LAB 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Lillemon 
Office: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: MONO1901b Rome to Monmouth (AF-09)-Monmouth- I /  

.craft Summary Net Force Structure Change 

[ling Base: Monn~outh 
0 

Brll & & l l O f f i c e r s A i r m e n C i v i l L n M  
Baseline Pop'n 1,000 3,000 1,000 5,000.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 1,000 3,000 1,000 5,000.00 
In Bound None 0 5 0 454 459.00 - - -- - - -- 
Total Populatio 1,005.00 3,000.00 1,454.00 5,459.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 9.18 
i t  Estimate Summary 

nd Acft # Acft e4111Lf Maint Munit eBL, Ops/Tru,g BTE nther W Dining &?.mu Subtot SIlbTot &Z 
e 0 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.74 0.34 7.08 0.00 7.08 0.64 7.72 - - 

I I 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF 0 .Y 



w BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet - Relocate A p p q  .,ely 112 Rome Lab to Monmouth, US Army 

Gaining Base: Monmouth 
Option: 400 
Drill : 1 
Date : 01-27-1995 
Sheet 1 of 1 for Scenar~o: MON01901b Rome to Monmouth (AF-09) 

Other Require 
LO-123 AF PLANT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 
3 10-924 Light Lab 
31 2-477 MEDIUM LAB 
310-91 1 HEAW LAB 
6 1 0-000 LIGHT SClF 
'131-132 HEAW SClF 
935-000 OTHER 

Milcon: 6.74 
BOS 0.34 

Subtotal 7.08 

-- . -. -- 

TOTAL 
($MI 

Planning 

OeaI 

-- - 

6% SlOH 
(bK) 

TOTAL 7.72 

-- -- 

$/unit 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Tri-Svc 
$/unit UIM Program'd 

SCOPE CATEGORIES Titles 



Eslmate Worksheet - Relocate ~pproxirnace~y J : LID LO rnonrnou~~~, UD ~ U I I I Y  

r Worksheet I of 1 for Scenario: MONO1901 .ome to Monmouth (AF-09) 

610-123: Rqmt is 49,160 SF. Assume space available in Meyer Center. Army engineers provided unit cost. Added 5% support, 10% cont, 6% SIOH, 5% 
BOS and 9% planning. 

310-924: Rqmt is 14,903 SF. Assume space available in Meyer Center. Army engineers provided unit cost. Added 5% support, 10% cont, 6% SIOH, 5% 
BOS and 9% planning. 

312-477: Rqmt is 27,323 SF. Assume space available in Meyer Center. Army engineers provided unit cost. Added 5% support, 10% cont, 6% SIOH, 5% 
BOS and 9% planning. 

310-91 1: Rqmt is 1,904 SF. Assume space available in Meyer Center. Army engineers provided unit cost. Added 5% support, 10% cont, 6% SIOH, 5% 
BOS and 9% planning. 

610-000: Rqmt is 10,763 SF. Assume space available in Meyer Center. Army engineers provided unit cost. Added 5% support, 10% cont, 6% SIOH, 5% 
BOS and 9% planning. 

131-132: Rqmt is 12,005 SF. Assume space available in Meyer Center. Army engineers provided unit cost. Added 5% support, 10% cont, 6% SIOH, 5% 
BOS and 9% planning. 

935-000: Army engineers did not include systems furniture in their estimate. Existing furniture is used and mismatched. AFMC included system furniture in 
the Rome to Hanscom estimate. Include here also. Of the 887 personnel moving to Hanscom and Monmouth, 565 require workstations. Use ratio of total 
PN moving to each installation to determine workstation rqmt: 459 PN (Monmouth)l887 PN x 656 workstations = 339 workstations. 

BOS for MaintIRpr type work has been reduced from 10% new construction, approved by BCEG, to 5%. 

Design and Planning is 9% 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE ~e dARY 

1/27/95 

Category: INDITECH SPT Subcategory:LAB 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Liilemon 
Office: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 

ROM36201 b Rome Lab to Hanscom (AF-09) -f Ianscom- l 

Aircraft Summary 

Ga i~~ i l l g  Base: Hanscom 
0 

Cost Estimate Summary 

Net Force Structure Change 

Acft # Acft Officers Airmen Civilia~ IUI 
Baseline Pop'n 850 87 1 2,17 1 3,892.0C 
Adjusted Pop'n 713 904 1,752 3,369.0C 
In Bound None 0 5 0 423 428.0( - - -- - -- 
Total Populatio 7 18.00 904.00 2,175.00 3,797.0( 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 12.70 

InBnd Acft # Acft Pvmt JMaint Munit K& BTE Other W Dining Dorms MILCON Subtot MFH SubTot !&n W 
None 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.35 0.52 10.87 0.00 10.87 0.98 11.8.' 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEC iTAFF ONLY 



Q 
Gaininq Base: Hanscom 
0~tionr400 
Drill : 1 
Date : 01-27-1995 
Sheet 1 of 1 for Scenario, ROM3620lb Rome Lab to Hanscom (AF-09) 

,,late Worksheet 

AF PLANT ADMINISTRATION 105300 
Light Lab 0 
MEDIUM LAB 0 
HEAW LAB 0 
LIGHT SClF 0 
HEAW SClF 0 
OTHER 0 

0 
0 
0 

Milcon: 10.35 
60s 0.52 

Subtotal 10.87 

-- - 

TOTAL 
($MI 

'rr\TEGORIES 

Planning 0 . ~ ~ 1  

C"'.or Require 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

- 

6% SlOH 
($K) 

.. 

Titles 
Questionnaire 

Identified 
Excess Scope 

Program,d 
SCOPE UIM 

.- 

Tri-Svc 
$/unit 

- 

$/unit 



N( ,or Worksheet 1 of 1 for Scenario: ROM3 F( J Rome Lab to Hanscom (AF-09) 

610-123: Rqrnt is 45,840 SF. Based on AFMClXPlCE site survey: No renovations required for Facilities 1302F (28,000 SF) and 1302FA (13,300 SF). 
Phillips Lab space available = 64,000 SF. Total space available with no renovation is 105,300 SF. NO scope provided. 

310-92k Rqmt is 13,897 SF. Phillips Lab has 100,000 SF available with no renovation required. NO scope provided. 

312-477: Rqrnt is 25,477 SF. Cost based on AFMCIXPICE site survey. Phillips Lab has 13,200 SF excess space with no renovation required. 25,477 - 
13,200 = 12,277 SF rqrnt. Facility 1614 has 35,240 SF excess space meeting the 12,277 SF rqmt. Space in Bldg 1614 requires renovation @ 70% new 
construction cost: .70 x 12,277 = 8,594 SF, say 8,600 SF. 

310-91 1: Rqmt is 1,776 SF. Cost based on AFMCIXPICE site survey. Facility 1614 has 2,456 SF excess space that can be upgraded to Heavy Lab @ 70% 
of new construct cost: 1,776 SF x 0.70 = 1,243 SF, say 1,250 SF. 

61 0-000: Rqrnt is 10,037 SF. Cost based on AFMCIXPICE site survey. Facility 1614 & 1st floor 1302F have 13,882 SF excess space that can be upgraded 
to Light SCIFF @ 70% of new construct cost. 10,037SF x 0.70 = 7,026 SF, say 7,050 SF. 

131-132: Rqmt is 11,195 SF. Cost based on AFMCIXPICE site survey. Facility 1614 has 15,484 SF excess space that can be upgraded @ 70% of new 
construct cost: 11,195 SF x 0.70 = 7,837 SF, say 7,850 SF. 

935-000: Of the 887 personnel moving to Hanscom and Monrnouth, 656 require workstations. Use ratio of total PN moving to each installation to determine 
workstation rqmt: 428 PN (Hanscom)1887 PN x 656 workstations = 317 workstations. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG S t a f f  Only 



BCEG - CLOSE HOLD I 
ANG BASES BRIEFING- BRAC95 

ROSLYN - STEWART 

- ONETIMECOSTS 
- FIRST LOOK MILCON ESTIMATE -SlM ' 
- ADDITIONAL BRAC COSTS -S1.6M - - - -  
- TOTAL ONETIME COSTS - SZ6M 

POSSIBLE SAVINGSJCOST AVOIDANCE 
- ONE TIME M I X O N  AVOIDANCE - $OM 
- RECURRING FOMA SAVINGS -$OM 
- PERSONNEL SAVINGS S.4M 
- mTAL RECURRING SAVINGS - S4M 

JSTIMATED PAY BACK (0% DISCOUNT) 6YRS 

PERSONNEL REDUCllONS PCS 
- 2 AGR (0 O,2 E) . - 7AGR(I0 ,6E)  
- 2"mcHNICIANs - 35 TECHNICIANS - 50 TRADmONAL GUARD ? 

m BCEG - CLOSE HOLD 

GENERAL NOTE: O W  
r r n  
a\b- 1 Fa THIS IS A GSU 

LOCATED IN A HIGH COST AREA OF LONG ISLAND, AND ITS 
FACILITIES ARE INNEED OF REPAIR C O ~ ~ G  I EE? w- F(y 
" " W G Y ~ Z W I L ~ ~ E  THE RECRUITING BASE RECR 
FROM CURRENT LEVEL, BUT STILL LEAVE WITH SIGNIFICANT 
BASE TO RECRUIT FROM. 

ADDITIONAL BRAC COST NOTE: THIS LINE INCLUDES THE 
FOLLOWING COSTS: 

MILPERS (AGR PCS) -$113,378 

O&M (TECHNICIAN PCSRIF) -$I, 142,500 

RTAP* 

MOVING (UNIT) 



BRAC MLCON ESTIMATE 

Gaining Base: Wright Pslterson 
Option: 0 
Drill : 0 
Date : 01-1 1-1995 
Sheet I of 1 for Scenario: Springfield to wpafb -12 f-16- uning EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

111-111 
112-21 1 
113-321 

hlaintenance 
211-111 
21 1-152 
21 1-152a 
21 1-153 
21 1-154 
21 1-157 
21 1-157a 
21 1-159 
21 1-173 
21 1-175 
21 1-177 
21 1-179 
21 1-183 

CATEGORIES 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 
APRONS 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFI' M 
DASH 21 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECT1 
ALRCRAFT ORGANEATlONA 
ACFT ENGINE INSP dt REPAI 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN BA 
CORROSION CONTROL FACIL 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENAN 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENAN 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPOR 

I'avernents 

Title8 

-17-712 ir AVIONICS SHOP 
17-712n LANTIRN 

217-713 ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE 
218-712 ACFT SPRT EQUlP SHOPIST 0 
210-7128 MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (SR 

179087 184200 5113 
342669 3498U2 7133 

4685 4685 0 
4576 4576 0 
5726 35519 29793 

1 19059 119059 0 
0 0 0 

48050 48050 0 
84336 84336 0 

0 0 0 
19987 19987 0 
16000 26718 10718 
21419 21419 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
u i i i3  i i i O  

75867 89043 13176 
0 

Close Hold - BCEGBCEG Staff Only 

SR for 

F-16 Excwc Scbpo SCOPE 
UIM 

Slunit 
TOTAL 

(SM) 



BRAC M U O N  ESTIMATE 

Cnirling Bnne: Wright Patterron 
Option: 0 
Drill : 0 
Date : 01-1 1-1995 
Sl~cet I of 1 for Scenario: Springfield to wpafb -12 f-16- uring EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

18-868 PRECISION MEASURING EQU 3880 20245 20245 0 0 SF 115.69 .00 
HY DRAZINE STORAGE 800 0 675 675 0 SF 349.76 .00 

LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE 2000 4309 4309 0 0 SF 78.02 .00 

BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WH 0 615764 6 15764 0 29000 SF 48.31 1.83 

WRSK STORAGE 6000 19711 19711 0 4000 SF 59.73 .3 1 
WHSE SUP & EQP (AOS PART 6000 0 0 0 0 SF 44.84 .00 

CATEGORIES 

ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR 4500 25583 25583 

INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MIS 
MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHO 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FA 
WEAPONS & RELEASE SYSTE 
CONVENTIONAL MUNlTWNS 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE S 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE ST 
STORAGE IGLOO 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FA 
?,w.q!nM  MA!.^ rn-Mthn.c 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR S 

2 18-852 SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHO 4400 5653 5653 0 0 SF 104.03 .00 

Title8 

Close Hold - BcJ%IBCEG Staff Only 
1 

SR for 

F-16 SCOPE 
UIM 

Slunit 
TOTAL 

(SM) 



BRAC MILCON ESTIMATE 

Gaining Bnsc: Wright Pnllvaon 
Option: 0 
Drill : 0 
Date : 01.1 1-1995 
Slicct I or I for Scenario: Springfield to wpab -12 f-16 u~ing EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT S 
14-467 VEHlCLE REFUELING SHOP 

UNDERGROUND FUEL STOR 

Ops & Trairlin 
14 1-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA 
171-212 FLlGHT SIMULATION TRAIN1 
171-618 RELD TRAINING FACILITY 

Otller Require 
610-129 WEAPONS SYSTEMS MAINT 
131-111 COMMUNICATIONS FACILIT 
171-443 RESERVE FORCES GEN TNG 
171-445 RESERVE FORCES OPS TNG 
2 19-944 BASE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
610-913 DISASTER PREPAREDNESS F 
141-743 BASE PHOTO LABORATORY 
'_  ! , ! . ~2n  \ICH!CLE g p  PAB-UJNC; SUE 
442-628 BASE SUPPLY & EQUIP SHED 
000-000 

1 - .. . _ - _ C l o ~ e  Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only I &  ?, 

121-122 HYDRANT FWELING SYSTEM 0 0 0 0 0 SF 385627.70 .00 

UIM 

.. - - 

CATEGORiES Title8 Sfunit 
SR for 

F-16 
TOTAL 

($MI 
Cumnl 
CafJclcity 

Q:g%rire 
Excels Scope 

Programad 
SCOPE 





BCEG -- CLOSE HOLD (When filled in) 

AFRES BRAC 95 COBRA/BRACal WORKSHEET 

TITLE: {C-130 Grouu Focused Anaivsis) 
TRACKING #:- DATE: 13-Jan-95 TIME: 1 1 :27 AM 
OPTION #: Gtr Pittsbureh (afrl Focused Analvsis- DRILL #: 

IDSING BASE: G O G B A S E :  1.Bobhins 

GMNINGBASEi # d A c E T  ACFT TYPE 
I 1. Dobbias 1 8 I C-I30 -1 

I 
INEOUT 

1 . h ~ )  GI30 4 Tac Alft 53 25 129 199 
ZIn(Dobbins) C-130 4 Tac Alft 52 26 129 199 

Manpower Savings -242 

7" MILCON: Peterson - $1 .OM for a Squad Ops based on capacity analysis 
Dobbins - $OM based on capacity analysis and the fact the ANG F.15'~ are leaving 

MILCON SAVINGS: None 
COLLOCATED ANG UNIT BOS PLUS UP FROM AFRES UNIT BRAC ACTION 

Manpower - None Reoccuning Cost - None. 





BRAC '95 MlLCON ESTIMATE 

ACADEMIC LECTURE HALL 

EPIDEMIOLOGICAL CLINICAL LAB 

Medium Lab Facility 
ACADEMIC LECTURE HALL 
Light SClF 

Dorms 
721-312 

Gainlng Base: Wright Pattenon AFB Anrlyst: M g  Marvln Fisher 
OpUon: l a  0mce: HQ USAFKEPP 

Drlll: 2 Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
Date: 1/14/95 Flle BR002bOl.a 

Scenarlo: Move HSC and Annstmng Lab fmm Brooks lo WnghtPanmon 

10.61 K Psnl inc 
WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 43 % Capacky 
HEATING &AIR CONDlTlONlN 60 % Capadty 
DlSTR 6 TRANSMISSION LINE 40 % Capaclty 
SEWAGE I WASTE 20 % Capachy 

b.101'g 

DORMITORY 

El-E4 
E5-€7 

Requirement 
Dlnlng Halls 
722.25: AIRME:: DiNiNO HALL {DEirlC 

Sq 

94 0 No addilional dorm spaca required. Per HQ AFMClCEP FY94 
average occupancy rates = 87% for VOQ and 77.9% for Hope 
Hotel. Average rooms available = 131 PN. Should be able to 
meet 1M) PN student load for SAM 

CLOSE HOLD - BCI K E G  Staff Only 

c)d 
Tltles 

Mllcon: 79.29 

Other Requlrements 
311 li! AIRCRAFT ENGINEER RESEARCH 0 0 24950 SF 117 3.78 Total requirement Is for 35.640 SF. Base has excess space 

(ASC to vacate 104.000 SF) that can be renovated to meet 
requlrement. Program 70% of programmed amount to account 
for renovation costs. .7 x 35,640 = 24.948, use 24.950. (For 
SYS proq 

100 1.35 Total requlrement is for 15.000 SF. Base has excess space 
(ASC to vacate 104,000 SF) that can be renovated to meet 
nquhement. Program 70% of programmed amount to account 
for renovation costs. .7 x 15.000 = 10.500, use 24.950. (For 
Sys A q  School) 

112 31.44 Total requirement for renovation is 367.328 SF. Base has 
excess space (ASC to vacate) that can be renovated to meet 
this part of the AL requlrement. Program 70% of programmed 
amount to account for renovation costs. .7 x 367,328 = 257.130 
SF. 

200 28.3 New facilhy costs calculated for AL. 
100 14.42 New facility costs calculated for SAM. 
117 0 68 Intel Squadron to move to Medinah complex. Program 

already underway. No faciliy requirements necessary. WIII 
stay In San Antonio. 

79.29 

Laba Unlt 
UnH 

AFCEE Ratlo 

SRfor 
InB 

Caprclty Unit 

SR for 
fnB 

Factor Caprclty 
R q l n d  

Scope 
C u m n t  

Scope 
Excess 

UM 
Prog'd 

Remarks 
Tfl-Svc 

tlunlt 
Total 
I f M )  





BRAC '95 MILCON ESTIMAE 

Galnlng Base: TyndaNAFB 
Option: 1 

DrlII: 2 
Date: 1/m5 

Scenarlo: Move HQ AFCEE Imm Brooks lo m d a l  

Mllcon: 
BOS 
Subtotal 

Cat 
Codes 

Mlllta~y Family Houslng 
7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Ofcr Amn 
BRAC: 47 6 
AdJstmnt -32 -33 
FlnatR 15 0 

Othar Requlrements 
610-281 CENTER HEADQUARTERS 0 0 54450 SF 105 5.52 Cunent requirement st Brooks Is 60.500 SF. Assume 

10% reduction due to excess space al HQ AFCESA 
000-000 0 0 0 0 

5.52 
Utllltles 6.74 % Prnl lnc 
842-245 WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 44 % Caprcity 0 
820-000 HEATING b AIR CONDITIONIN 74.1 % CIPldty 0 
812-000 DlSTR b TRANSMISSION LINE 49.9 % Clpsdly 0 
830-000 SEWAGE b WASTE 47.6 % Capactty 0 

0 
Dorms 
721-312 DORMITORY 0 SF 94 0 

E 1 -E4 0 
E5-E7 0 

Requirement 0 
Dlnlng Halts 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETAC 0 SF 165 0 

0 

Tltles 

Subtotal 6.01 
Plannlng 0.55 

TOTAL 6.62 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

unn 

SR lor 
InB Acfl 

AFCEE 
8q 

Ratlo 
Cumnt 

Caprclty 
#of  
Unlt 

Unit 
Factor 

Excesr 
Scope 

Prog'd 
Scope UM 

Td-Svc 
Slunlt 

Total 
($MI Remarks 



BB&C '95 MILCON ESTIMATE 

Galnlng Base: Tyndall AFB 
Option: 1 

MII: 2 
Date: l / W  

Scenario: Move HQ AFCEE fmm Bmoks to W d a n  

Ma) Mawin Fisher 
HQ USAUL:EPP 
DSN: 227-2434 
BRObOOOl 

orner Requlrernenu 
610-281 CENTER HEADQUARTERS 

cat  
Codes 

842-245 WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 
820-000 HEATING &AIR CONDtT'IONIN 
812-000 DISTR & TRANSMISSION LINE 
830-000 SEWAGE & WASTE 

D.bfg 

Dorms 
721-312 DORMITORY 
El-E4 
E5-E7 

Requirement 
Dlnlng Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETAC 

- . 

Mllltary Famlly Housing 
71 0-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Tltler 
8q 

6.74 % Pa l  lnc 
44 % CIprcity 

74.1 % c.pKny 
49.9 % CIprdty 
47.6 % Capacky 

Ofcr Amn 
BRAC: 47 6 
AdJshnt -32 -33 
Final# 15 0 

unn 
#of  

0 54450 SF 105 5.52 Current requirement al Brooks is 60.500 SF. Assume 
10% reduction due lo excess space at HQ AFCESA 

0 0 0 
5.52 

Mllcon: 
BOS 
Subtotal 

Ratlo 
Unlt 

Subtotal 6.07 
Planning 0.55 

TOTAL 6.62 

Unlt 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

8R tor 
InB Acn 

Factor 
Trl4vc Cumnt Total 

AFCEE 
Excerr Prog'd 

UM Capaclty Slunlt Scope Scope ISM) Remarks 





CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 
Headquarters United States Air Forces 

AF/CEPP 
Plans & Programs 

DATE: 29 November, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR: AFIRTR - Lt Col Black 

SUBJECT: AFSPACECOM Assumptions 

We have reviewed the package you provided us on the MILCON assumptions for the 
AFSPACECOM analysis and provide the following comments. 

1. For the West to East Assumptions, increase the MILCON requirement to $26.7M: to 
include Planning and Design Funds (9% of MILCON total, $24.5 + ($24.5 x .09) = $24.5 
+ $2.2 = $26.7M). 

2. No housing, dorm, or dining facilities required for West to East move since only <a 
small amount of military would transfer (85 pn). 

, .- 
\ \ 

is.' . 3. For the East to West Assumptions, increase the MILCON requirement to $366.2M to ,, , , . . .. w include Planning and Design Funds ($336 + ($336 x .09) = $336 + $30.2 = $366.2M). + 

4. Because of the large amount of military transfers (1 785 pn) required for the East to 
West move, we would recommend an increase in the MILCON requirement based on 
existing capacity for dorm, dining facility and Military Family Housing. 

a. Dorm: 206 personnel, 42,800 SF would price out at $7.34M 
b. Dining Facility: 99 personnel, 6,100 SF would price out at $2.06M 
c. Housing: requirement for 673 units would price out at $120M (based on 
requirement generated for 1785 military = 1 152 units, add the existing deficit = :2 1, 
subtract 500 unit planning threshold; 1 152 + 21 -500 = 673). 
d. Increase for Planning and Design for additional requirement = $1 1.6M ($7.34 + 

$2.06 + $120) x .09 = $1 1.6M 
This would equate to a total increase of $l41M to $507.2M for the East to West 
MILCON requirements. 

Let us know if you need any additional details. 

MARVW N. ~ ~ S H E R ,  Major, USAF 
Plans & Policy Division, x72434 w Directorate, Plans & Progranls 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 





\ A / E ~ T (  Y o  EA.5f 
CL 
il 

, - COST ES-Y (Cvrnuuter-Generated) 
I 1. PDG NUMBER 

14. ==]I. BASB/STATE/IllT -' 16. ACF 
1.03 

11. EXCHARGE UTE 
' 2 

0000 
18. U U I T ~  19. COST' - 

SPC ANGB CO 

' - 1 13. CM 1 1 4 . ~ ~ ~  

10. COPRZNT PA 

1s.cGFI 16. 117. SCOPE 

. ' S A T E L L ~ T E  COWI2OL SIATION 
COFMUFIIC~'PI0~S PACILI?Y 

CODE 
312-941 
131-111 

1.24 
.96 

1.06 
1.06 

U/K 
SF 
SF 

7 .ZOO 
4,800 
2,400 

l 
a 
li 

.. 
w 
!'? 
a 

COST 
460.00 
185.00 

(000) 
- 

2,208 
444  



SPACE BASES BACKUP Page 1 

'SING BASE: FALCON 
y N E R  FORCE MILCON MFH OTHER MFH MNPWR 

STRUCTURE COSTS COSTS COSTS UNITS 

ONIZUKA SPACE CMD 382 120 2194 

SPACE FORECAST CTR 0 0 61 

DET 5 HQ SPACE SYS 0 0 69 

AIR INTEL 0 0 34 

DET 45, AFTAC 19 

MOVING 

PERSONNEL 

OVERHEAD 

OTHER $47 

TOTAL 1 -TIME $575 $382 $120 $73 
$47hd other cost is for data/comrnunications reconfiguration which is the same cost for both bases 
May not include costs to move all black programs 

LOSING BASE: ONIZUKA 
GAINER FORCE 

STRUCTURE 

W O N  SPACE CMD 

AF ELEMENTS 

KIRTLAND DET 2 HQ SPACE SYS 

MOVING 

PERSONNEL 

OVERHEAD 

OTHER 

TOTAL 1 -TIM E $91 

MILCON MFH OTHER MFH hANPWR 
COSTS COSTS COSTS UNITS 

29 0 1 32 

195 

0 0 1 54 

$9 

$2 

$4 

$47 

$29 $0 $62 

$47M other cost is for datalcommunications reconfiguration which is the same cost for both bases 
May not include costs to move all black programs 



:raft Summary Net Force Structure Change 

BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE 

I /  6/95 

Category: INDITECH SPT Subcategory:TEST 

ling Base: Eglin 
0 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. LiIIemon 
Ofice: HQ USAF/CEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: KIR00502 Realign AFOTEC from Kirtland to -Eglin-1/61 

drft #A& grficers Airmen C&&tn E&d 
Baseline Pop'n 1,90 1 6,839 1,379 10,1 19.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 1,892 6,973 1,2 14 10,079.00 
In Bound None 0 344 103 221 668.00 

Total Populatio 2,236.00 7,076.00 1,435.00 10,747.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 6.63 
t Estimirte Summary 

1dAcft # A c f t  Pvmt Maint Munit ~!&s!Tu!I! Other ~ h h g h l 3 J l ~ M r L C O N  a Slrbtot M S u b T o t  I)sgrr Tofal 
2 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 .8A? 0.81 M 6.17 - E W  1.36 1646 - - 
I 8. rd, 6'71 I < , I L  / L  o 4-4 
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CLOSE HOLD - BC \ o st.nonly 

Galnlng Base: Offutt AFB 
Optlon: 400 

Drlll: I 
Date: 1/8/95 

Scenarlo: Relocate AFOTEC from Kiriland to Eplln 

M a  Steven K. L l h m o n  
HO USAFXEPP 
DSN: 227-2434 
KIR00502b 

-1 11 MAINTENANCE HANGAR AIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
-152 GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlNT Squdrn 0 1 0 0 118644 0 0 SF 0 
152a DASH 21 Squdm 0 1 0 0 31 00 0 0 SF 0 

-153 NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
SHOP 

-154 AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL MAlNT Squdrn 0 1 0 0 159001 99001 0 SF 0 
-157 ACFT ENGINE INSP & REPAIR SHOP AIC 0 0 0 0 29158 15158 0 SF 0 

-157a CONTR OPERATED MAIN BASE SUP W~ng NIA 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

-159 CORROSION CONTROL FAClL lN Squdrn 0 1 0 0 34018 0 0 SF 
.173 LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK N C  0 0 0 0 195169 0 0 SF 
-175 MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK AIC 0 0 0 0 37899 20199 0 SF 

ntenance 

Detefg 
Unit 

Sq 
Ratlo les 

.I77 SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK AIC 0 0 0 0 30169 0 0 SF 
-179 FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 27186 0 0 SF 

DOCK 
-183 SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 

FAC 
-712 AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 0 1 0 0 26586 0 0 SF 
-712a LANTIRN Squdm 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 
-713 ECM POD SHOP 6 STORAGE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 
-712 ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORAGE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 21335 0 0 SF 

Titles 

-712a MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (SRAM) Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 SF 
-852 SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdm 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 
-868 PRECISION MEASURING EQUIP LAB Squdm 0 1 0 0 8056 0 0 SF 

# o f  
Unlt 

-257a HYDRAZINE STORAGE Wing NIA 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 
-258 LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 9000 0 0 SF 
-758 BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WHSE # Psnl 0 10 438 4380 253314 113314 0 SF 

0 
ler Requirements 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Remarks 
Unlt 

Factor 

0 
0 
0 AFOTEC has a storage requkament of 6,016 SF. 

ExlStinQ axwrs  StOrPge r p a w  is suflcient. No scope 
---..,>-a 
p l U V 1 U ~ .  

0 
AFOTEC is arnently assigned lhe following space at 
Wland. Bldg 2612923,497SF. Bldg 201YJ73592SF. 
Bldg 20140-26,038SF, Bldg 20196128SF, Bldg 20200- 
35.035SF. Bldg 20202-29,449SF. And storage fac Bldg 
20418-6,016 SF. 

SR for  
InB Acft 
AFOTEC 

C u m n t  
Capacity 

Excess 
Scow UM 

Prog'd 
S c o w  

Total 
I$M) 



CLOSE HOLD - BC G Staff Only 

'-000 
1.000 
1-000 
1-000 
1-000 
1-000 
1.000 
1-000 
1-000 

iities 
1-245 
boo0 
!-000 
1-000 

rms 
-312 
I-E4 
5-E7 
quirernent 
~ l n g  Halls 
!-351 

WATER DlSTRiBUTlON MAINS 
HEATING 8 AIR CONDITIONING 
DlSTR 8 TRANSMISSION LINES 
SEWAGE B WASTE 

Total 

DORMITORY 

Pmg'd 

AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETACHED) 

- - 

Excess 

itary Famlly Housing 
1-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Current 

6.63 % Psnl Inc 
76 % Capacity 

74 4 % Capacity 
54.2 O h  Capacity 

15.14 Sb Capacity 

Remarks 

SR for 
InBAcft 

les 

Ofcr Amn 
BRAC: 344 103 
Adjstmnt -9 0 
Final# 335 103 

Tdai Admin spa- assigned is 189.239 SF > need of 
809 PN x 135 SFlPN = 82.215 SF. Therefore. use the 
lesser q m l  of 82.215 SF. 

1-28 1 CENTER HEADQUARTERS 0 0 82200 SF 8 14 AFOTEC: Rqml Is 809 PN (excludes BOS tail) x 135 
SFlPN = 82.215. Say 82.200 SF. 

ISMI Scope 
Unlt Detetg 

Tltles 

0 SF 
0 
0 

0 SF 

Mllcon: 
BOS 
Subtotal 

65 UN 

Subtotal 
Plrnnlng 

TOTAL 

Total SF: 

UM Scope 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Sq 
Capaelty 

# o f  
AFOTEC Factor Unlt RaUo Unit 



- .- . 

AFMC Depots W o T k o n  2,411 Yes Depot "squeeze down" 
AFMC Depots Realign Robins BRAC 95 Squeeze Down 2,100 Yes Depot "squeeze down" 

i Rearrangement/ 
Renovation 

AFMC Depots Realign Robins BRAC 95 Technical Repair Center 8,690 Yes Consolidation of Tech Rpr 
~earan~ement/~enovation - - Ctrs (TRC) 
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0 
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0 
OOOP 
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L 1 
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1 1  
L 1 
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ezLL-Llz 
ZLL-LIZ 
Eel - I lZ  

OOOSE 
0 
9668 
0 
MMP 
0002 
0009'2 

OOOSE 
0 
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OOOP 
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442-758b W S E  SUP 6 EQP (AGS PART ~k 
852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR Squdrn 

Munltlons 
212-212a INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MISS 
212-213 MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHO Squdrn 
2 14-425 VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACl Squdm 
215552 WEAPONS 6 RELEASE SYSTE W 

NIA I 
1 1  
1 1  

MIA 1 
NIA 1 

1 I 
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 I 
1 1  
1 1  

442-758a WRSK STORAGE SauJrn 1 1 8SOO 8SM) 0 0 0 SF 0 

Total 
($MI 

216-642 CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS Hlhg 
422-253 MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE ST Squbn 

Remarks 
Unlt 

Factor 
lo( 
Unk  

- -- 

422-258 ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STO Squdrn 
422-264 STORAGE IGLOO ssudm 
422-265 SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdm 
422-275 ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAC Spvdm 
610-144 MUNITIONS MAIN1 ADMINIST Squdm 
610-144a MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR SE Squdrn 

POL 
121-122 HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM NC 
121-122a CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT S NC 
214-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Sq~drn 
411-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORA NC 
999-999 Sqdrn 

T M r  

Ops 6 Tralnlng 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS Inst1 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA Sq~drn 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAININ Squdrn 

UM 

SR (or 

I n B A e  
KC-136 

0 
0 

3.13 Flight Slm Facility required for KC-135 crews. Existing 
facilities not adequate per HO ACCICE. 

0 
3.13 

Unlt 

171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn 

Cumnl 
Capaclty 

Sq 
Ratlo 

Alr Transport Facllltles 
1 16-662 DANGEROUS CARGO PAD Squdrn 
141-232 AERIAL DELIVERY FACILITY Squdrn 
141-782 AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL Squdrn 
141-784 AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL Squdrn 
141-785 FLEET SERVICE TERMINAL Squdrn 
422-000 INSTALLATION & READINESS Wing 

Other Requlrernents 
000-000 
m-OM) 

000-000 
000-000 
om-000 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 

Excess 
Scope 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Pmg'd 
Scow 



Mllcon: 8.68 
BOS 0.87 
Subtotal 9.55 

- 

Mllltary Famlly Houslng 
7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Ofa Amn 
BRAC: 87 303 

Cat 
Codes 

0 AFlCEH recommends dekting Omcer requirement. OH- 
base housing available. Reduce scope to 0 units. 

0 

0 
Utllitles 12.10 l b  P A  lm 
842-245 WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 38 lb Clprdly 0 
820-000 HEATING 6 AIR CONDITIONIN 89.01 l 6  Clp.dy 0 
8 12-000 DlSTR 6 TRANSMISSION LINE 56 l6 C#pdy  0 
830-000 SEWAGE 6 WASTE 29.7 W Capedty 0 

0 
Dorms 
721-312 DORMITORY 9400 239500 0 0 SF 0 Use existing dorm capacity 
El-€4 43 8600 0 0 
€5-€7 2 800 0 0 

Requirement 45 9400 0 
Dlnlng Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETAC 22 PN 0 15093 0 0 SF 0 Use existing d~ning facility capacity 

0 

SR for 
IneAcfI 
KC-136 

Subtotal 9.55 
Plannlng 0.86 

Tltles 

TOTAL 10.41 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

b.1.tg 
Unlt 

Cumnt  
Capaclty 

Ptog'd 
Scope 

Extns 
Scope 

Sq 
Ratlo 

lo1 
Unn Remarks UM 

UnH 
Factor 

Totd 
($MI 



Proposed SOF Move F iirtland to Hoiloman m 
Site Survey vs Desk Top MILCON Estimate 

Pavements 
11 1-1 11 
112-21 1 
113-321 

Maintenance 
211-111 
21 1-152 
21 1-152a 
211-153 
21 1-154 
211-157 
211-157a 
21 1-159 
21 1-173 
21 1-175 
21 1-177 
21 1-179 
211-183 
217-712 
217-712a 
217-713 
218-712 
218-712a 
2 1 8-852 
2 18-868 
A A ?  ? E 7 -  
- ~ - ~ L - L u  I a 

442-258 
442-758 
442-758a 
442-758b 

RUNWAY 
TAXI WAY 
APRONS 

CATEGORIES 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlNT 
DASH 21 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION SHOP 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL MAlNT 
ACFT ENGINE INSP & REPAIR SHOP 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN BASE SUP 
CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE DOCK 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT FAC 
AVIONICS SHOP 
LANTIRN 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE 
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORAGE 
MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (SRAM) 
SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
PRECISION MEASURING EQUIP LAB 
HYDRPZINE STOP.+.GE 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE 
BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WHSE 
WRSK STORAGE 
WHSE SUP 8 EQP (AGS PARTS) 

Titles 
EST. PROGRAMMED SCOPE 

Site Survey [Desk Top ISS vs DT 
EST. MILCON COST ($M) 

Site Survey IDesk Top ISS vs DT 



4 Proposed SOF Move F, .irtland to Hollornan 
Site Survey vs Desk Top MILCON Estimate 

Munitions 
212-212a 
212-213 
214-425 
2 15-552 
2 16-642 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
422-275 
610-144 
610-144a 

CATEGORIES 

INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MISSILE) 
MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
WEAPONS & RELEASE SYSTEMS SHOP 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS SHOP 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE STORAGE 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STORAGE 
STORAGE IGLOO 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FACILITY 
MUNITIONS MAINT ADMINISTRATION 
MUNITION LINE DELISTOR SEC 

POL 
121-122 HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM 
121-122a CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SPT SYS 
2 14-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP 
411-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE TANKS 

* 
852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STORAGE YD 1,100 0 1,100 0.05 0 0.05 

Titles 

Ops 8 Training 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACILITY 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING 
17i-6i8 FiEiD TKAiNiNG FACILITY 

Air Transport Facilities 
1 16-662 DANGEROUS CARGO PAD 
141-232 AERIAL DELIVERY FACILITY 

EST. PROGRAMMED SCOPE 
Site Survey lDesk Top ISS vs DT 

EST. MILCON COST (EM) 
Site Survey l ~ e s k  Top ISS vs DT 



Proposed SOF Move F. 'q .irtland to Hollornan 
Site Survey vs Desk Top MILCON Estimate 

Other Requirements 
211-177 
171-21 1 
171-211 
171-21 1 
61 0-243 
724-4 17 
721-315 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 

Utilities 
842-245 
820-000 
8 12-000 
830-000 

CATEGORIES 

Dorms 
721-312 

El-E2 
ES-E4 
E5-€7 

141-782 AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Titles 

EST. PROGRAMMED SCOPE 
Site Survey IDesk Top ISS vs DT 

Dining Halls 
722-351 

EST. MILCON COST ($M) 
Site Survey IDesk Top ISS vs DT 

AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL 
FLEET SERVICE TERMINAL 
INSTALLATION & READINESS ISSUE 

SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK 
FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSROOM 
FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSROOM 
FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSROOM 
GROUP HEADQUARTERS FACILITY 
VISITING OFFICERS QUARTERS 
VISITING AIRMEN DORMITORY 

WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 
HEATING & AIR CONDITIONING 
DISTR & TRANSMISSION LINES 
SEWAGE &WASTE 

DORMITORY 

AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETACHED) 



w Proposed SOF Move F. , Kirtland to Holloman 
Site Survey vs Desk Top MILCON Estimate 

MILCON 
BOS 
SUBTOTAL 

Military Family Housing 
7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

SUBTOTAL 
DESIGN 

TOTAL 



211 4/95 

Category: OPERATIONS Subcateg0ry:SMALL 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Lillemon 
Office: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: KIR04501 Move SOF Training-Holloman-2/14/95-8:34:4 r 

ircraft Summary Net Force Structure Change 

lining Base: Holloman 
7 HC-130PfN In from Kirtland 
8 MH-53 In from Kirtland 
7 HH-60 In from Kirtland 
4 UH-1 In from Kirtland 

Brft U C f t O f f i c e r s A i r m e n C i v i l i a n m  
Baseline Pop'n . 525 3,991 1,05 1 5,567.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 457 3,700 904 5,061.00 
In Bound HC-130PM 7 205 1,172 103 1,480.00 
In Bound MH-53 8 0 0 0 0.00 
In Bound HH-60 7 0 0 0 0.00 
In Bound UH- I 4 0 0 0 0.00 - - -- - - -- 
Total Populatio 662.00 4,872.00 1,007.00 6,541.00 

Percent population change Erom adjusted population: 29.24 
ost Estimate Summary 

~ B n d A c f t  # A c f t  Pvmt Maint !k€!u& mQpdcLQg dTE Other l l l i l S ~ & L K U H ~  Subtot m S u b T o t  kil2.l Tetill 
C-130PM 7 5.14 14.44 0.00 0.00 9.26 2.20 10.61 2.50 0.00 4.04 48.19 7.23 55.42 13.79 69.21 6.23 75.44 
[H-53 8 7.22 6.07 0.00 0.42 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.93 2.39 18.32 0.00 18.32 1.65 19.97 
H-60 7 0.93 4.84 0.00 0.00 1.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.52 1.13 8.65 0.00 8.65 0.78 9.43 
H- l 4 0.45 2.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - - - - - - - - - -  3.15 0.47 3.62 0.00 3.62 0.33 3.95 - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -  - -- -- a 13.74 28.05 0.00 0.42 13.23 2.20 10.61 2.56 0.00 4.04 74.79 11.22 86.01 13.79 86.01 8.99 108.79 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



BRAC Milcon Esirnate Worksheetf to Move 7 HC-130PN from Kirtland to Hollornan 

Galnlng Base. Holloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 1 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

11 1-1 11 RUNWAY 
112-21 1 TAX l WAY 
1 13-321 APRONS 

Maintenance 
211-111 
211-152 
211-152a 
211-153 
211-154 
211-157 
211-157a 
211-159 
211-173 
211-175 
211-177 
211-179 
211-183 
217-712 

217-712a :: ;:::: 
,-.A" -,A*. 
L 1 0 - 1  ILd 

21 8-852 
21 8-868 
442-257a 
442-258 
442-758 
442-758a 
- - - - -- - 

Deter'g 
Unit 

CATEGORIES 

lnstl 
lnstl 
N C  

Titles 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR N C  
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT M Squdrn 
DASH 21 Squdrn 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTI Squdrn 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL Squdm 
ACFT ENGINE INSP & REPAIR N C  

CONTR OPERATED MAIN BA Wing 
CORROSION CONTROL FACl Squdrn 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE A/C 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANC N C  
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE N C  
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENAN Squdrn 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPP Squdrn 
AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 
LANTlRN Squdrn 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE Squdrn 

ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPIST Squdrn .,I 8 . 8 # r t n . l r .  - 0  ln rnn r n r r  tt- C-,.Arm 
IVIUIYI I IUIYJ 3ur cur rnb (a  u r ( u u ~ ~ t  

SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdrn 
PRECISION MEASURING EQU Squdrn 
HYDRAZINE STORAGE Wing 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdrn 
BASE SUPPLIES 8 EQUIP WH # Psnl 

WRSK STORAGE Squdrn 

Unit SR for Inbound 1 Current I IdenMed I Prpg,rn'd I Tri-Svc I TOTAL I 
o 1 2:; 1 Factor lAcft HC-13OPIW Capacity Excess 

.43 

.43 

.43 

.43 

.43 

.43 
NIA 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
A CI .-," 

.43 

.43 
NIA 
.43 
.43 
.43 
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Gaming Base. Holloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 1 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

Titles Deter'g 
Unit 

42-758b WHSE SUP 8 EQP (AGS PAR 
ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR Squdrn 

BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheetf to Mo HCl3OPN from Kirtland to Holloman 

Munitions 
212-212a 
212-213 
214-425 
2 15-552 
216-642 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 

22-275 

POL 

121-122 
121-122a 
214-467 

11-135 

INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MIS Wing 

MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHO Squdrn 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAC Squdrn 
WEAPONS 8 RELEASE SYST Wing 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS Wing 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE S Squdrn 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE ST Squdrn 
STORAGE IGLOO Squdrn 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdrn 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FA Squdrn 
MUNITIONS MAlNT ADMINIST Squdrn 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR S Wing 

HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM N C  
CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT S A/C 
VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 
UNDERGROUND FUEL STOR 

141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnstl 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA Squdrn 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAIN1 Squdrn 
171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn 

ir Transport I!!. - - - - -- - - - - --- 

Ratio 

7 525 3675 31334 0 3675 50 0.35 

NIA 
.43 
.43 
NIA 
NIA 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 
.43 

NIA 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 



BRAC Milcon Esirnate Worksheetf to Move ? H C - 1 3 0 ~ ~  from Kirtland to Hollornan 

Galn~ng Base. Holloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 1 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

CATEGORIES I I Titles 

1 16-662 DANGEROUS CARGO PAD Squdrn 

14 1-232 AERIAL DELIVERY FACILITY Squdrn 

141-782 AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL Squdrn 
141-784 AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL Squdrn 

141-785 FLEET SERVICE TERMINAL Squdrn 
1422-000 INSTALLATION & READINESS Wing NIA 

Other Require 
211-177 SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
171-211 FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 
171-211 FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 
171-211 FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 
610-243 GROUP HEADQUARTERS FA 
724-41 7 VISITING OFFICERS QUARTE 
721-315 VISITING AIRMEN DORMITOR 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 

29.24 %Psnl lnc 

WATER DISTRIBUTION MAIN 51.90 %Capacity 
HEATING 8 AIR CONDITIONIN 75.82 %Capacity 

DISTR & TRANSMISSION LIN 78 60 %Capacity 

r30-000 SEWAGE & WASTE 63.20 %Capaciiy 

721-312 DORMITORY 
El-E2 
E3-E4 
E5-E7 
. . .. 

BRAC Adjustment 
80 -20 

uestionnair 
Unit SR for Inbound Current Identified Program'd Tri-Svc TOTAL 

Unit Factor IcRHC-l3OP/N~ Capacity I Excess 1 SCOPE I Uunit I ($MI I # * I  I 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 



BRAC Milcon Es~rnate Worksheetf to Move r IIC-130PN from Kirtland to Holloman 

Gaining Base. Holloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 1 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

Dining Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETA 

r i l i ta ry  Family 
71 0-000 FAMILY HOUSING Ofcr Amn 

BRAC: 205 1172 
djustme -68 -291 
Final# 137 881 

188 -47 141 29200 4.04 

Deter9 
Unit ~~~i~ s q  CATEGORIES 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

T~tles #of 
Unit 

Unit 
Factor 

--.. 
uestionnair- 

SR for Inbound Current Identified 
Acft HC-13OP/N Capacity Excess 

e 

Tri-Svc 
Slunit 

Program'd 
SCOPE 

TOTAL 
($MI 



 BRA(^ lcon Esimate Workaheetf to Move 7: -130PN from Kirtland to Holloman 

Notes for Worksheet 1 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 ve SOF Training 

1 13-32 I : Rqmt: 7 HC-130PIN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars ( I  corrosion control1 maint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Rqmt parking spaces = 7 acft - 2 hangars = 5 
spaces @ 7,520 SFIacft = 37,600 SY. 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Rqm'd parking spaces = 8 - 1 = 7 spaces @ 
7,540 SYlacft = 52,780 SY. 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Req'd parking spaces = 7 - 2 = 5 spaces @ 1,360 SYtacft = 6,800 SY. 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 
1 hangar. Req'd parking spaces = 4 - 1 = 3 spaces @ 1,100 SYlacft = 3,300 SY. BRAC '95 ramp rqmt: 37,600 SY (HC-130PIN) + 52,780 SY (MH-53) + 
6,800 SY (HH-60) + 3,300 SY (HU-1) = 100,480 SY. Questionnaire shows 82,008 SY excess ramp, but Base shows none at site survey. Provide 100,500 
SY. 

21 1-1 11 : Rqmt: 7 HC-130PIN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars (1 corrosion controllmaint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Provide scope for one hangar sized to fit the largest 
acft on base: the HC-130PlN in cat code 21 1-159 as a joint use maintenancelcorrosion control hangar. 

2 1 1-1 52: Site survey confirmed Capacity Anlysis showing no excess space. 

21 1-1 53: Existing capcity of 5,681 SF is adequate. No scope provided. Pre-BRAC '95 force is 69 acft and BRAC '95 force is 29 acft. 

21 1-154: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For HC-130PtNs: 10,000/18,000 = .35 x 17,000 SF = 
6,000 SF. However, using bldg 317 for two Sq Ops @ 10,000 SF. Therefore, provide 7,000 SF for HC-130PINs. 

21 1-157: AFILGM recommends full scope. AETC shows 36,000 SF to include Helo Queen Bee function. Provide full BRACalc scope. 

21 1-1 59: Base has two corrosion control facilities: Hangar 282 and 283 sized to fit up to the MH-53s. Provide a combined corrosion controllmaintenance 
hangar sized to fit the HC-130PlN. 

21 1-179: Provide a fuel cell sized to fully enclose the HC-130PlN. See remarks for cat code 21 1-1 11 

21 1-183: Assume one of two existing hush houses can be used for test stand rqmts. Use portion of BOS wedge for necessary modifications. 

217-712: SOF acft have special avionic rqmts. Even though AF is going to 2 level maint concept in FY96 for avionics, AFILGM recommends providing 25% 
of full scope. 

Close H o l d  - BCEG/BCEG Staf f  Only 



 BRA(^ Lcon Esimate Worksheetf to Move 7 t 130PN from Kirtland to Hollornan 

21 8-852: AETC shows rqmt for 7,200 SF. Capacity analysis shows no excess space. 

442-758: Capacity analysis shows 15,617 SF excess space > 10,090 SF. NO SCOPE provided. 

442-758a: Capacity analysis shows no excess 
WRSK storage. But, there is 5,527 SF excess space remaining in cat code 442-758 (15,617 - 10,090 = 5,527 ) that can be used for WRSK storage. Since 
the 5,527 SF > 4,200 SF, NO SCOPE provided. 

442-758b: No excess space available. Provide full scope. 

852-273: Scope provided in HH-60 worksheet. 

141-753: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130PlN, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For HC-130PINs: 10,000/18,000 = ,351 x 17,000 SF = 
6,000 SF. However, using bldg 317 for two Sq Ops @ 10,000 SF. Therefore, provide 7,000 SF for HC-130PINs. 

171-212: AETC shows rqmt for 70,800 SF of sim for 12 bays now existing at Kirtland. Provide 4 bays: 3 for WST (130s, 53s and 60) and 1 for PTT (53) @ 
70,800 SF112 x 4 = 23,600 SF. AETC shows 2 FYfiMILCON projects to construct 6 bays @ $9.6M. 

171-61 8: AETC shows rqmt for 19,300 SF. Provide 10,000 SF existing at Kirtland. 

141-232: AETC shows rqmt for 13,000 SF aerial delivery branch 

211-177: Part task trainer hangar for 4 PTTs: 1 MC-130,l HC-130, 1 H-53 and 1 H-1 per AETC. 

171-21 1: AETC shows rqmt for 42,000 SF. 14 classrooms @ 22 SFIPN (20 PN classroom) = 440 SF/classroom x 14 = 6,160 SF + 30% of 6,160SF 
(overhead) = 8, 008 SF, say 10,000 SF. AETC will research rqmt. 

171-21 1: AETC shows 22,000 SF rqmt for load master fac. Provide 3,000 SF based on similar fac provided at Seymour Johnson (need 3,20PN, 
classrooms) 

171-21 1: AETC shows pararescue rqmt of 22,000 SF. 

724-41 7: AETC shows rqmt for 100 PN. Existing officer quarters (old LIFT quarters) are adequate. Holloman has 210 VOQ rooms. 

721-315: AETC shows rqmt for 120 PN dorm. AETC will validate rqmt with AETCICEPR 

721 -3 12: Existing shortage. Provide full scope. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 





Ga~n~ng Base. Hollornan 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 2 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

'W 
BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 8 MH-53s from Kirtland to Holloman 

'pavements 
1 1 1 - 1 1 1  RUNWAY 
112-21 1 TAXIWAY 
1 13-321 APRONS 

Deter'g 
Unit CATEGORIES 

lnstl 
lnstl 
N C  

Titles 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR A/C 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MA1 Squdrn 
DASH 21 Squdrn 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECT10 Squdrn 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL M Squdrn 
ACFT ENGINE INSP 8 REPAIR S N C  

CONTR OPERATED MAIN BASE Wing 
CORROSION CONTROL FAClLlT Squdrn 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE D N C  
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE A/C 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE D A/C 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE Squdrn 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPOR Squdrn 
AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 
LANTIRN Squdrn 
ECM POD SHOP 8 STORAGE Squdrn 

ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOP/STOR Squdrn 
S!JF EQF (SP\A cqd"rr! 

SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdrn 
PRECISION MEASURING EQUIP Squdrn 
HYDRAZINE STORAGE Wing 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdrn 
BASE SUPPLIES 8 EQUIP WHS # Psnl 
WRSK STORAGE 
- - -- - 

Squdrn 
. 

N/A 0 0 0 0 0.00 
NIA 0 0 0 0 0.00 
.36 8 7540 37700 251956 82008 52780 7.22 

7.22 

Sq 
Ratio 

.36 8 

.36 1 

.36 1 

.36 1 

.36 1 

.36 8 
NIA 1 
.36 1 
.36 8 
.36 8 
.36 8 
.36 1 
.36 1 
.36 1 
.36 1 
.36 1 
.36 1 
?I? . Y" ? 
.36 1 
.36 1 

NIA 1 
.36 1 
.36 10 
.36 1 

. - 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

# of 
Unit 

Unit 
Factor 

SR for 
Inbound Acft 

MH-53 

Current 
Capacity 

Questionnaire 
Identified 

Excess Scope 

Program,d 
SCOPE 

TOTAL 
(IM) 



Ga~nlng Base Hollornan 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 2 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

CATEGORIES I I Titles 

I 

442-758b WHSE SUP & EQP (AGS PARTS) AIC 
852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STORA Squdrn 

4 
BRAC Mrlcon Esrmale Worksheet to Move 8 MH-53s from Kirtland to Holloman 

Munitions 
21 2-212a 
212-213 
214-425 
21 5-552 
2 16-642 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
622-275 

INT MAlNT FAC (CRUISE MlSSlL Wing 

MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHOP Squdrn 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAClLl Squdrn 
WEAPONS & RELEASE SYSTEM Wing 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS S Wing 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE ST0 Squdrn 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STOR Squdrn 
STORAGE IGLOO Squdrn 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdrn 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAClL Squdrn 
MUNITIONS MAlNT ADMlNlSTR Squdrn 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR SEC Wing 

HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM AIC 
121-122a CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SP A/C 
214-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 
411-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAG AIC 

Ops & Tratn~n 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnstl 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACI Squdrn 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING Squdrn 
171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn 

Ratio -9 SR for 
Of 1 unit llnb;~ilft 1 Unit Factor 

Current Programed 
capacity 1 ,i2:Xcj SCOPE 1 TOTAL -<I 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 





 BRA(^ Lcon Esimate Worksheet to Move U ~ 3 8  rrom ~ i r c ~ a n a  LO n o ~ ~ o m a n  

Notes for Worksheet 2 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 ve SOF Training 

I I 3-321 : Rqmt: 7 HC-130PlN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars (1 corrosion control1 maint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Rqmt parking spaces = 7 acft - 2 hangars = 5 
spaces @ 7,520 SFlacft = 37,600 SY. 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Rqm'd parking spaces = 8 - 1 = 7 spaces @ 
7,540 SYIacft = 52,780 SY. 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Req'd parking spaces = 7 - 2 = 5 spaces @ 1,360 SYlacft = 6,800 SY. 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 
1 hangar. Req'd parking spaces = 4 - 1 = 3 spaces @ 1,100 SYlacft = 3,300 SY. BRAC '95 ramp rqmt: 37,600 SY (HC-130PlN) + 52,780 SY (MH-53) + 
6,800 SY (HH-60) + 3,300 SY (HU-1) = 100,480 SY. Questionnaire shows 82,008 SY excess ramp, but Base shows none at site survey. Provide 100,500 
SY. 

21 1-1 11 : 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Scope to for one hangar sized to fit the largest acft on base: the 
HC-130PlN provided in cat code 21 1-159 as a joint use maintenancelcorrosion control hangar in HC-130PlN worksheet.. 

21 1-152: Site survey confirmed Capacity Anlysis showing no excess space. Provide GP Maint shop for helos at 16,400 SF. Apporftion 5,400 SF to MH-53s. 

21 1-153: Existing capcity of 5,681 SF is adequate. No scope provided. Pre-BRAC '95 force is 69 acft and BRAC '95 force is 29 acft. 

21 1-1 54: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpsIAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For MH-53s: 7,000126,600 = .20 x 17,000 SF = 3,400 
SF, say 4,000 SF. Provide 13,000 SF for Sq Ops. 

21 1-1 57: AFILGM recommends full scope. AETC shows 36,000 SF to include Helo Queen Bee function. Provide full BRACalc scope. 

21 1-1 59: Base has two corrosion control facilities: Hangar 282 and 283 sized to fit up to the MH-53s. Provide a corrosion control facility sized to fit the 
HC-130PlN. Scope provided in the HC-130PlN worksheet. 

21 1-175: 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Assume corrosion controllmaint hangar provided in HC-130PlN worksheet can be used jointly with MH-53 
reducing new construction rqmt to one hangar 

21 1-179: Existing fuel cell, hangar 315, is not sized to fit the MH-53. New fuel cell provided in HC-130PlN worksheet can accommodate rqrnt. NO SCOPE 
provided. 

217-712: SOF acft have special avionic rqmts. Even though AF is going to 2 level maint concept in FY96 for avionics, AFILGM recommends providing 25% 
of full scope. 

442-758a: All excess space used in HC-130PlN worksheet. Provide full scope. 

442-758b: No excess space available. Provide full scope. 

852-273: Scope provided in HH-60 worksheet. 

41 1-1 35: AFSOC rqmts matrix does not show a fuel storage rqmt. ACC rqmt's matrix shows 833 BLslC-130. This package would only need 10 x 833 = 
8,330 BLs, say 10,000 BLs of jet fuel storage. Assume existing storage capacity would be adequate and could absorb additional usage. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BRAC 1 Esirnate Worksheet to Move 8 MH-53s from Kirt to Holloman 

141-753: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130PIN, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For MH-53s: 7,000126,600 = .20 x 17,000 SF = 3,400 
SF, say 4,000 SF. Provide 13,000 SF for Sq Ops. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



4 
BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 7 HH-60 from Kirtland to Holloman 

Ga~n~ng Base Holloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 3 of 4 for Scenar~o: KIR04501 Move SOF Tra~ning 

CATEGORIES I I Titles Deter'g I unit 1 210 1 
Pavements 
111-111 RUNWAY 
112-21 1 TAXIWAY 
1 13-321 APRONS 

Maintenance 
211-111 
211-152 
211-152a 
211-153 
211-154 
21 1-157 
211-157a 
211-159 
21 1-173 
211-175 
21 1-177 
211-179 
211-183 
217-712 
217-712a 
217-713 
218-712 
I. _ 

42-257a 
42-258 
42-758 
42-758a 

Unit 
#Of I SR 'Or Current Questionnaire Program,d Tri-Svc TOTAL 

F I Inbt:::.fi 1 a 1 E p  1 SCOPE I .unit I ($MI I 
lnstl NIA 
lnstl NIA 
AIC 1.39 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR AIC 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlN Squdrn 
DASH 21 Squdrn 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION Squdrn 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL MA Squdrn 
ACFT ENGINE lNSP & REPAIR SH AIC 
CONTR OPERATED MAlN BASE S Wlng 

CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY Squdrn 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DO AIC 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE D AIC 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DO MC 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE Squdrn 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT Squdrn 
AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 
LANTIRN Squdrn 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE Squdrn 
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORA Squdrn 
-...- as- . - . . -  r r n  I- rhn r r r r  r f i n r . .  CmllArn 
M U N I  I I U N 3  3ur cur rfib (orv lrvr  uy~u1.n 

SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdrn 
PRECISION MEASURING EQUIP L Squdrn 
HYDRAZINE STORAGE Wing 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdrn 
BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WHSE # Psnl 

WRSK STORAGE Squdrn - . -- - -- - 

1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
NIA 

1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1 39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.35 
1.39 

1.39 
NIA 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 

-- -- 
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Garn~ng Base lfolloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 3 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

Titles 

I  I I 

442-758b WHSE SUP & EQP (AGS PARTS) N C  
852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STORAG Squdrn 

-t 
BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 7 HH-60 from Kirtland to Holloman 

Munitions 
212-212a 
212-213 
214-425 
2 15-552 
21 6-642 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
422-275 
610-144 

'r10-144a 

INT MAlNT FAC (CRUISE MISSILE Wing 
MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHOP Squdrn 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAClLlT Squdrn 
WEAPONS & RELEASE SYSTEMS Wing 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS SH Wlng 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE STOR Squdrn 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STORA Squdrn 
STORAGE IGLOO Squdrn 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdrn 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAClLlT Squdrn 
MUNITIONS MAlNT ADMlNlSTRA Squdrn 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR SEC Wing 

HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM N C  
CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SPT N C  
VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 

11-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE A/C 

ups a I I ~ I I I I I I  

14 1-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnstl 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FAClLl Squdrn 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING Squdrn 
171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn 

Ratio 3 
NIA 
1.39 
1.39 
NJA 
NIA 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
NIA 

# of SR for Questionnaire Tri-Svc TOTAL Program,d Unit Inbound AcR Current Identified SCOPE Unit HHa0 Excess Scope ($MI 
7 250 1750 31 334 0 1750 50 0.17 
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lcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 7' 50 from Kirtland to Holloman 

Notes for Worksheet 3 of 4 for Scenario: ove SOF Training 

11 3-321 : Rqmt: 7 HC-130PlN x 0.1 5 (DF) = 1 hangars (1 corrosion controll maint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Rqmt parking spaces = 7 acft - 2 hangars = 5 
spaces @ 7,520 SFlacft = 37,600 SY. 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Rqm'd parking spaces = 8 - 1 = 7 spaces @ 
7,540 SYIacft = 52,780 SY. 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Req'd parking spaces = 7 - 2 = 5 spaces @ 1,360 SYlacft = 6,800 SY. 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 
1 hangar. Req'd parking spaces = 4 - 1 = 3 spaces @ 1,100 SYlacft = 3,300 SY. BRAC '95 ramp rqmt: 37,600 SY (HC-130PlN) + 52,780 SY (MH-53) + 
6,800 SY (HH-60) + 3,300 SY (HU-1) = 100,480 SY. Questionnaire shows 82,008 SY excess ramp, but Base shows none at site survey. Provide 100,500 
SY. 

21 1-1 11: 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Scope to for one hangar sized to fit the largest acft on base: the HC-130PlN provided in cat code 21 1-1 59 as a 
joint use maintenancelcorrosion control hangar in HC-130PlN worksheet.. 

21 1-152: Site survey confirmed Capacity Anlysis showing no excess space. Provide GP Maint shop for helos at 16,400 SF. Apporttion 6,000 SF to MH-53s. 

21 1-1 53: Existing capcity of 5,681 SF is adequate. No scope provided. Pre-BRAC '95 force is 69 acft and BRAC '95 force is 29 acft. 

21 1-154: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For HH-60s: 9,000112,750 = .41 x 17,000 SF = 6,800 
SF. However, using bldg 317 for two Sq Ops @ 10,000 SF. Therefore, provide 7,000 SF for HH-GOs. 

21 1-1 57: AFILGM recommends full scope. AETC shows 36,000 SF to include Helo Queen Bee function. Provide full BRACalc scope. 

21 1-1 59: Base has two corrosion control facilities: Hangar 282 and 283 sized to fit up to the MH-53s. Provide a corrosion control facility sized to fit the 
HC-130PlN. Scope provided in the HC-13OPIN worksheet. 

21 1-177: Rqmt: 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Capacity analysis shows 11,161 SF excess space. Site survey shows a portion of Hangar 500 (cond 
code 3) could meet HH-60 rqmt. NO SCOPE provided. 

21 1-1 79: Existing fuel cell, hangar 31 5, is not sized to fit the MH-53. New fuel cell provided in HC-130PlN worksheet can accommodate rqmt. NO SCOPE 
provided. 

217-712: SOF acft have special avionic rqmts. Even though AF is going to 2 level maint concept in FY96 for avionics, AFILGM recommends providing 25% 
of full scope. 

21 8-71 2: Capacity analysis shows a deficit. Provide full scope. 

442-758a: All excess space used in HC-130PlN worksheet. Provide full scope. 

442-758b: No excess space available. Provide full scope. 

852-273: AETC shows Kirtland with 20,000 SF. Site survey settled on 10,000 SF. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BRAC n Esimate Worksheet t o  Move 7 H H - 6 0  from Kirtl 1 o Holloman 
141-753: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 8 UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For HH-60s: 9,000112,750 = .41 x 17,000 SF = 6,800 
SF However, using bldg 317 for two Sq Ops @ 10,000 SF. Therefore, provide 7,000 SF for HH-GOs. 

Close H o l d  - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 4 UH-1s from Kirtland to Holloman 

Galnlng Base Hollornan 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 4 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

Pavements 
111-111 RUNWAY 
112-211 TAXI WAY 
11 3-321 APRONS 

Maintenance 
211-111 
211-152 
211-152a 
211-153 
211-154 
211-157 
211-157a 
211-159 
211-173 
211-175 
211-177 
211-179 
211-183 
217-712 
21 7-71 2a 
217-713 
218-712 
ZiB-7i2a 
21 8-852 
21 8-868 
442-257a 
442-258 
442-758 
442-758a . . . - - - - - 

CATEGORIES 

lnstl NIA 0 0 0 0 0.00 
lnstl NIA 0 0 0 0 0.00 
N C  .28 4 1100 -2200 251956 82008 3300 0.45 

0.45 

Deter'g 
Unit T~tles 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR N C  
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlNT Squdrn 
DASH 21 Squdrn 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION Squdrn 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL MA1 Squdrn 
ACFT ENGINE INSP & REPAIR SH A/C 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN BASE S Wing 
CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY Squdrn 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DO N C  
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE DO N C  
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DOC N C  
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE D Squdrn 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT Squdrn 
AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 
LANTIRN Squdrn 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE Squdrn 
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORA Squdrn 
. a -  - . a m - , - . . -  A. sm Fnn - A n  , r n " A . .  e-,,.4*,., 
MUIYI IIUIYO 3ur cur  rnb ( a n n l v l  uc(uu~tl 

SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdrn 
PRECISION MEASURING EQUIP L Squdrn 
HYDRAZINE STORAGE Wing 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdrn 
BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WHSE # Psnl 

WRSK STORAGE 
- 

Squdrn 
-- 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 
NIA 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
-0 .LU 

.28 

.28 
NIA 
.28 
.28 
.28 
-- 

Sq 
Ratio 
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- 

# of 
Unit 

- - 

Unit 
Factor 

- 
SR for 

Inbound 

- .- 

Capacity 

-- - -- 

TOTAL 
($M) 

- - 

Questionnaire 

Excess Identified Scope 
Program,d 

SCOPE 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to ~;e 4 UH-1s from Kirtland to Holloman 

Gaining Base. Holloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 4 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

CATEGORIES I I Titles 

I I I 
42-758b WHSE SUP & EQP (AGS PARTS) AIC 

P52-273 
ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STORAGE Squdrn 

Munitions 
212-212a 
212-213 
214-425 
21 5-552 
2 1 6-642 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
422-275 
610-144 

1610-144a 

INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MISSILE) Wing 
MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHOP Squdrn 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAClLlT Squdrn 
WEAPONS 8 RELEASE SYSTEMS Wing 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS SHO Wing 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE STOR Squdrn 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STORA Squdrn 
STORAGE IGLOO Squdrn 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdrn 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAClLlT Squdrn 
MUNITIONS MAlNT ADMINISTRAT Squdrn 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR SEC Wing 

POL 
121-122 HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM AIC 
121-1 22a CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SPT AIC 

VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 
11-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE AIC 

",..a U I I - I I n I I I  

141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnstl 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FAClLl Squdrn 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING Squdrn 
171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn 

Ratio ZL 
NIA 
.28 
.28 
NIA 
NIA 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
NIA 

NIA 
.28 
.28 
.28 

#of  I unit 1 1 Unit Factor ",,-, Current Questionnaire Program,d 

capacity 1 E p e  1 SCOPE I TOTAL 
(SM) 

0.10 
0.00 
2.70 
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Notes for 
Esimate Worksheet to Move 4 UH-1s from Kirtl Holloman 

Worksheet 4 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 SOF Training 

1 13-32 1 : Rqmt: 7 HC-130PlN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars (1 corrosion control1 maint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Rqmt parking spaces = 7 acft - 2 hangars = 5 
spaces @ 7,520 SFIacft = 37,600 SY. 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Rqm'd parking spaces = 8 - 1 = 7 spaces @ 
7,540 SYIacft = 52,780 SY. 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Req'd parking spaces = 7 - 2 = 5 spaces @ 1,360 SYIacft = 6,800 SY. 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 
1 hangar. Req'd parking spaces = 4 - 1 = 3 spaces @ 1,100 SYIacft = 3,300 SY. BRAC '95 ramp rqmt: 37,600 SY (HC-13OPIN) + 52,780 SY (MH-53) + 
6,800 SY (HH-60) + 3,300 SY (HU-1) = 100,480 SY. Questionnaire shows 82,008 SY excess ramp, but Base shows none at site survey. Provide 100,500 
SY. 

21 1-1 11: 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 1 hangr. Scope to for one hangar sized to fit the largest acft on base: the HC-130PIN provided in cat code 21 1-159 as a 
joint use maintenancelcorrosion control hangar in HC-130PlN worksheet.. 

21 1-152: Site survey confirmed Capacity Anlysis showing no excess space. Provide GP Maint shop for helos at 16,400 SF. Apporftion 5,000 SF to MH-53s. 

21 1-1 53: Existing capcity of 5,681 SF is adequate. No scope provided. Pre-BRAC '95 force is 69 acft and BRAC '95 force is 29 acft. 

21 1-154: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Scope provided in HH-60 work sheet. 

21 1-157: AFILGM recommends full scope. AETC shows 36,000 SF to include Helo Queen Bee function. Provide full BRACalc scope. 

21 1-1 59: Base has two corrosion control facilities: Hangar 282 and 283 sized to fit up to the MH-53s. Provide a corrosion control facility sized to fit the 
HC-130PlN. Scope provided in the HC-130PlN worksheet. 

21 1-177: Rqmt: 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 1 hangar. Capacity analysis shows 11,161 SF excess space. Site survey shows a portion of Hangar 500 (cond code 
3) could meet UH-1 rqmt. NO SCOPE provided. 

21 1-179: Existing fuel cell, hangar 315, is not sized to fit the MH-53. New fuel cell provided in HC-130PIN worksheet can accommodate rqmt. NO SCOPE 
provided. 

217-712: SOF acft have special avionic rqmts. Even though AF is going to 2 level maint concept in FY;96 fro avionics, AFILGM recommends providing full 
scope, but since its a training unit, reduce scope by 25% of requirement. Make scope 8,250 SF. 

442-758a: All excess space used in HC-130PlN worksheet. Provide full scope. 

442-758b: No excess space available. Provide full scope. 

852-273: Scope provided in HH-60 worksheet. 

141-753: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130PlN, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Scope provided in HH-60 work sheet. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BRAC '95 MILCON ESTIMATE 

Galnlng Base: Lackland 
Optlon: 400 

Drlll: 1 
Date: l / lO/PS 

Scenarlo: Reallgn A F  Offlce o f  Security Pollce from Klrtland (o Lackland 

M 4  Steven K. LNlernon 
HQ USAF/CEPP 
DSN: 227-2434 
KIROlObl 

Otinor R-vulrements 
619 2 8 i  SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 

DORMITORY 
Dorms 
721-312 
E 1 -E4 
€5-E7 

Requirement 
Dlnlng Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETACHED) 

Total 
ISM) 

Cat 
Codes 

Mllltaty Farnlly Houslng 

7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Remarks 

0 8400 SF 1.09 AF Office of Security Police: Lackland capacly analysis 
shows 11.322 SF of admin space located in two older 
Korean War era dormitories. Construct new facilily. 

T ltles 
Sq 

Ratlo 

BRAC: 16 31 
Adjstmnt 0 0 
Final# 16 31 

C u m n t  
Capaclty 

Dotefg 
Unit 

Mllcon: 1.09 
BOS 0.11 
Subtotal 1.2 

#of  
Unlt 

Per AFICEH: 30 min m u t e  change to 60 mln 
commute and MOPE adequate justiiies zeroing 30 unit 
rqmt. 

0 
0 

Excess 
Scope 

Subtotal 1.2 
Planning 0.11 

Unlt 
Factor 

TOTAL 1.31 

8R for 
InBAcfl  
AFOTEC 

Prog'd 
Scope 

Total SF: 8.400 SF 

UM 
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BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SQ AARY 

2/ 1 7/95 

Category: INDITECH SPT Subcategory:DEPOT 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Lillemon 
Office: H Q  USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 

KIR04801 D Move AF Inspection Agency & AF Safety Ctr 

Aircr:lft Summary 

Gailling 13ase: Kelly 
0 
0 

Net Force Structure Change 

Acft # Acft Officer Airmen Civilian Ml 
Baseline Pop'n 1,90 1 6,839 1.379 l0,l 19.0( 
Adjusted Pop'n 1,892 6,973 1.2 14 10,079.0( 
In Bound None 0 141 48 113 302.0( 
In Bound None 0 0 0 0 - - - O.O( - - - 
Total Populatio 2,033.00 7,021 .OO 1,327.00 10,381.0( 

Percent popillation change from adjusted population: 3 .OO 
Cost Estimate Summary 

InBnd Acft # Acft Pvmt Maint Munit POL QpsJTrng BTE Othet: Dinine Dorms MILCON BOS Subtot M i  SubTot Tota 
None 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.41 0.00 1.41 0.00 1.4 1 0.13 1.51 
None 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.O( 
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BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move AF on Agency & AF Safety Center from Kirtland to Kelly 

Gaining Base: Kelly 
Option. 100 
Drill . 100 
Date : 02-17-1995 
Sheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: KIR04801 D Move AF Inspection Agency 8 AF Safety Ctr from Kirtland to 

Milcon: 1.41 
BOS 0.00 

Subtotal 1.41 

Military Family 
7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

CATEGORIES 

Ofcr Amn 
BRAC: 141 48 

Adjustment -9 134 
Final# 132 48 

Cther Require 
6 10 -287 SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 0 0 5000 SF 39.16 0.69 
I61 0-287 SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 0 0 5200 SF 40.67 0.72 
000-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
,000-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
boo-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
j000-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

000-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

000-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

/ooo-000 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

I 1.41 

/Dorms 
j721-312 DORMITORY 'BRAC Adjustment # Units 1400 190250 0 1400 SF 12.34 0.00 

3 9 3 600 0 0 
4 12 4 800 0 0 

/ E5-E7 0 1 0 0 0 0 
I 7 22 7 1400 0.00 
I 

U'M 

Subtotal 1.41 
Planning 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

6% SlOH 
($K) 

-. . 

Titles 

-- 

# of 
Unit 

TOTAL 
($MI 

-- 
Deter'g 

Unit 

.~ 

sq 
Ratio 

... 

Unit 
Factor 

. 

Capacity 

-- . 
SR for 

Inbound 
Acft 

~ 

Questionnaire 
Identified 
cess Scope 

.. 

Program,d 
SCOPE 



for Worksheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: ~ 1 ~ 0 4 %  Move AF lnspection Agency 8 AF Safety rom 
Kirtland to C 
610-2871 AF lnspection Agency: Kelly has 70,000 SF that will be available upon scheduled completion of Weapon Systems Support Center renovation in 
Dec 96. However, if the Defense Nuclear Agency Field Command moves from Kirtland to Kelly, then the space will be used by them. AFMC shows 4 bldgs 
open after down sizing of depots: one bldg has 47,000 SF and another has 30,000 SF. These meet the rqmt. Provide 25% of new construction cost to 
upgrade the facilities: 148 PN x 135 SFIPN x 0.25 = 4,995 SF, say 5,000 SF. 

610-287: AF Safety Center: Kelly has 70,000 SF that will be available upon scheduled completion of Weapon Systems Support Center renovation in Dec 96. 
However, if the Defense Nuclear Agency Field Command moves from Kirtland to Kelly, then the space will be used by them. AFMC shows 4 bldgs open after 
down sizing of depots: one bldg has 47,000 SF and another has 30,000 SF. These meet the rqmt. Provide 25% of new construction cost to upgrade the 
facilities: 154 PN x 135 SFIPN x 0.25 = 5,198 SF, say 5,200 SF. 

721-312: NO SCOPE provided. Assume rqmt can be adsorbed by existing dorm space 

BOS is a wedge to fund interim facs, MWR type quality of life fac additions and infrastructure such as roads, fences, etc. BOS of lo%, approved by BCEG, 
was meant for force structure and large unit moves and is not applicable to smaller unit moves. Therefore, BOS was zeroed out. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUM Y (Analyst: Maj Steven K. LiIIemon 1 
2/ 3/95 

Category: INDITECH SPT Subcategory:DEPOT 

Office: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: DNA03401 DNA Fld Cmd from Kirtland to Kelly -Kelly- 

rcraft Summary Net Force Structure Change 

ining Base: Kelly 
0 

drll  airme men^ 
Baseline Pop'n 1,90 1 6,839 1,379 10,l 19.00 
Adjusted  POD'^ 1.892 6,973 1,2 14 10,079.00 
In Bound ' None 0 78 77 195 350.00 

Total Populatio 1,970.00 7,050.00 1,409.00 10,429.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 3.47 
st Estimate Summary 

IndAcft #Acf t  Munit mDas /Trne  Other UDin ineDorms -  Subtot m m  I)sgn 
ne 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.98 0.00 0.00 0.36 13.34 1.33 14.67 0.00 14.67 - 1.32 15.99 - 
:a1 
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BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move Defens .,clear Agency Fld Cmd from Kirtland to Kelly 

Gaining Base: Kelly 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-03-1995 
Sheet 1 of 1 for Scenario: DNA03401 DNA Fld Cmd from Kirtland to Kelly 

BRAC Adjustment # Units 2400 
5 9 5 1000 
7 12 7 1400 
0 1 0 0 
12 22 12 2400 

iMilitaiy Family 
71 0-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

CATEGORIES 

Oicr Amn 0 UH i i6000 u.uu n nn n u.uu nn 

BRAC: 78 77 0.00 
Adjustment -9 134 

FinaY 69 77 Subtotal 14.67 
Planning 1.32 

Other Require 
SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 0 0 28750 SF 105 191.49 3.38 
LIGHT SClF 0 0 15000 SF 117 119.71 2.11 

171-211 FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 0 0 50000 SF 6 389.36 6.88 
610-287 SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 0 0 6000 SF 105 34.79 0.61 
000-000 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
000-000 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 

12.98 
Dorms 
721-312 DORMITORY 0 2400 SF 94 20.63 0.36 

El-E2 0 0 0 
E3-E4 0 0 0 
E5-E7 0 0 0 

0.36 

Deter'g 
Unit Titles 

Milcon: 13.34 
BOS 1.33 

Subtotal 14.67 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Sq 
Ratio 

Unit 
. - 

SR for 
Inbound 

Acft None 

- - . - . 
Questionnaire 

Identified 
Excess Scope 

. - . . - . . . 
Program,d 

SCOPE 

- - . . - .. 

U M  

-- - - - 
Tri-Svc 
$/unit 

. -. - -. . . 

6% SIOH 
($K) 

TOTAL 
($MI 





"-' 
L ~ J L I I I ~  LG V V V A R O I I C . ~ ~  -V  s a- - Y-L~..-- 

--= t 
. *" "..._ ---... -.-- -- ---- -- -__-_ 

Notes rur Worksheet I of I for Scenario: DNA03401 ..A Fld Cmd from Kirtland to Kelly q 
61 0-287: Rqmt: 350 PN x 135 SFIPN = 47,250 SF + officelindustriat support (tape storage, stock pile control area office, rnisc) of 30,000 SF + 4,000 SF for 
library = 81,250 SF instead of the 104,000 SF shown in RTR worksheet. Kelly capacity analysis shows approximately 70,000 SF of admin space will be 
available for other uses after completion of FY94 MlLCON renovation of the Weapon Systems Support Center: Rqmt is 81,250 SF - 70,000 SF (excess 
space) = 11,250 SF rqmt + 25% of rqmt for upgrade of facilities: 70,000 x .25 = 17,500 SF + 11,250 SF = 28,750 SF. 

61 0-000: NO excess space available. Construct new. 

171 -21 1: NO excess space available. Construct new. 

61 0-287: Library rqmt 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 
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BRAC Milcon Esirnate Worksheet - M o v e ' q  rploslves Testing to Nellis AFB 

Gaining Base: Nellis 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 01-31-1995 
Sheet 1 of 1 for Scenario: NDA03103 Move High Explosives Testing to Nells 

BASE PERSONNEL OFFICE 18000 
ORDNANCE CONTROL POINT OPS 1 
LIGHT SClF 6000 
STORAGE IGLOO 1600 
AMMO, EXPLOSIVES 8 TOXlCS LAB 5000 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CATEGORIES 

Milcon: 22.26 
60s 2.23 

Subtotal 24.49 

1 Planning 2-201 

Other Require 

T~tles 

TOTAL 26.69 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

- -  

Program'd 
SCOPE 

- -  -. - 

UIM 

-. - - . - - 
Tri-Svc 
Slunit 

6% SlOH 
(SKI 

TOTAL 
(SM) 



BRAC Esimate Worksheet - Move High EXplOSlVeS Tet  '3 Ne1118 AFB 

Notes% Worksheet 1 of 1 for Scenario: NDA03103 re  High Explosives Testing to Nells 

6 10-1 28: Admin space for moving High Explosives Testing to Nells (1 50 gov't) 

141-455: Test Control Center cost provided by RTR 

610-000: Instrumentation Shop (light lab) 

422-264: Four bunkers @ 400 SF each 

316-333: High Explosives Processing Center 

C l o s e  H o l d  - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

21 7/95 

Category: OPERATIONS Subcategory:LG.BMR/TKR/AIRLIFT 

~rcraft Summary 

lining Base: McCl~ord 
0 

Office: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: KIR03802 Move Kirtland NCO Acaderny to -McChord -21 

Net Force Structure Change 

Brft &&& Qfficers Airmen Civilian W 
Baseline Pop'n 525 2,980 1,236 4,74 1 .OO 
Adjusted Pop'n 5 04 3,662 1,158 5,324.00 
In Bound None 0 0 14 0 14.00 

Total Populatio 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 0.26 
,st Estimate Summary 

Bnd Acft  # Acft Pvmt Maint Mllnit POL O p s ~ T r n ~  BTE Other lllils Dining Dorms MlLCON B4S Subtot MFH SuhTot l)sgn W 
me - 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.62 0.76 8.38 0.00 8.38 0.75 9.13 
- 
ltal 
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BRAc Milcon Es~mate Worksheet to k~ a .,tland N c o  Academy to McChord 

Gaining Base. McChord 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-07-1995 
Sheet 1 of 1 for Scenario. KlR03802 Move Kirtland NCO Academy to 

Program'd 
CATEGORIES 

-- 

Other Require 1 

T~tles 

171-815 

721-312 

ooo-ooo 

000-000 

000-000 
000-000 
000-000 
ooo-ooo 
000-000 
ooo-ooo 

NCO PME CENTER 

DORMITORY 

Milcon: 7.62 
BOS 0.76 

Subtotal 8.38 

Planning 0.75 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 



BRAC ~ s l m a c e  w o r ~ s n e e ~  LO move n i r c ~ a n a  NLU n c a a ~  mccnora 

I Worksheet I of 1 for Scenario: KIR03802 ,e Kirtland NCO Academy to 

171 -81 5. 13,000 SF rqmt obtained from HQ AETCICEPR trusted agents, based on space now at Kirtland. AFIPEP stated student workload averages 84 
students per month. Capacity analysis shows Building 851 (SAGE Building) has about 54,000 SF of substandard, upgradeable administrative space. 
However, the building is isolated from dorms. Therefore, assume Bldg 851 is not suitable. NCO Academy and dorms need to be located near one another 

721-312: Dormitory for NCO Academy moving from Kirtland to McChord AFB. Use 400 SFIPN and a 96PN rqmt (received from AETCICEPR based on 
Kirtland current facilities): 400 SFIPN x 96 PN = 38,400 SF. Capacity analysis shows no excess dorm space. 

Close H o l d  - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 
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BRAC M~lcon Estimat f .&sheet 

ainiiig Base Fort Drum 
ption: 1 
rill : 1 
ate : 01-31-1995 
heet 1 of 5 for Scenar~o: ARM02401 Realign Griff~ss Afld Funct~on to Fort Drum (Final) 

)ther Require 
32-000 SITE IMPROVEMENT 
36-664 AIRFIELD LIGHTING 
10-000v Remove 7"~ointed Concrete 
10-000n 12" Base course 
10-000h 14" Jointed Concrete 
00-000 
10-000n 8" Base course 
10-000h 14" Jointed Concrele 
10-0011 2" asphalt overlay 
10-0019 Overun DBST Surface Treatme 

Milcon: 16.70 
BOS 1.67 

Subtotal 18.37 

TOTAL 
(SM) 

Planning 

l n 6 = 1  

TOTAL 20.02 

I 

$/unit 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

6% SlOH 
(SKI U,M Program'd 

SCOPE ;ATEGORIES 
Tri-Svc 
Slunit Titles 



ijHnc E 4 ~ L ~ n ~ a r e  W o ~ k s i ~ e r L  -t 
Notes for Worksheet 1 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum (I-I 

932-000. Excavate 10000 ft by 150 ft area. (Total cost provlded by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH 

136-6641 Provides runway lights, duckwork, threshold lights, apron lighting, and all upgrades to existing electrical system to support this project. Estimate 
provided by the base electrical engineer. Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

110-000v: Remove 7 inches existing concrete on 150 x 5000 foot runway. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 
% cont, 6% SIOH. 

1 10-000n. Prov~des 12 inch base course for 10000 x 150 new runway and select fill. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% 
support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

110-000h: For 14 inch concrete 10,000 x 150 designed for 30 FAA design. Site survey team members agreed on this requirement. Per 30 Jan telephone 
conversation with AFCESA pavements engineer, thickness is adaquate for Medium Load criteria, C-141, 100,000 passes, 345K (To include requirement for 
back taxi). (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

1 10-000n: Provides base course for runway overuns. 1000 feet x 150 feet. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 
inflation cost. 

110-000h: Provides 1800 foot by 75 foot hot cargo pad taxiway 14 inch concrete. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1 . I  Area Cost Factor and 
1.007656 inflation cost. 

1 10-001 f: Provides 2 inch asphalt overlay for first 150 of each overrun. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 
inflation cost. 

110-0019. Provides DBST (chip seal) surface treatment to 850 feet of each 1000 foot overrun. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost 
Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

BCEG approved 10% Base Operating Support Cost. 

BCEG approved 9% design and planning costs 

Close  Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BRAC Mllcon Estimate Worksheet 

ialntng Base Forl Druttl 
Iption: 1 
)rill : 1 
)ate : 01-31-1995 
iheet 2 of 5 for Scenario. ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Funcl~on to Fort Drum (Final) 

3ther Require 
110-001h Runway Shoulders 
110-001i Paved Shoulders-Cargo, 6" base 
l 10-OOlj Paved Shoulders-Cargo,2" Asph 
110-001k Base Course-H Cargo, 6" 
110-0011 13" PCC, Hot Cargo 
110-001m 6 Taxiway Base Course 
110-001n 14" PCC, Apron Taxiway 
110-001 0 lbn!3ase Course. Apron Shoulder 
110-001p 4 & ~ s ~ h a l t ,  Apron Shoulder 
1 10-001r 6" Base Course, Apron 

Milcon: 6.1 1 
BOS 0.61 

Subtotal 8.72 

CATEGORIES 

Planning 0*601 

Titles 

TOTAL 7.32 

Program'd 
SCOPE 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

U,M Tri-Svc 
Stunit 

TOTAL 
(SM) Vunit 

6% SIOH 
(SKI 



BRRC M >timate Worksheet 

Notes for Worksheet 2 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 lign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum (Fi 

110-001 h: Provides 25 foot wide shoulders along each side of 10000 foot runway. Per Fort Drum personnel, this is all that is required. AFCESA orginally 
stated 200 foot wide shoulders required. Used 10 inch base and 4 inches asphalt. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% 
support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. . 

110-001;: Provides 6 inch base for paved shoulders for hot cargo pad taxiway and area around pad itself. 3000 feet (length) x 25 feet (width) x 2 divided by 
9 = 16666 SY. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

110-001j: Provides 2 inch asphalt for paved shoulders for Hot Cargo pad taxiway and area around pad itself. 3000 feet (length) x 25 feet (width) x 2 divided 
by 9 = 16666 SY. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

110-001k: Provides 6 inch base course for hot cargo pad. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

110-0011: Provides 13 inch concrete for hot cargo pad. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

1 10-001m: Provides 6 inch base for Apron taxiway. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1 . I  Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost.. 

110-001n: Provides 14 inch concrete for Apron taxiway. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

110-0010: Provides 10 inches of base course. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH 

110-001p: Provides 4 inch asphalt overlay. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH 

1 10-001 r: Provides 6 inch base for Apron. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1 .I Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

BCEG approved 10% Base Operating Support Cost. 

BCEG approved 9% design and planning cost. 

Close  Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BRAC Milcon Estimate Worksheet 

iainlng Base Fo~t Drurn 
)ption: 1 
)rill : 1 
)ale : 01-31-1995 
;heel 3 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Funct~on to Fort Drum (Final) 

CATEGORIES 

L 
Ither Require 

ILS GLIDE SLOPE 0 
ROAD 0 
FIRE STATION 1500 
VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHED 3600 
VEHICLE OPS HEATED PARKING 10800 

34200 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Milcon: 5.39 
80s 0.64 

Subtotal 5.93 

TOTAL 
(SM) 

Planning 0.nJ 

6% SlOH 
(SKI 

TOTAL 6.46 

Titles 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Program'd 
SCOPE Uunil U,M Tri-Svc 

$/unit 



BHAC I. q istimate Wor ksliee t 

Notes for Worksheet 3 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum 

134-351 Used cost provided by October 1994 evaluation report. Provides Cat 1 Approach System (ILS) for 03/21 runway. Cost includes 9% support, 5 % 
cont, 6%" SIOH 

851 -147. Provides paving, electrical, water, sewer, gas to support minimum essential infrastructure requirements for this project. Site survey team members 
agreed to provide $630,000 for this requirement (Agreed not to exceed this cost), lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 
1.007656 inflation cost. 

730-142: Provides additional bay on the fire station. Existing facility has four bays. Presently the airfield has two P-4s and one structural truck. AMC 55-23 
requires four aircraft firefighting trucks to support a maximum on ground of more that two C-5s. Therefore an additional bay is required. lncludes support 
costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

214-428. Provides a 3,600 sq ft unheated addition to store aerospace ground equipment and material handling equipment. Presently no facility exists to 
meet this requirement. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

214-426: Provides a 10,800 sq ft heated facility for weighting and inspecting vehicles, and building and inspecting pallets. Presently no facility exists to meet 
this requirement. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

BCEG approved 10% Base Operating Support Cost 

BCEG approved 9% design and planning cost 

C l o s e  Hold - BCEG/BCEO Staff Only 



BRAC Milcon Estimate Worksheet 

;a ln~~~g Base Fort Drum 
Iption: 1 
)rill : 1 
)ale : 01-31-1995 
iheet 4 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Real~gn Gr~fflss Afld Function to Fort Drum (Final) 

CATEGORIES Titles Program'd I SCOPE I Tri-Svc 6% SlOH TOTAL 
'IM( i t  1 Sunit 1 ($4 1 ($M) 

- - 

3U1er Require 
1 10-001 q 
110-0011 

13" PCC, Apron 
6" Base Course, H Cargo 

110-001v 13" PCC, Turnaround 
110-001w Remove 6 -  8" Jointed Concrete 
332-000 SITE IMPROVEMENT 
110-001h Runway Shoulders 
832-000 COLLECTION 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 

Milcon: 10.6 
BOS 1 .Ol 

Subtotal 11.7 

Planning 1 .O 

TOTAL 12.71 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 



BRAC M rstimate Worksheet 

Notes for Worksheet 4 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum (~inal)  

1 10-001 q: Provides 13 inch concrete for Apron. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost 

110-001 t: Provides 6 inch base course for turnaround. Includes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

1 10-001 v. Provides 13 inch concrete turnaround. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

1 10-001 w: Remove existing runway area for turnaround. lncludes support costs, 5% cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

932-000: Provides signage for airfield for CRAF aircraft. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH 

1 10-001 h: Provides shoulders for taxiway turnaround (1 0 inch base and 4 inch asphalt surface). (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost 
includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

832-000: Provides environmental deicing containment for the hot load pad. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 
% cont, 6% SIOH. 

BCEG apporved 10% Base Operating Support Cost. 

BCEG approved 9% design and planning cost. 

rlo!:r  old - BcEG/BCEG S t a f f  Only 





UItAC I. :st i n ~ d L e  Wol k e h e e L  Y L 
Notes for Worksheet 5 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum (FI 11 

932-000 Provides clear~ng and grubbing for new runway. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% 
SIOH. 

932-000: Prov~des for grading of runway only. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

932-000: Provides for grading work required for new runway drainage system. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% 
support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

812-000: Relocate electrical service 13.2 KV underground due to runway construction. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 
9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

832-000: Provides environmental system for deicing apron. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% 
SIOH. 

832-000: Provides oil water separator for apron. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

871-183: Provides runway drainage culvert and catch basins. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% 
SIOH. 

871 -1 83: Provides drainage system for new apron. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH 

BCEG apporved 10% Base Operating Support Cost 

BCEG approved 9% design and planning cost 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 





THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

SUBJECT: MacDill Air Force Base 

Here is how I would like to proceed towards resolution of 
the questions surrounding airfield support to the Unified 
Commands and the Joint Communications Support Element in the 
Tampa, Florida, area. 

It seems c.lear that Central Command (USCENTCOM) and Special 
Operations Command (USSOCOM) have some valid airfield support 
requirements which must be met in the area. It appears these 
requirements could be met at MacDill.mB, at Tampa 1nter:national 
~ i r ~ o r t  or a combination of both. 

QP I would like the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of St'aff to 
provide me his assessment of the USCENTCOM and USSOCOM 

. - operational and administrative needs for airfield support in the 
Tampa, Florida, area. All needs should be identified, tlo include 
unique missions such as support for contingency or exercise staff 
movements, classified or sensitive missions, foreign liaison 
missions, or outsize cargo airlift operations. The assessment 
should also address the frequency of need for each categlory. 

Subsequent to the above, I would like the Air Force to 
conduct an economic analysis of options which strive for the most 
cost effective solution to meeting the needs of all parties 
concerned. 

In view of the above, the Air Force should plan to continue 
temporary funding of ~ a c ~ i l l  airfield operations until 
October 1, 1995, while permanent arrangements between all parties 
are resolved. 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: MacDill Air Force Base Operational Assessment 

1. Enclosed is the Joint Staff response to your request* to 
provide an operational assessment of MacDill AFB support 
requirements. 

2. Inputs were provided by USCENTCOM, USSOCOM, and the 
Commander, Joint Communications Support Element, leach of which 
rely heavily on the support provided by MacDill XFB. 

WALTER KROSS 
Lieutenant General, USAF 
Director, Joint Staff 

Enclosure 

Reference: 
* DepSecDef memorandum, 8 July 1994, "MacDill Air Force Basea 



MacDill AFB Operational Assessment 

I. General. USCENTCOM, USSOCOM, and the 290th communications 
Support Squadron, each of which support joint military 
operations, reside at MacDill AFB and rely heavily on the 
operational and administrative base support provided by the 
airfield personnel and infrastructure. Specific requirements 
are outlined in the following paragraphs and a summary chart is 
included at the end of the text. 

a. USCINCCENT and staff travel to the USCENTCOM area of 
responsibility (AOR) once per month with 36 passengers via 
EC-135 aircraft. The EC-135 is located at Robins AFB and 
travels to MacDill 24 hours before departure to the AOR and 
requires fuel, servicing, loading of supplies, equipment, 
and security. Upon return, customs and agricultural. 
inspections are required; and the aircraft remains 
overnight. USCINCCENT and staff personnel also travel 
frequently within CONUS on the EC-135 and C-20 aircraft 
that involves 12 sorties per month. 

b. In support of contingency OPLANs, USCENTCOM has a 
standing requirement to deploy over 1,150 personnel and 630 
short tons of equipment. During Operations DESE:RT SHIELD 
and DESERT STORM, USCENTCOM moved 2,228 personnel and 1,489 
short tons of equipment from MacDill AFB. 

c. USCENTCOM components have additional standing 
requirements. USCINCCENT staff and planners mus,t be able 
to assemble, load on military aircraft, and deploy on short 
notice to the AOR in support of USCINCCENT opera~tional 
requirements and crisis action. Secondary requirements 
involves training and deployment in support of exercises. 
Historical data indicates a requirement for 30 sorties per 
year using military aircraft. USNAVCENT staff j.s split 
into functional entities at MacDill AFB and Manama, 
Bahrain. The MacDill component requires immediate access 
to strategic airlift in support of OPLAN deployn~ents, 
contingencies, and crisis action. This includes movement 
of 168 personnel and 30 short tons of equipment., 

Enclosure 



d. USCINCCENT also has a standing contingency ~umanitarian 
Assistance Survey Team that requires military airlift of 7 5  
personnel and an initial cargo load of four pallets. Other 
requirements include hosting distinguished visitors, 
including congressional delegations, foreign visitors, and 
VIPs. In 1993, USCINCCENT supported 174 VIP events which 
all require special support at MacDill AFB. 

3. USSOCOM maintains a standing 
continuous alert, quick reaction deployment' cell (1)-Cell) that 
must be able to assemble and load a'tailored support package on 
military cargo aircraft for rapid deployment withill 4-72 hours 
depending on mission requirements. D-Cell support requirements 
include military cargo build up, staging, and loading, fuel and 
servicing, ground transportation, and security. Cargo includes 
weapons and ammunition and other hazardous material. 

4 .  -0nS S U D D O ~ ~  E l m  ( J a  RecJuirements. 
JCSE is provided by the Florida '~ir National Guard 290th Joint 
Communications Support Squadron at MacDill AFB. The 290th is 
tasked to provide communications support personnel and 
equipment to joint task forces, unified commands, llefiense, 
agencies, Joint Staff, Governor of Florida, crisis response, 
and disaster relief operations. This support is ac:complished 
by means of a standing JCSE. The 290th directed 40 sorties out 
of MacDill AFB during Hurricane Andrew. Currently, a JCSE 
communications package is . deployed . to joint task force SUPPORT 
HOPE in Rwanda. 

5. OtherReauirements. MacDill AFB provides a variety of 
support functions to all users. 

a. Weather S m .  Normal aviation weather :support is 
required to support contingency planning as well as flight 
operat ions. 

b. Transient. There is a requirement to provide 
ground fueling, servicing, and maintenance for a variety of 
military aircraft, including: EC-135, KC-10, C-5,  C-141, 
C-130, C-12, and helicopters. 

c. Euel Storaae and SUDD~V. Aviation fuel relquirements 
for these users have averaged 3.8 million gallcons per 
year. In addition, ground equipment such as v,ehicles, 
generators, and command and control equipment ,use base fuel 
support . 

Enclosure 



d. Security. Military Police are required to secure 
aircraft and cargo, including weapons, ammunition. 
hazardous material, equipment, and classified material. 

e. Crashand Military aircraft operations require 
military crash and rescue capability 24-hours per day. 

f. R a m D a .  Requirement is for four C-141, two C-5, 
and one EC-135 to be . . - parked - . . . . - . . . . simultaneously. 

. - . . 

g. m a 1  H-. Cargo handling, staging, 
loading, and unloading military material for normal and 
contingency operations are required to support these users. 

Enclosure 



Mission Annual Sorties 

CINC Command/Control 24 
. USSOCCENT ' 3 0 

Total 54 $ . <  

Mission Annual Sorties 

CINC Command/Cont rol 3 9 
Foreign Liaison 5 6 
Command Planning 52 
Airborne Training 103 
Plannipg/Liaison 81 
Army Aviation Support 930 
D-Cell Exercises 5 6 
Total 1,317 

Mission Annual Sorties 

Joint Readiness Training 4 
Contingencies 1 
Airborne Command Post 4 0 
Travel 20 
Official Visits 12 
Disaster Relief 15 
Total 92 

Aircraft Type 
; .  I ' 

Aircraft Type 

EC-137 
MISC. 
C-9/C-22 
C-130/0THER 
C-12/C-21/T-39 
C-12 
C-5/C-141 

Aircraft Type 

E n c l o s u r e  



Mission Requirement 

CINC Staff 1150 PAX/630 Short Tons 
USNAVCENT 168 PAX/30 Short Tons 
Humanitarian Survey Team 75 PAX/4 pallets 

Support Time to Aircraft Reqd. Material Staging 
Package Deploy C-5 or C-141 Area (Sq Ft) 

Max. N/A 10 3 0 39,000 
Large 72 hrs 6 21 26,000 
Small 36 hrs 2 3 9,000 
Min. 4 hrs 2 0 7,000 

Enclosure 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, SHEILA E. WIDN 
Prepared by: Mr. lames F. Boatright, SAFIMII, 153592-t 

w 
SUBJECT: Economic Analysis of MacDill Air Force Base Acting SECAF's 

Signature 
PURPOSE: Inform DEPSECDEF of results of MacDill AFB economic analysis and obtain 
approval for Air Force plan to address the support of the Unified Commands at MacDill. 

DISCUSSION: This responds to direction in your 8 Jul94 memo to perform an eclonomic 
analysis at MacDill AFB of options which strive to meet the assessed needs of the Unified 
Commands, as provided to your office by the CJCS on 12 Sep 94. An executive summary of 
the economic analysis is at attached. 

In your 8 Jul 94 memo, you stated that it appeared that the requirements of ithe 
Unified Commands could be met at MacDill AFB, Tampa International Airport, or a 
combination of both locations. The economic analysis determined, through briefings from 
Tampa International officials, that using Tampa International for all or even part of the DoD 

w u i r e m e n t s  in the Tampa area was not feasible due to space restrictions and long range 
plans already in effect. This limited the remaining options to using the MacDill AFT3 airfield 
only. There are basically two options remaining which will meet the assessed needs of the 
Unified Commands. These options are an Air Force owned and operated airfield, or a 
Department of Commerce (DOC) owned and contractor operated airfield. The econlomic 
analysis determined that these options have similar costs to the Air Force ($9M-$lOM/year). 

The Air Force will support the assessed needs of the Unified Commands regardless of 
the option selected, and plans to pursue the two options available as follows: 

(1) During the 1995 BRAC process, should the Air Force BRAC analysis determine 
that force structure can be economically relocated to MacDill AFE3, then the DoD could 
request a redirect to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC). 
This redirect would be to readdress the partial closure of the MacDill AFB airfield under the 
1991 DBCRC and the transfer of the airfield to DOC under the 1993 DBCRC. For example, 
should the Air Force decide to relocate an active duty flying unit to MacDill, DoD could seek 
to realign the airfield as an active Air Force installation. The airfield could be operated by 
the Air Force with the DOC activity remaining as a tenant. Since the full capacity of the 
airfield would not be in use, the potential for a joint-use arrangement with the local. 
community could be pursued. As another option, the Air Force could relocate a Reserve unit 
to MacDill and have the airfield operated by the Air Force Reserve. Should the decision be 
qade to have the airfield operated by the Reserve, we could make it known to 1oca.l 

(Vommunity leaders that the airfield could be converted to a civil airport should there be a 



requirement in the future to do so. Under such an arrangement, the Air Force Reserve unit 
and the DOC activity would become tenants on a civil airport. Under any of these options the 
airfield could also be converted to a Joint-Use 

(2) If during the 1995 BRAC process, the Air Force BRAC analysis determines that 
force structure could not be economically relocated to MacDill AFB, leaving the only DoD 
requirements those of the Unified Commands, then the Air Force will support the transfer of 
the to DOC. This transfer will require the Air Force to fund up to 95% of the planned 
DOC airfield operating costs ($9M-$10M), but would maintain the integrity of existing 
DBCRC decisions. 

The above options hinge on whether DoD wishes to seek changes to previous BRAC 
decisions on MacDill AFB. Our proposal will allow the Air Force to review force structure 
rtquirements and costs as appropriate through the 1995 BRAC process before reammending 
a redirect on MacDill. It also reiterates the Air Force's commitment to meet the needs of the 
Unified Commands and comply with the previous BRAC decisions should it be dletermined 
that it is not economical to relocate force structure to MacDill AFB. 

COORDINATION: AFICC, AF/XO, AFIRT, SAFIMI, SAFIFM on Staff Summay Sheet. 

RECOMMENDATION: DEPSECDEF approve the alternatives andfor provide the Air Force 
additional direction relative to the above proposal. 

Attachment: 
Executive Summary of EA 

DEPSECDEF DECISION: 

Approved 

Disapproved 



DEPSECDEF DIRECTED ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF MACDILL KFB 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On 8 Jul94, the DEPSECDEF directed the CJCS to perform an assessment of the 
afield needs of the Unified Commands at MacDill. Subsequent to that assessment, the 
SECAF was directed to perfohn an economic analysis (EA) of the Tampa area to determine 
the options which strive for the most cost effective solution to meet the needs of ,all those 
involved. The CJCS assessment identified 1463 annual required sorties in support of the 
Unified Commands at MacDill. 

The EA was accomplished under the direction of SAFIMII and was performed by 
A C C M  in consultation with SAFMC. The EA included a site visit to the Tarnpa area by 
a team from ACC and the Air Staff. The options to be addressed per direction of the 
8 Jul94 DEPSECDEF memo included the use of the MacDill AFB alone, Tampa 
International Airport alone, and a combination of both locations. The following options were 
addressed by the EA: 

1. Air Force ownedtoperated airfield at MacDill 
2. Air Force ownedlcontractor operated airfield at MacDill 
3. DOC owned/contractor operated airfield at MacDill 
4. Airfield operations conducted at Tampa International Airport 
5. A combination of alternatives identified above 

1) 6. Airfield operations conducted at St. Petersburg-Clearwater Airport 
7. DOC ownednocal governmental cooperativelcontractor operated airfield at MacDill 

During the site visit to the Tampa area, briefmgs by the airport managers ,at Tampa 
International Airport and St. Petersburg-Clearwater Airport revealed that the optic~ns to use 
these airports for all or part of the required missions were not feasible. Use of the airports 
was limited to occasional and transitory use by military aircraft. This eliminated options 4, 5, 
and 6 as not feasible. Since Tampa International Airport was specifically addressed in the 
DEPSECDEF letter, a more detailed explanation of why this option was considered infeasible 
follows. 

During the site visit to MacDill, the airport manager of Tampa International Airport 
provided a very detailed briefing on the current and future plans for Tampa Inteniational. It 
showed that with the recent expansion in airport operations, and the extremely limited space 
possibilities, it was impossible for Tampa to support any of the operations required by the 
Unified Commands. An example given was that the airport authority recently purchased a 
smaller airport to the South in order relieve Tampa from the influx of smaller aircraft. The 
briefing convinced the team that Tampa International was no longer a viable option. A 
similar briefing from the St. Petersburg-Clearwater airport manager also showed j.t to be 
infeasible. 

The remaining options, 1, 2, 4, and 7 were addressed in the EA including associated w costs. All these options include a 12 hour per day1 7 days a week airfield operation. 

Lt Col BennettlR?T/56766/28 Dec 94 



Option 1, Air Force ownedoperated 
This option, as with option 2, would require successful 1995 DBCRC reconsideration for 
implementation. It consists of a totally "blue suit" operation, with in-house capability for 
contingency (e.g., SOCOM D-Cell, JCSE operational deployments) or outside normal hours of 
operation support. This option's uniform annual cost is $9.4M with a net present value of 
$170.1M. The uniform annual cost represents the total cost of the entire 25 year life cycle of 
the investment and the associited cost streams on an annualized basis. The net present value 
figure provides an idea of the total amount which would have to be available, where the 
investor is only able to make a single payment, at the beginning of the 25 year 1:ife of the 
investment. 

Option 2, Air Force owned/contractor operated airfield. This option, as with option 1, 
would require successful 1995 DBCRC reconsideration for implementation. This option 
consists of contractor support for all operations including contingency (e.g., SOCOM D-Cell, 
JCSE operational deployment) and operations outside normal hours. A significant variation 
between this option and option 1 is that though crasldrescue and security policy capability 
remain in-house, all other services (other than contract administration) arc: provided by 
contractor. The basis for retaining crasldrescue and security police rests in public law. The 
DoD may not contract out crasldrescue if it retains other airfield operations, and the Anti- 
Pinkerton Act prohibits contracting out security police resource protection. This option's 
uniform annual cost is $10.4M with a net present value of $187.6M. 

Option 3. DOC ownedcontractor operated airfield. 
This option represents the currently planned transfer of the MacDill airfield to Doc. This 
option consists of contractor support for all operations including contingency (e.g., SOCOM 
D-Cell, JCSE operational deployment) and operations outside normal hours. Resource 
requirements for this option were extracted from the Price Waterhouse study and 
independently validated with NOAA officials during the site visit to MacDill. Time 
constraints prevented independent validation of all Price Waterhouse figures so the cost 
figures represented in the EA reflect Price Waterhouse estimates. Adjustments were made to 
the EA figures in options 3 and 4 for planned Capital Reinvestment costs and expected utility 
costs under DOC to more accurately reflect expected costs to the DoD of these options. 

All airfield services under this option are contracted out and vehicles, facilities, and 
equipment for crash/rescue would be identified as Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) to 
the contractor. Resource protection would be provided by contractor personnel, County 
Sheriff, and a shared jurisdiction arrangement with the Unified Commands and NIacDill 
Security Police. Capital reinvestment (runway surfacing, lighting, etc) would be phased in 
accordance with DoC schedules. This Capital reinvestment planned by Price Wtiterhouse 
would only keep the runway to DOC standards and may not be sufficient to meet continued 
Air Force needs without adjustment. A review of the Price Waterhouse plan for runway 
upkeep and improvements for the MacDill runway indicates that an increase in funding over 
the amount planned for by Price Waterhouse would be advisable to meet Air Force standards 
and to ensure continued long term use by Air Force aircraft. The adjustment made to the EA 
Price Waterhouse funding figures would increase the planned funding of runway w improvements to match planned Air Force runway upkeep estimates. This adjustment to the 



EA was made to more accurately estimate costs to the DoD of a DOC owned airfjield. 
Though the annual labor costs for this option were taken from the Price Waterhouse study, 
the estimated costs in the EA exceed the Price Waterhouse estimates. The Price "Waterhouse 
study was staffed for a 12 hour day, but the annual hours for each employee equa.ted to only 
a 40 hour15 day week. Their estimates were adjusted to reflect a 7 day work wee:k. Utility 
costs in the Price Waterhouse study showed a savings over the Air Force estimate: that was 
not supported by any data. The Air Force did a through study of the expected utility costs 
and feels the option 1 estimate of utility costs more closely reflects expected cost!;. Again, 
the EA estimate was adjusted to reflect a more accurate estimate of utility costs associated 
with a DOC owned airfield. This option's adjusted uniform annual cost is $99M with a 
net present value of $178.8111. 

Option 7. DOC ownedlocal government cooperative/contractor operated airfield. 
This option was identified during the site visit as a previously unidentified variation of option 
3. This option consists of contractor support for all operations including contingency (e.g., 
SOCOM D-Cell, JCSE operational deployments) and operations outside normal hours. The 
major difference between this option and the DOC owned/contractor operated option is that 
while vehicles, facilities, and equipment supporting crashlrescue would be identified as GFE, 
they would be provided to the Tampa Bay Port Authority (TBPA) rather than the contractor. 
The TBPA is interested in relocating their base of operations to the MacDill AFB flightline 
rather than expending resources on a new facility and new equipment. To this end they 
would provide the manpower resources needed to cover MacDill airfield crashlrescue needs in 
addition to their existing area of coverage in a Quid-ho-Quo arrangement for the new base of 
operations and GFE. As discussed under option 2, the use of TBPA under an Air Force 
owned/ contractor operated &eld is not possible. The DoD may not contract out 
crashlrescue if it retains other airfield operations. Though this option's costs were validated 
during the site visit, recent contacts with Tampa officials indicate that the DOC provided costs 
of this option may be extremely soft. This options costs were also adjusted for increases in 
Capital Improvement and utility costs. This option's adjusted uniform annual cost is 
$9.1M with a net present value of $164.3M. 
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n i o  rbdY evaluates the proposed hntlsfer of MocDill lirfi~ld to the  Dep~rtmsnt of 
~ o m m h .  It provides estimates of the total costs of owning and operating; tho airfield, 

alternate methods of shaing the costs with the went of Defense, add 
other potential costs, such as the costs of abandoning opcration of the akf?cld. 

The tobai costs of operating MacDiU Meld arc estimated to be within the range of 
54.9 to 56.8 million. This &mato includes the uxts of operations, 

projects, and admiaiPtndioa This estimate compares to historical 
costs (adjusted for firnctio~ that wifl remain part of 

a p p r o ~ c I y  $6.9 miIIion. The estimate also cornpans to ~mvious cost 
had km sirnilarty edjwted to include the same atfield fimctiom ad 

were dflated to 1994 dollars. The a d j d  previous aut estimates m g o  bmm $1.4 
million, before equalizing variotts labor and other assumpti~m. These 

generally mapport the ranp of opsroting oosta datomrincd by this study. 

Baad bn a Department of Cozxuxmw threshold cost of $500 ,w,  the Department of 
contribution ohodd be no larger tbau 7 to 10 percent of the total cosu of 

MeId. Thus, in order to keep the Departmtat of Com~crce's share 
cost-of S500,000, the Dcpartmcat of Def- d d  bavo lo contnbe SCG 

9 0 t o b ~ t o i t k t ~ ~ o ~ t .  T ~ ~ S ~ U ~ C S ~ I I ~ O T C O S ~ ~ ~  le3+ 
m d s m s  which the Dqmment of Comm~red may wish to consider in its fair-sbarc 
cost ne&otiations with tho Air Forw and tbo Ikpdmat  o f  Dcf- Any ~cbst-sharing [-\e L\ 

agmmht should clearly indicate which nsponsibilitia and costs will be bcnne by DOC, 
DOD. ahd otbsr tulatu3. 

I' 

~ ~ d i r a n u . e r r c l . c i r c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & i t ~ y b c ~ f o r A ~ ~ ~ ~  , ,.?? 
Ijill airfield aad mida an cst ia~e of the potentid costs of a:cesshg thet % 
Thrr arc (wo g d  x ~ o s  under which Doc may hm to dIocatc AOC!\Y'~~,A 

/ 

to S500,000 in the scope of walr for thir study b based on My 21,1993 memo 

~ a m ~ c l a d k e e p N O M ' s ~ o f t b # r c w t r u o r b e l o w t b r ~  



from MLD~U and accac the propmy: a) if DOC decides to relocate AOC or b) if DoD 
rclocwb its operations a is prevented fium continuing to fund MacDill operations. 

I 
Federal regulation3 govcming the abaudonment 
the uholdhg agency shall be responsible fa 

of the property pending transfer' to another 
Services Admrtllstratt 

. . 'on (GSA), tho disposal agency. 
of the prqmly only to the extent necessary to ofbet 

of up to sixteen months, the proledon and 
costs may be reimbursed by GSA, depmdiag on appropriations from 

protectibn and mahtamce costs ranging from $214,000 to $276,000 over a 16 month 
period. This cost wuld be in addidon to AOCs share of ongoing operating costs if 
protccti 1 n and maintenance were not othcrwise provided, This suggests that DOC should 
considei negotiating for DoD to assume these costs h the event that DOC termham 

at the nirfield as a result of either a DOC or a DoD decision. 

AJEd " 



'Jls No & , d Oceadu and Atmospheric ~dmhirtration's' WOAA) air cia^ Clperatio~ 
Center (kOC) is currently housed at MacDill Air Force Baso (MacDill) in Tampa. 
FIon'da AOC rebated to MacDill after its lease expind for private facilities at Miami 1 internoti ,rial Airport. Prior to the ~elocation, NOAA conducted a stwly of a~lumative 
relocatiob rites, and for each site i t e c d  both relocation cats and operating costs over 

d y s i s  iduatifid MacDill as the Itast-cost alternative. However, 
O h  (GAO) review of this study conclucicd that the 

thc analysis. Issues cited in the G~40 report 
for the opcsatlng costs ahcr 1994, tlre lack of 

rental rates at c o d d  airports, the failure to use pment vduc 
the exclusion af any opportunity cost for the 

of government property. 

1993, th Sccmwy of Cornmet# submitted a request to the Dep~ronent of 
that the airfield side of MacDill ( M a ~ ~ 1 l  f l c ld )  be turned aver to the 
Commcrcc (DoC) 3t no cost whea DOD ceases ta operate the airfield. 

landside of the base would not be included Based on the earlier cost 
relocation sites, tbe GAO review, and other pcrtiocnt d m 4  

G e n d  (010) pnparcd an inspection npon ngjvding rhc 
which was released in November 1993. The report f m d  that the 
thc tawfa was based on inadequate or inaccurate information, ad 

with owaership of the airfield bad not bcw adequately a s d  
~ b e ~ ~ m r m ~ l t n d e d ~ m ~ ~ n s n c i s l n u d y o f t h o p m p o x d l r a n r f a b s  
condudd in ordcr to provide an tmmte bdr fix a dcddmL 

1' 
On  an& l8,1994,aQuitk~~TdOrdr(QR~)~tOrRoponl~(Rm) 
was hnbd for s study to mluafe DOCS financial exposum h m  owning dnd opcdng 
theaid16 Morcspcc i f idy , tbo~WinthcRFPincluded:  1: 

&hating the opaatins costs of cmmhg and operatins the airfield, inc ludi  
dperating, maintaaacq olpitd, and a d d n k d w  e, 

Loloping a i t ~  costCWt- d g o h  to divide thso open?- cmB 
~variouroenoftheaisf ic la;and 

9 ~a luEn l tbc~ofoarc r i tbepopmroa i lhuba .~mtd ,nd  
katifications o f  the a m d i t h  which would lead to a need to d u b  
{pmdons of AOC d MacDill airAtId 

began on February 2, 1994 d bas proc#ded for slightly over c ~ n e  month. 
d y z s  thc above irnr. the pposecl mtafcr ofMac~il1 nlffidd 



A. kmject Objectives 
I' 
b issues outhd ia the RFP, this analysis investigated a number of questions 
the proposed transfer of MacDill Airfield h m  DoD to DOC. The issues were 

rshned @ upon by by. Q u d q n t  addrrrrcd in this report arc listed below: 

tp s a c i e n t ,  EI-t data to ~ e r f o m  a quantitative ma~ysis of tile proposed 
bander of the Meld? 
I 
hiven m* rhis data is available, what are the projected total operating costs of the 
k i e ~ d ?  
I 

• at arc DOCS projected costs of owning and operating the compared to 
thnshold'l' 

I 
i~ader what conditions would ~ d :  mat to reconsider their o p t i o n  O~MWDU 
krficld, and wbm wwM be the costs of CXCCSS~D~ tho popcrty if DIDC w m  to 
&xi& to vacate tbo airtieid? 
I' 

In ord no tWcs cach of the projcdt objcctiw outlined above, the following activities -4- 
order to assess the availability of data project staff hdd kickoff ~nectings in 

W d h g t o n ,  D.C. d at MPOOill Ak Fom barw, and madm substadd 
ueots for iafmmtion from AOC, NOAA, Doc, DoD, aad Air Force personnel. 
addition to theso f o r d y  schcdulcd mcdxqs, tfis team m a n h  iatarviewcd 

iodividuah with i n f o d o n  relevant to this analysis. The data which was 
is in Sccdon C below and is listed m Appcndix A of this report. 

list of medqp aud intendm c o d ~  is pmvidod in Appendix B. 

cairmroofthetool~gcosts~thcorthcd,anumbaof 
First, a daambtion o f  tba minimum requiredl operating 

was made, and the specific agcocy or tumt  currently 
each Amotton was identifled. Second, thoso Wiona which 
be NOAA's responsibility aAer tbe tm&cr were identified. 

of the total costs of o p c d q  MacDill Meld was developed 
spec&. W e s  to be tram$& and a evaluation of the physical 

i 



bondition of those facilities was peprfod Founb warlrlvity Rnalysh was . 

nductui to detmine the effect of catah *tical vatiables on vhc range of 
cost d a t e s .  Finalfy, historical operating costs as well as previous 
of opratiq asts wno considend 

n order to assess DoCs financial exposUrc h m  owning and omttng brc 
eId, a number of costst~~,altcmiitive3 wrrc identified Shx the actual 

mechanisms are currently being ncgotiatai discusses the potential 
to the Department of Commen:e for each of the cost-sharing 

4 inally, the oosts of excessing the property were cstimaScd + accordiance with 41 
FR based on cost estimates for certain cornponentc of operation. 

~ecausc! the steps described above 'do not constitute aa exsmiartion of' prosptiyc 
financik information in accordance with standards established by tho Ameriican Institute 
of ~ & c d  Public Accountants (AICPA), wc do not aqma m e r n  on whether the 
undd g asmmptjona provide a rcasonabb basis far the pmentatibtl iFur&enn~~). 

ususlly bc diercnces between the hmmted aa actual resuJts be- events 
s fitqtmtIy do not occur cu expected, and these differems mey k 

Thir & is oolsly fix or by by I& of Corn- in mctsi- the - 
poss i ty  of gqairinp MacDiU airfIcld and ir not bndcd f a  my other ux, dhclcmurc, 
or di$cmidoa We have no responsibiiky to update thh report for cvcntg Pnd 
c - d g s ~ a m h d p c o .  

I 

of data item were collected o w  a thnc wtdr pcxiod. Data which was 
Eacility data: tenant operatbnal requirrmmts; AOC stamng 

cortr; operations data; teasnt agrcanw pmiom~ studies and 
contract RFP; prcviouo estimm of corn tn operate 

data. A compltte Ust of data coUcctcd L provided in 



will e o m p  the post-transfer cost!? bf operating at MacDill to the 
figure provided fbr this analysis by the Department of ~Commersll 

describes the major components of airfield costs aad kientifies tbe 
reqxmsibfc for esch; Section B estimates the total wsts of operating 

comprrs this &mite to other available figures; mi Ssrion C 
dcscrid the potential costs of funue contingencies. 

/I 

ine the costs to bo ipcludcd in tht next section's cost analysis, 'this section: 
firnctions required for the operation of MacMll abfleld, idcnmes ttirfic1d 

pcrfonn each function, and d e t h  *!her the costs of each fimction 
will be hared, born by DOC, or borne exclusively by other ustn. Table I[, at the end 
of this Lon, s w m m i m  this i n f o d o n .  Exhibit A on the foUowing page Urn the 
h t i o 4  expected to be assigned to d Pimeld user. 

I 
The Aib Force ad other DoD agencies arc cumntly mponsibIc fbr operating and 

the airfield and bear rh~~o,pt dl of the msk If ownenhip of the ahfield is 
hiwe to accept many of ~~ICSC respmsibilitiw and d a u t r  In addition 

maintaining AOC o m  bcities, for example, Doc will be rrrpwdbk . 
contract The assumptions used ia this analysis about which 

@tm certain fimctions and which will bear the costs am described 
below: 

f. Opmtiag contract c m  
I 

NOM 'pl- 0 ~pntc tb r i r ~ d  md d a d  f i ~ d i i g ~  t b m d  operating -pact 

"9 y in tbr m I i ~  phase. Bad an ths aparadtlO contract RFP, the 
con 

II 
is cxpcFted to perf' the followfng fbnctio~ls. 

kir trrffk coutmIt 'Ibo contractor will control air M c  within a1 radius of 3 
h a  and provide weatha obsuvation aarrlca; 

• Lei rnaintetmwm contractor wil l  opnr anti 1- me 
&pipa ~ e l d  opuipmco(. nrh as navigathd .id% 
I 
m e a t  ahra f t  servlccrt Tbe cox&&ur will 4- tmmient airctaft upon 



I 
Exhibit A 

1, Functional Operating Areas 



. / M e l d  opmtiool: con- will act an airport manager ensuring Eafe 
:i md efficient airctsft operations and cmrd'mting airfield flight planning aad . I lllrrint-; 

~ r f i e l d  adminiatrati~o: Eva though not identified as a requirement in the I- 
),  operations services contract, we consider an administcation function to be 
I nmsary, inciudibg a director and administrative personnel to coordinate the 

activities of all of tho previousl; d w a i b d  m o n a l  cl~cgorier I 

The dD sts of tbesc opemthg cotittact functions would be .shared by. all airfield users 
according to a cost-sharing m&odoIogy that is yet to be detcnniud6 

I' 

J 2. Other Operating Cab 

There lare sewral other categorim of operating costs. They an assumed to tte pchrmcd 
by th airfield users as described belaw: 

I 
Coutract managementr Additiod NOAA staff wiU be necessary to administer 
the operating contract. Although these staff will be emp1oyees of NOAA, the 

" salaiu and firinee will be considered a shared cost that will be allocated to all 
!' airfield urcn Overhead onpcnoa which would wrmrlly k included in the lbusd 
!' costs, was not included in the NOAA esdmsteu and has not been included in tbis . 

i .  category is the cost of telephone and water d c c  for shared buildings, such as 1: the EO~WI -, 

I Groundt maintenance md buiIding maintamas T)EC mstS of grounds 
maintcmmcc, mthw rancnd, awf crrsdodial services far sbarui iMitiw arc 

i ~ s m & t o k ~ ~ k c o r t r f o r ~ d M t i s s w i l i b e ~ ~ y  
!'by the fndfvldual mums, lksc d c c s  will k pafonnal by wnlnectPn 
~ l ~ ~ t b s ~ ~ ~ m d c r a n ~ o f b s c o ~ ~ ~ k ~ o n d s 6 ( h  
1, Coritmcthg Squsdnrn at M d M l  Air Forw Base is sxpsctcd to adst fn bUhg 
iandbcartheeortofadmmtmn . . ' g these activitiw. The cost of building 

~ f o t ~ ~ ~ ~ a t s o ~ e d t o b o a s b a r c d ~  



I Cosb Born by 0th. Airfield U a  

0th- tiona and wsts d a t m d  with tho operation of ttn d o i d  am not expeated 
to be tbc nspomibiIity of DaC Thy will be the respomibiiity of DoD other airfield G*r+cc La sf 
uxn 1,'Iha fort d y s i s  in this d o n  assumes that the rorponribilities and costs t i 

below will not k born by DOC. Tbesc orrumptiom arc bssed on the ~ t c d  &c;.) 
available at the time of this study. If these fimctions am not provided by 

ather pbrtles, the btaI  mas sbnred by DOC, DoD, and other d m l d  users will inc- 
I 

. 

management: Air F0cccts 6th Gmtra~tiag Squadcon d y  
that may be accessed by AOC the transfer. 1) the 

Con- 2) the Base Cusbbl Contract; 3) the Basc: Grounds . 
Contrac1; aud 4) thc Simplified Ampisition of Base E~~&cuing 

• (CFR) st rp ic# t  Air Farm will provide CFR c % @ p ~ # ~ t  
services, and will k nspansibk tbr racuhtaonulg 

. . .  the fire station. Tampa's Fire 
will also be udablo  to pwvide fim pmtecdoa scrviccs. 

p. Capital Expenditurn 

Crpftd ~ ~ p n d i t u r u :  Although initid capital rrpaira M anticipated to be 
minimal, fiauTe capital projcc@ will be necc=ry to keep the airfield's major 
kflides (runway, mway lights, and taxiwys) in good operating condition. 

toitim: Ait Force i s  also assumed to &ue to provide water axid sowage 
ent sssvicss thaugb the fircility on the landside of the base. The Tampa 

lcctric Compaay (TECO) is d to provide electric power at cc~mmercial k- 
bDaa TECO will bo nsponsiiIe Tor opmting and maintaining ib electric power 
'6 ~f~ NOAA wiU imt maintain tha airfield's own g d g  cguipurcnt I" 

IAIthough tbac costs are included in total opnting costs and s h e d  among 
Itcnants including AOC, it should be noted such capitnl pmjwts arc no4 gcnctaliy 
lfunded in this mama in Federal-agency budgets. Exhibit B, on the foltowing 
Ipagev illustrates ibo facilities fm which wintaancc costs were included 



?uej stomp and distribution: It is assumed that the Defense Logistics ~gtincy 
DLA) will license back all fuel facilities being tmsfemd to M, hlcluding the 

16um, the firelr tab, he1 pits, etc.. and will be mpnsible for their operation 
md -a. Any he1 facilities not Iicenscd bsdc to DLA will be removed 
~ f o m  transfer of tbe airfield. 

)OD wiu also be rrsponsible for operating and maintaining all ottrer facilities 
icensd to DoD and its agencies:' (See Appendix D for a list of DloD licensed 
kcilities.) 



TABLE I 
Distribution of Responsibilities and Costs 

I Function I Scnfce Provider Bulrer of Costs 

Sharcd I Management Contract 
I - 

1 S h a d  ~irfield -on 1 Waggaent Contract 

I Mmagumt  Contract 
I 

~mn#c.nt aired oenica I Management Contxact . 
I '  i 

1 Shared 

Shad, AOC, and maintenance Management Contract I 
-- - 

Shared 
rnm&mcnt contract I 

Shared, ASIC, and 
Xndividuall Tc~nts 

cap'* projects I SABER, utha contractors 

Air Force Contracts 

- - - 

Air For# 

Air Forcs and Tampa City 
Police 
Air Forcc 

Fuel koxage, distribution, Ud- L,ogWia Agency 
and h z m m c e  of 
~wi l ida  ' I 

ShPred AOC, and 
individual tcaants 

TECO ~ a i n b  of powa systan TECO 

fi..k.m8pr0- AOC and GSA I AOC and GSA 



~ e v d i  different approach wen used to detenniw a nalistic estimate of cbe total cost 
of 0pahm8 (he M e i d  at -1 Air F a n  Base. We the operating costs of 
the 4 e l d  f a  each of the functional mst areas not uclurivdy borne by other parties. 
This cast build-up, inchding operating, &t- a d  capital costs, w; based on 
c.umpa$hk and industry standard cost infomatioa 

&ting cost estimates mn comPr;d with two 4-te app-hes tor estimating 
the t o d  cost of opcdng MacDiil airfield. First, we examined the Air Force's hLtoriul 

operating costs. Tbcse wsts were scaled down - to approximate the costs of 
at MacmI uada its current, lower activity levels and urrda a ncn- 

Second, we Looked at several previous cat studies, conducted by wioas 
d the ao- and asmnpti0~8 inoludod in d T h w o  diff't 

thc cost of operating MacMU airfkld w m  wrnparab1t to our 
acimats, for operating MacDiU Meld, given adjustments lor dfliring 

k. Eatimatd Coat of 0perati.g MncDiU m d  
I' 

 he 4 1  build-up iacluciai atimata for each of the majat linc itans O&CI~ blow: 
I 
~ r f o r 0 ~  Contract 

~ e e  fiw opcming Con- 
aad Supplies for Operating Contract 

attrsct Manage- SW 
tlJt%iti# 
hounds Main- ad Building hhhnama 
jCnnmCqidwt- 
I/ 

Based 

iu the 

I .  

I 

. 



- 
Y. 

u ---- 

4 . Air Force Historicd Costs of Oper~ting MacDill AW~eld 

A smdk conducted. by the Air Form Budget office in 1991 (and updstccl in 1993) 
estimatkd the total cost of operating MacDill airfield at $12,104,608. % v e d  of thc cost 
centers included in this d m a t e  would not be asmtned by NOAA after transfa of 
MacDi b ' and wue thmforc subtracted fiom the total Cost. Thc functions vvhich were 
excluddd ate: 

I' 
hid-tr " (amumd to stay with DoD, Air 1Forcc) 
~~T~~ (assumed to stay with DoD, Air ]Force) 

(assumed to stay .With DoD,. Air ]Force) 
Liquid Fwis ( a s d  to stay ~ t h  Civii E n g i r k )  
kucls (supply) (assumed to go to DLA) . hfud Equipmeat Maintenance (&munod m go to DLA). 
~owc~production (assumed to go to TECO) 
I 

whm tko ~ m n t  cost fkd by the Air F- fa the &ration of ~ a c ~ l l  airfield is 
ths htions not indudmi in this d y s i s ,  to include mom recent 

amtract web and othor expenses, .od a adjust fbr infIation, th. 
of aidcld operatiom is $6.9 miflion. M o m  detail on the analysis 
figure is provided in the separate Technical' Appendix to 'this report 

aixfidd The Hillsborough County Aviation Aahosity, the - -  

(SOCObf) aftbe United Slates Army Aviati~ou Support 

dm to tho oosts of operating the airfield. kr e garoral 
~ l c n c s s ,  the results of our ady& were compared witlh ths cost 
tbess stodks Each of tbe studies assumes ditr;er#rt operating, facilities. 

amimafatcaanwexpenmrste~andchargcj,diffknthgad 
o v ~ o o l r b a , 8 n d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g ~ ~ 0 s k  'Ibdrocatcslimmr 
rungo lrbm S.3 million to $9.9 million. 

ir 
m ~ r d i k ~ g o y ' d e  a mu&&l compahm, the cats crthnmd in each of the studies 
have wtcd sci arr to incMc only tbc axps~sczl addressed in Section Il1.A. AAn 
l h c s o ~ ; r t m m n a a m d g t k r o ~ m t ~ m ~ e ~ o r n $ 1 . 4 t o ~ ) . 6 m i l l b p  

I 
~ h c ~ a l C a t i r r t ~ i n t b c p n i a r ~ i a m l o w a ~ h m t b 6 ~ i n t b i , ~ ,  
but t h d  lawor values can be attriited to a fw rignitbaa diffacnm in assuxnptioa 
Thew dqhq assumptiom include low Wits costs rehive to the b i d e  levels it 
~ ~ l i n l e a m c a p i t r l & ~ d r ~ s s i d s ~ ~ f o r ~ c ~ ~ j s r r , a d ~  
fiinge&owthujdmt#. I! 



costr may arise duc to contingencies such as low tenant occupancy or 
liabilities. Thus costs arc difficult to q w  Q. to rhiL uncertainty. 

types of contingencies arc d i s d  below, operating an -eld pc~ses a wide 
 risk^, including acts of war, acts of God natural disasters, plane crashes, 

of -IS. This report does not analyze these other businc:ss risks. 

~f ~fltidcpated tenants do nut occupy haugars a o h  a qmtcd, the 
~epu(lborrt of Commer# may want to mnintaia tbs Brilitie d new tcnalnts can k 

e annual cost of maintaining 
bud.., 

a11 of the tenant fttcilitics would be approximately 
S 1 60, This flgurr sen# ou a mdtnum ~ ~ n d n g c n ~ y  oosl Pnd would mult only 
from dto occqmcy at all tenant facilities. 

I' 
Environmental Liibiitiu 

dated N u v e  22, 1993, the Deputy Undcr Sctrctay of Dcf- 
tha! "DoD tcoim MI n;lporm 'bility fbr the cleanup of 

resulting h iB acti* The lasra l lw I~cstonaion 

. 
through tbo Army Corps 
sites. CI-ofa~aita 

could potentially still k c  

involwd ias operating 

activities tx hditics 
~ h t h e m m .  If* 

3 

to a tenant, that fimdany respo~~ble fix the 

costs. Iftxmdmmts uak tha swm systan, &mgu could 

'M* of bmm ~~ d N 0 M  aud DoD, N a p k  9-10, IWI. 

11 . 



dtb Weld tenants, NOAA Mends to include provisions whereby 4'. 
their commitmcnl to clean up any environmental contamination q 

DOC, as ow&, would still remain aldmateIy mipomible for 15A 5 ,. 
on aIl owned M L ~. including those licensed back to DoD. 

that arc oxpactad to be ticend to DLA ~oultl pbso frrtun , ,ea 
t%blc or unwillirrg to assume nspc~nsibility tor 

clcandp, it might become naassary for DOC to assume this responsibility. 
I 

• Past eaviroamentrl h m a g c  If a - 1 ~  contaminated site wc1.e discovcm~ 
after tht traasfer, it were impossible to trace the responsibirity to DoD, 

I Co-ICC could k held nrponriblc for the clc~nup costs. Even if the 
I e b i i t y  wut tt.aced to DoD, Commerce might spend significant staff time 

I - and urpcnscs resolving the issue 
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costs for the operation of MacDilI airfield can be estimated 
it is ap-t that a mechanism must ba developed to s k  the 

costs estimated in the pmiow d o n  among all of the airfield usen in 
limit DoCs total financial exposure. There arc a wide range o f  triter* for 

the wsu to br; borm by other tenants, such as benetits received fiom using 
the cost.avoidcd by not having to relocate, or the facilities used 

Ibi lscction presemt~ some potatid cost-sharing methods and d u a t e s  haw the resulting 
con lo Dd: might compare to the threshold figure. The first thne dtmatives consider 
pe k a g ~  or dollar sham, and tha second t b c  dtanativcs considor hybrids or cost- 
centkr a~~oat ion mcchmisms. Gcgotiatiioru between NOAA anti DOI) err 
undhwsy to detaminc Doll's contriition to rating costs. Until thaw 
arc dpncludcd, Does rhsrc caunot bo 

I: 
An w o n  cata l  to these mn-rharing arrangemata is mat DoD would be able t o 7  

Wing mwardt the cost of operating MscDiIl airiicld and tha cost of  accessing * 

if ~recsssary. Acwrdjng to the RRAC decision for partial closure of 
Force Base, "thc Commission recom~1ex& tho following: retain the Joint 

~omlsuaicati01~1 ~uppon ~ l e m c ~ t  a MWD~II sr long at tho d d d  ir non-DOD operate& 
of the at MrWl wll! be taken ova  by the Dqartmm1 of Commerce 

therFcdmlagency."" Thedecision~JCSEatthcairficld to~oidapopsiblc ( 
mlocatfon cost and also ncbgntws that tbere are other Dot) tenants, sucb r 

CIENTCOM, that requirs tbe use of an opuat id  airfield. 
I 2 

A. / AOC C Q ~ ~ U ~ ~ S  r FYI:& Pemtsge  1; 
pawmtap of total oosts, If total costs 
per#ntass share br Coamnerr# rcstrlting m a cost 

thrcsho1d would be 7 to 10 pwcont. This method &io implies tbat 
wmir'bute a tIxed penwage 'KO achieve a cost to Commerce within tk 

must assrrrao ' iy 90 to 93 p c a ~  Payments ts o h  
&* -xg p p a b .  -'bit C 08 f~110- 



Exhibit C 
Cost-Sharing: 

AOC Share vs. DoD Share 
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thod wdd tdhatc total shared o p t i n g  Costs based on each user's share of total 
Based on errimsLer of flight activity in recat yews, AOC rhml would be 

appmkrnatdy 12 paced '  1f the of total were based on this figure, AOC 
conuidpdon would be between $588,000 and $816,000. kIowevcr, fbturc fli,ght activity 
is tikc& to diia fbm.part ImIs. 

I: 
on flight activity has t&c advantage of offering easily quantifIaMe 

howm, then m some did-. Sorties rnay.be vaviable b m  
mait in-ullpnctfctablc sDRI tu ibe uun. For ~xample, if 

mobiliad for an ovcrseas opedon, its share of sortie, cou11d incnase 
Another disadvantage is flight activity does not Perf* reflect t& 
h m  dl airfield usas, For example, SOCOM would berw:fit not just 

to the rummy, but ftom liccnsinllp the ldDd for its antenna fm. 'b bckfit 
rsilected by this cmr-allocadon method. 

D. /IAOC Contributu a Fiscd Percentage Up To I Cap 

the AOC contribution with a caps such as $MO.OaO, tbis mahod tuitjccs the 
ucpo~& to Commerce. .Other tanmm would have to cover c o ~ a b o v c  the pc~ccnta~e 
shamhthecap. k i n s c ~ o & f b c ~ u f l l p a ~ e n ~ s h P r s f o r C o m w r a  mu198 in a coa within tho S S O O , ~  threshold ~ar lc i  ba 7 to 10 prcsnt. 

E /Each Party Fun& Certsin M e l d  Functions I 
a d  DoC d d  be ad& tapnndMiy fa 

conmct maaagumcat md AOC building 
all activities w w w u y  bol "core 

fba all additfoaal requircm~cnts. DoD 



case, responsibilities r u s t  be distributed in proportions vceptnble to both 
As in the other scenarios, thc requid  contributions from DoD and ~Commttce 

' 

partialb offset by payments 5 m  other tenants. 

n c  ladie below the dle* of u s h  method described above on DOCI financiai 
I I 

cxpNiP' 
TRBL,E n 

Ev~lurtion of AIternativa Cost Sharing Methods 

A. A&  xed % 

@oDI;fd %) 
I 

Easy to ddlta, 
limits -sure 
50-t 

- 

8. ?fixed$ 

I 
oxponnohw 
to a fixed amouat 

C. A& % nigh8 
I 

i 
contributions am 
bsscdonusagcof 
Meld 

D. ~ t i C  fixed %, 

+& b 

i: 

COSt ovcrmns 
could cause AOC 
sham to exceed 
threshold 

e%posum b limited 
to a 0xod amouue 
contribudons m 
bgsadonqof  
airfield 

11 

~Eabhputypaya 
for b * 

I 
I ;  

other parties would 
hawtoagreeto, 
b-~sxporurr 

pvidwctmnger 
incentive to 

* *  * ILwmmt costs 

inmascd dative 
flight activity or 
cod ovemrns 
could muso AOC 
shantocard 
thfcsho1d 

otkrparti#would 
haretoapeto 
bear corn over tbe 
cap 

Cmaverrwm 
d d  sum AOC 
shrrtoex#cd 
threshold, complex 
to calculate shar# 

Erpos~~rc to 
Xnmased Costs 

AOC bw3 a % of 
all b Y e d  costs 
(01 sarnl;~) 

- 

AOC bears none 
of the increased 
costs 

-- 

AOC b r s  a % of 
d ~ s c d o o s b  

(a =*PI 

AOC btsrn a % of 
incmd 
u d  the is 
rtrrchcd 

Aocbearoall 
addirioaal cos& 
a*) 

its Aurctiom 



Thib d o n  dirnmQ certain ~ s t a n c c ~  under wfriCh it m y  be necessary for A m  ' 
to I&(LVC M~t~Di l l  airfield and pruvidw an csthnak of the potcntid casts'of cxcesshg the 

TIICI-C ec two gened scmpios d a  whish Doc IMY have to o:Iocate AOC 
fiorh MacDin and cxccss the prom a) if DoC decides to relocate AOC or b) if DoD 
dwbes to relocate its operations or is prevented fiom continuing to fund o p e d o n s  at 
M B ~ D ~ I L  

cbc fume, DOC my dotamhe that it should docate AOCs opet&tioar fmm MacDilI 
4 l d  This may occur. fa example, if DoCt costs rcceed a level, if DOC'S 

changes, or if a mots attracdve tito is i d d b d -  Once t k  det~lination were 
relocate AOC, hr whatever DOC wlould atmounco its inteation to docate 

hih the airfield and begin the process of excessing the pmporty ard searching for r new 
o&. 

I! 

A. 

U & ccrtaIn amditioas, DoD may decide to tmnimte cc&b opmtioau at MscWl 
invtkving tbs airf~ed Cuncndy, rho wsr of relocating JCSE durn uut appear tu b cost- 

and the wst of relocating DoWs other opaatioru appears to be cart-prohibitive. 
of doating JCSE is estimated to be $25.6 ariUSon in tha BRAC tlecisioa Tbo 

~ l J d r t i ~ ~ ~ r n ~ o p m i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o n i m m d  iathehhndrrdsof&ons. 
I 

' Excusing Scenario 1 - DOC Termbtes Operadoes at MacDill qf2++ 

u d l a t h r c ~ d q ~ o ~ w o u ~ k ~ a d b ~ 6 o r - i f i ~ t h 0 p ~  

and would ebd when another agency accepts owPslship of the p ~ ~ p u t y .  Undf 

C. 
i 
, Cost of ErccuIng MwDln Afrliclld 

: 1. '  T k E h d l l g P ~ u  



x 
p- 

to identie potential wn; for the pmpertY and would possibly provide rom 

would then atcr into a M e d m  of Undentarrding (MOU) with CiSA to spell 
mpsibilities of DOC and WA during tbe c x a ~ ~ i p g  puiod. The MOU would 

d d l  a plan fix protection and rm6nrmPoce of thc property, u required 'by 41 CFR 
~ephndin~ on GSA's assessment of the needs of b popcztyy the security plan might dl 
for simply lockkg d gatu, pcovidbq occasiod or providing 24-how xndty. 

plan might involve some p m t i i v e  maintenance or simply repain of 

4 1 &R states that tho "holding shall k mponsible f a  the! apma of 
prothon and mdaarmcoe" of the property podiDZ tm&r to another landlord a to 
(is4 (the arpossl is as "upkctp of the pro~xrty tmiy to 

mxsary to o f k t  serious dcterioratiw." Afkr aa initial period of up to 
months, tbe expense of d t y  and maintenance may he nimhumed by the 

d e p d h g  on O W  appmptiatbas ffom Thc CM of up to 
security m d m a h t w  h dmatcd below. DOC my have to 

bear thae costs if GSA is PnaMe to nfmbmc DOC. 
I1 

tbe ~ d s o f t t w b a s e ~ t h e f o i n S C o d a n d h t i t h  Air Base 
like that DoDtAlt Fora will contiwe to pawidc security far the ovaaif 

air&. If d t y  wnc not provided by DoWAb Fora, and if the d t y  plan in th 



m 
is b 
ten; 
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PIN 
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In 1 
tenc 
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no& 
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on one met of the estimated building m a i n t q  cost for AO(:, shared, and 
g buildiugs, and cxcludes those facilities which arc expected to be "~muused." It is 
mtd that no capital projects (cg. runway will be q u i d  d w g  tbtexcessing 
16 T b  ammi maintcmmcc wst could be l o w  than this mimate if tho maintenance 
.in the MOU wflh GSA requires only ocwionai repairs. Maintenance costs could 
i g k  tbm this &ate if cumntly unused fitcilitics must be maintain,ed during the 
ssing period 

rc eveat that AOC relocates aml DOC ~ c c s s c s  the prom with DoD and other 
its nmaining (Sc-o I), DoC may continue to be responsible for its share of 
t i  operating costs in addition to tbc pot& protection and mainienance costs 
i above if pmtmtion curd maintmwm wen not othawiso provided. DOC sbould 
ider specwing as part of the cost-sharing agreemart to have DoD pay (ht total costs 
ffield opetation on- AOC has mlocsted and until such timo as GSA, Congress, or 
#r owna assurn# these costs. 

te altumativm avmt that Don terminata its operations at MacDI11 (Skenak 2), it 

m likely that AOC would have to nfocate, end DOC would b e  to excess the 
crty. Doc should coxside; spedjing in the cost-sMng agrccmmt CW DoD will 
all cosrs amdatsd witb AOCS exccssiRg prows, including pxotectioa and 
tenam costs, as AOCs need to leave the a e l d  in this scenario mttlrts fiom DoD's 
;ion to termbate operations at MacDiU 
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7 A . ~ ~ N D M  A. LIST OF DATA WcEmD 
I! 

F A ~ I T ' Y  DATA 
II 

'1 1 )  !I Airfied Pavuqeut Report technical report of airfield condition as of 1991. 

.I 
2) . Facility Condition Sunay &  will^ T-fn Condition Repon: general 

'I description of nmssar), ~~ and cost cstirnata for all facilities. 
J 

3) .i List of facilitias in need of repair, which will not be repaired by DoD ire- 

1 11 
transfer (10 fBcilitics with no identified ten&&). 

ma I' 

4) ii Histow of Airfield C o w =  listing for 1987-1990 of actual &field repairs 

1 1. and costs. !I 
J 1; 

1: 

5) 11 Run-, taxiway, aod lighting capital expendituru plan 
I! 

6) /i H*mdcsl capital and minten- cmb Tor N O M  and tenant fsdliticr 

7) /i Maintuumcc costs for facilities to be esasfsmd 

a) / / ~ - 5 r c p c a p ~ 0 1 ~ ~  
I 

1) 11 BRAC Lqmgc fa retention of JCSE n MsDilJ 

3) /I~CWopntknlf- 
I. 

4) Il Dkkqhe detaibg DoD ttactiont showing that the Air Force must support 
o~~ of JCSE, SOCOM, and CENTCOM a d  must share in costs of 
operations ofairfield if th#c opaationr an to continue at akiicld 



7) '! SOCOWCENTCOM N requirements for the i\nm 
li 

9) / /  Proposed aa. m be t m n s f ' d  . , 

9)  1 M- aflm Etafaed - 
li 

10) 1 Air Force Rcgula!ion 23-14: I m p r b m  of Cmmand Element 

11) : Support D ' i c  outlining Air Fore commitment to fiunding 
SOCOMICENTCOM 1. 

1. 

12) 1; Point of Contact li for EaL share cost tiegotid- 
:i 

rsdlity needs 
. . 

14) 1: SOCOM hangar requests aad opemional Dcdr 

2) 1 Detidl of mkiu fin addit id staEre~uiccd to a d m i n k  management contract 
I and review c01lmuWa wwlt 
I' 

R E L ~ T I O N  COSTS 
!I I 

1) (1 Total callmi- 

2) ~ ~ ~ c t ~ s l o p c r a i i o n r d c t a i l c d l l s t i ~ ~ o f ~ s o r t i e s b y t y p c ~ f ~  

3) FutPre tumnts prdectcd sorties (aat id  grtard marina patrol) 

T E N F A -  
! 



.1 

Y 2) JCSE I 

3) US c+ Commlrnrt 

3 4) -u.s. ~ p k i a l  Operations Command 
1 

1 5 )  Tenant hermit for NOAA to occupy current space 

J PREVIOUS S b I E S  AND CORRESPOMlENCE 
I 
I 

1) 1991 $*dies and correspondence (original figures for NOAA study) 

1) ~ ~ r n m &  Relocation Alternatives ' 

1 
3) 1992 - 1 1993 comrpondena kludine: letter fmn Secretary of Commerce 

requestihg transfer of Mactlill airfield fiom DoD; letter from Mayor of Tampa 

CURRENT FOR SERVICES 

I j me e&nt ~m contains a numtxr of attachments, the. tn~d  importilot of 
which i$ the statement of work, which outlines the duties a be perftnmcd 
by the +ntractor. 

PREYlOUS E ~ T E S  OF COSTS TO OPERATE THE AIRFIELD 

1) SAlC uhsoiicited bid to man- airfieid, with detailed pmonnel needs snd cost 
estimatc/s fa pmonne1 n ~ n k  a e s  ma~gemeat wmact only, ~ n d  d m  wt 
esti- capal  replacement or .mainkme WSB in thc bid 

2) Peat Meek Study for Hillsbornugh County: looks at five separate .wnarios for 
IweIs qf o-oa, all including conversion costs which are not relevant to 
cmentl? proposed transfer arrangemeat. Also includes maintenancf! costs. 

3) SOCO@ i n t d  cost estimate of ahfield operation costs, includihg m-e. 

. 4) Joim ~k ~e1ocation compariwa. compraer costs of operating at h4acDill with 
operatis at Tampa. Five year estimates of personnet costs and other facilitie 
costs fDt. qmation of tbe aidicld. 

AIRFIELD ~humu, DATA 
4 

I )  F M ~  plan' for 1994 



Y 2 )  Custyial lala information 

1) AOC &perations budget for FY 1994 

4) ~nnw$ airfidd operations cost estimate from I991 study, updated in 1993 

5) Econotnic resource impact statement 
I 

6)  AOC h k  d o m c o  plans for FY 1994 
1' . . 

7 )  Fiscal pear 1994 budget target fm AOC 

1 X) ~isto ibl  heavy a i r e d  horn for MacDiU . ' 
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I. ESTIMATED COST OF OPERATING MACDILL 

A. Cost Summary 

The following table ~ummatizes the estimated range of costs for owning and operating 
MacDill airfield: 

TABLE TA-I 
Cost Summary 
(Annual Costs)' 

mr Estimate - 
Labor for Operating Contract 1 $2,384,000 I 53,444,000 

Awad Fee for Operating Contract 191,000 1 344,000 

Contract Management I 428,000 1 577.000 

Utilities I 568.000 I 790.000 

O r o h  and Building Maintenance I 286,000 1 286,000 

Subtotal 1 54,632.000 1 56491.000 

Provision for Capital Expendims 2S2,OOO 1 301,OOO 
-u - 

TOTAL I I 
. . ... -.- wiwa!u ii6.792.M)Q 

Each of the above cost categories b discussed in further &tail helfiw. 

I% Labor Casts for Optrating Contract 

'rb 'estimate Iabor costs for the optratin% contract, a staf3ng plan was dclvelopcd to meet 
both the requirements of the opnatinp coniract RFP irs well as the iequiremenbi for 
operating the airfield. The labor cost is based on 56 fW1 time ~rsonne1 a! local 
prwdhg kp rat* h b x d  20-30 pcrcm for f i go  b f i b  and 5(1b100 pmxnt for 
contractor overhead. An award fee of 8-10 percent of total labor costs was also added. 

S h e  labor rqmsents a major part of the total cost, the estimate is amst sensitive to 
changes in the key variables a f k t h q  labor. Thcse critical variables incl'ude: the number 
of pcrsonnml for the operating wntmot, their wagw pcr hour, w e  nnci overhead rates, 

Price Waterhouse 
TA-1 



and the award fee percentage. A semitivity analysis was conducted to determine the 

w effect of changes in these variables on total costs. This analysis helped in deriving a 
range for the estimate of total costs. The assumed values for these variables used in the 
lower and upper estimates are shown below: 

TABLE TA-U 
Kev Labor-ReIated Assum~tions 

Variable Lower Value 

Number of Persome1 56 

Fringe Benefit Rate 20% 30% 1 
I Award Fee Percentage I 8% 1 1 0  1 

The staffing plan for the f i e l d  operating contract rdecrs specific:ations included in 
the RFP, although some adjustments have been madt, The assunlptions behind the 
labor estimate for each contract function are described below: 

AZr traffic control (ATC): The ATC function will include maintaining and 
man~&g the ATC facilities and providing weather obstrvatio~l services. Control 
of air tmffic will be within a horizontal radius of 5 statutc miles h m  the center 
of the airport extending h m  the swrface up to and including tin altitude of 2,100 
feet above the airport elvation. These services will be those: of a non-approach 
(VFR) FAA control tower.' Sufficient pnsonntl will be lprovided to cnsure 
coverage during a 12-hour period, including the peak operatirig houn of  0600 to 
1400, Monday through Friday, as specified in tht RFP. The assignGd 
this function will also be responsible for we8thcr ob~~r~ations dew including 

I I the requirements of a basic Mahcr watch and dissemination of slufsce 
observations locally. A staff of fiur controllers and a supervisor arc assumed to 
-meet this fktion's nquinmcnts. 

Real propcrty mdntcarnes: TfGs category opnation, equipment maintte~ancc, 
and a preventive mabnace program for Navaids (TACAN & ILS) . S k  this 
W o n  covers a broad variety of equipment, a $imiIarly Wick group of panoancl 
skills are anticipated to be rtquirtd Approximately 15 indivilduals, including five 
office personnel, wo plumbers, a W A C  mechanic, an electrician, two truck 
drivers, thtec, laboren, and a parts w~~chousepemn art expected for this Amctioa 

Transient aircraft rervica: The lhcicansicnt a h a f t  services function is expected 
to be provided between 0600 and 1800 hours, seven days a week. It consists of 
meeting and parking all arriving airctaft, coordinating fix1 service needs, 
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providing transportadon to the hangar or operations building, and providing 
departure services. They will maintain all assigned vehicles, aircraft tugs, and air 
cargo staircase.., weepers, etc. Eleven individuals including a dispatcher, 
secretary, two clerks, four aircraft scrvicus, and W e  aircraft mccb ic s  axe 
expected to be rcqui-ed to meet tlr respmibilitirr of this function. 

Airfield operations: The largest ~sponribil i~ of the contractor who operates the 
ai~pert will occur in the functional area nf airfield opcmtioru. The contractor 
personnel in this category will function essentially as thc airport manager with 
rc~~onsibilitiw for ensuring safs and efficient ai~crdn opsrduns, coordinating 
grounds maintenance, periodically inspecting airfield facilities, coordinating 
airfield maintenance contracts, monitoring &field wdaccess co~~trol, coordinating 
flight planning and flight data collection activities, and providing transit aircrew 
suppon Approximately 21 individuals including five operatiom supmison, ten 
loboms, an cntomologist, an envhtmmtafist, and fctw ssurity persunnet art 
expected to be nccmary to meet the responsibilities of this function. An 
cntomologist is includcd to provicb the n c c v  pest control; it is expect& that 
this function will not be provided by DoD. 

AiI-noId Adminhtrationr Even though not idcntifled as a rcqukemad iu the 
operations services contract, we consider an adminimation hction to k 
necessary. This group of app mcimtcly hut individuais would direct and 
coordinate the activities of all of the previously described fuabctional categories. 
A director and assistant, along with two administrative pasom~el, arc expected to 
be ablo to moot the needs of this activiry, 

Table TA-IV on the following page provides the spccitic wage and naflbg assumptions 
for each of these categories. Table TA-III below sumaizcs the buildup of total labor 
costs, including direct labor'com, fiingt benefits, ovahad cor~: 

TABLE TA-III 
Labor Cost BPlld-u~ 

Cost -Item Lon Estimate High htimnta 

Estimated Dinct Labor $1,324,400 $1 $24.400 

Fringe Benefits 264,900 397,300 

Overhead Cosb 794,700 1,721,800 

$2384.000 



TABLE TAdiV 
Wage and SWmg Levels 

Wage/Hr Hours/Year 
(*I 

Airfield operations 
Supervisors $15.00 2,080 
Laborers 6.50 2,OW 
Entomologist 15.00 2,080 
Environmentalist 18.00 2,080 
Sauzity 8.25 2,080 
SUBTOTAL. 

Ann1 Salary Number 
Person~nel 

TOTAL 
COST 

2. nirfield a-tion 
Director $35.00 2,080 $72,800 ' 1 $72,800 
Asst. Director 30.00 2,080 62,400 1 62,400 
.Secretary 9.50 2,080 19,760 1 19,760 
Clesk 7.25 2,080 15,000 1 15,080 
SUBTOTAL 4 $170,040 

3. Air traffic conkd 
Cunlrvller $15.00 2,080 $31,200 1 4 $124,800 
Supervisor 20.00 2,080 41,600 1 41.600 
SUBTOTAL 5 $166,400 

4. Transient airwaft services 
Dispatcher $6.50 . 
*-Y 9.50 
Clerk 7.25 
Aircraft Scrvicet 13.00 
AircraPtMechanic 15.00 
SUBTOTAL 

7 v 

5. Real property maintenaxlce 
Laborer $6.50 
Dispatchc'r 6.50 
Clerk 7.25 
Secretary 9.50 
w- 9.00 
Power Truck Opeitor 9.00 
HVAC Mechanic 15.00 
Plmhu 15.00 
TNcft Driver 13.00 
SUIBTOTAL 

TOTAL DIRECT LABOR 56 $1,324,440 

* - The wages used are those listed in tht RFP for the airfield operating contract. 
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C. Materials and Supplies 

The estimate for materials and supplies for the operating contract could not be based on 
historical experience from MacDill and was developed on the basis of I m o ~ n  costs of a 
similar nature for commercial service airports. A range of cost esrirnaites w based on 
the annual expend im for materials and supplies at comparable wrrunercial airports, 
which experience considerably greater operational activity but possess a similar size staff. 
The cost of materials and supplies is estimated to be between $775,000 and $1,050,000. 

D. Coutract Mauwgmuaut St8E 

NOAA plans to hire several additionai staff to administer the operating contract. The 
salaries of these staff, estimated by NOAA, me presented below: 

TABLE TA-V 
NOAA Contrnct Management Staff - 

overhead costs aJsociated with thwt staff. 



E. Utilities 

The estimate for airfield utilities costs was developed on the basis of known costs of n 
similar nature for commercial service airports. We developed a range of estimated costs 
based on rhe annual expendims on utilities at comparable commercial service airports, 
which experience considerably greater operational activity but possess a !similar size staff, 
Based on the utility costs for the commercial service airports used for this analysis, 
MacDill airfield's utilities costs are estimated to be between $568,000 and $790,000. 

F. Grounds Maintenance and Buildiag Maintcnaact . 

The information on grounds maintenance, r t h  removal, and custodial costs usat in this 
analysis was provided by Air Force's 6th Contracting Squadron. The grounds 
maintenance cost of $282,000 used in this analysis includes $262,000 for mouing, edging, 
md trimming of grass and $20,000 for planting. The removal and custodial costs 
for shared facilities, such as the tower, were assumed to be minimal. 

Annual building maintenance casts were estimated by detmmhhq the repiaccment costs 
of the buildingti or hangars belonging to AOC or identified as shmi facilities, The 
&mate ass;urncs ia $60.00 per sy. n. nplacment wst for buildings ud $40.00 per sq. 
R for hangars. Tht annual maintenance cost was assumed to be oule percent of the 
nplaccmcnt cost for a total of $49,000. Both the rcplactmcnt cost and the percentage for 
annual maintennnca were c o b &  with Ak Force 6th Civil Eagineerirq Sqwdron. 

Aj shown in the followiug table $4,285 is c s h a k d  fur builrtings that arc considered to 
be shard facilities: 

TARIS TA-Vl 
Building Maintenance Costs 

(Shared Facilities) 

9 I 

Facility No. Description Area 
(Sq. Ft) Cwt 

1105 Control 'I'owcl 3,152 $1 89,1:10 $1,891 

TOTAL I I I 1 
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G .  Capital Expenditures 

~lthough the scope of work for this study specified a ten-year financial d y s i s ,  the 
capital expenditure estimates used in the cost estimates include 20. ye:- of expected 
improvements needed for the airfield Because airport facility maintenance is generally 
incurred over long periods of time, this prevents " 12th year" costs from king overlooked 
and excluded From the total costs .of optrating MacDill airfield. 

Improvements identified and costcd for the airfield during the hi tcn years include 
pavculerrt joillt sedhg, rr;pliit:mtnl or some electrical homerun circuits, a m w a y  
sealcoat, overlay of the asphalt portions of the taxiways and replacement o f  the entire 
runway lighting system. The total cost of these improvements was estimated at 
$2.5 18,000 including a 20 percent msrkt~p for euginming and contingencies. The annual 
average cost for the first ten years is therefore approximately $252,000 per ycar. 

A second ten year list of airfield improvements includes a sealcoat fc~r the apron area 
pavement, a runway overlay, a r e p b c p t  approach light system imd a significant 
amount of security fencing. Cost of these improvements totaled $3,504,009 inchding the 
m e  20 percent for engineering and contingencies. C o m b ' i  this fip,m with tho first 
ten ycar costs provides a 20 year list of capitol cxpenditues t o W g  56,022,000 or an 
annual average cost of approximately $301,000. This cost rqmmts the annual 
contribution to a capital fimd ntctssary to provide fbr large capital projects in the future. 
It should be noted that these costs are not typically incl~~derl as a buclgct line item fur 
Federal agencies. 

This analysise docs not include capital expenditures required to c o ~ p l y  with Federal, 
State, or local regulations regarding accessibility for the handicapped, workplace safety, 
or other requirements. Tables TAXI and TAIVm on the followiq page list the capital 
projects included in the capital expenditures estimate: 

Price Waterhouse 
TA-G 



TABLE TA-VII 
Capital Projects 

Capital Project Cost - 
Ytan 1-10 - 

Seal Coat for Runway $5 71],61M - 
Maintain Runway PCC Joints 22 1,400 

I 

Maintain Apron and Taxiway 167,4,00 
Joints - 
Taxiway Overlay 1,325,ClOO 

, - 
Replace Lightmg 200,CKW) - 
Replace Htomenm Circuits 34,!iW - 

SmToTAt (1-10) I $2 J 18,360 - 
Years 11-20 - 

Runway o w d a y  $1,904,(K)O - 
Apmn Sealcoat 1,275,1300 - 
Replace MALS-SF Lighting 75JNO - 
Replace Fencing 250,000 - 

SUBTOTAL (1 1-20) I $3,504:000 
I 

TABLE TA-VlII 
10 nrrd 20 Year CapM Expenditures 

Y c a r ~  1 - 10 $2,,518,360 

10-Year Average Annual Cost S;Wl,S36 

11-20 3,,504,ooO 

Avcrngc annual cost (1 1-20) 350,400 

Rice Waterhouse 
TA-7 
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1x1. ANALYSIS OF HISTORICAL COSTS AND PREVIOUS STUDIES 

CP A. Analysis Air Force Historical Cosb 

TABLE TA-IX 
Analysis of Air Force Historical Costs 

ANNUAL AIRFIELD OPERATIXG COSTS 
DoD COST 

Labor $10,6 1 1,4866 $4,833,109 

MaterioWSupplies for Operations 1,021,8;54 1,612,230 

Electricity 9 1,368 lOS,7?0 

Grounds Maintenance 282,COO 282,OOO 

Subtotal 6,833,109 

Projected Capital Repairs: (Runway Rubber I Removal and Repair. Control Tower Wrndows) 

TOTAL 

The adjusted costs reflect reducing the airfield costs to include only thtr functional areas 
described above which are assumed to be transfermi to NOAA. The cumt DoD payroll 
figures assume a manpower authorization level of 277 full-time quivalcnt~ (FTEs), as 
indicated on tht table on the following page). 115 of these manpowex ruthorizations are 
a l l 0 4  to operating the portion3 of thc airficld being c o d d a d  by NCIAA. Subkactbg 
these authorizations f k rn  the total opaatine costs, the auuual labor cost1 k e d  by the Air 
Force for the portions of the airfield to bc transfed to NOAA total $4.8 million (in 
1994 dollars - c d a t e d  at 5 percmt for three years). 

Fgr,tbo 1993 budset, ~~y $2.7 million in cxpenscs (cxcl~dhg labor) wcry 

obligated for the operation of the airfield. Approximately $1.6 million of these apcnscs 
are for the cost fbcdonal artas to be t m s f d  to NOAA. In the 1994 wet, cxptns~  
(excludiig'labor) are estimated at approximately $2.0 million. Ths $2.0 million estimate 
for operating exparse~ (including utilities, grounds maintenance, and 0th expenses, but 
excluding labor) is a mom appropriate and up-to-datc figurc than those used iu tkc: 
previous studies. The adjusted costs include $105,770 for electricity (equal to the 1991 
f i y w  escalated a 3 percart for three years); the current S282,OOO ccnltraet for grounds 
maintenance; and the remaining $1,612,230 fix other Meld operaticnu, totailing $2.0 
million in expenses (excluding labor) for operation of the airfield (in :I994 dollars). 
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At the time of the airfield operating cost study update in 1993, $98,O(K) were projected 
for capital repairs. This money covered runway rubber removal and n:pair, and control 
tower windows. The !$911,T)Ol) figure was escalated at 5 percent for one year to $102,900. 

B. Aualysis uf Pmviuus Studies 

Several studies have been conducted in the past by various parties interested in the 
operating costs for MacDill airfield. The Hilishntough County Aviation Authority, the 
U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM) of the United States Anny Aviation Support 
Elcmcnt (USAASE), the Joint Staff, and Scicucc AppIicatiurls Inlemiilional Corporation 
have all conducted analyses to estimate the costs of opcrating.thc airfie:ld. Tht results of 
the prwiously metltioned analysts were cornpared with the cost estimates made in these 
studies. ~ a e h  of the studies assumes different operating facilities, rliffnmt operating and 
maintenance mpenst rates and charges, different labor assumptio~us, and diffcrcnt 
assumptions regording capital costs. Their cost estimates range b u r  $1.3 million to $9.9 
million. 

The btal annual opmting costs &mated in each of the studies have been adju.it so 
as to include only the expenses addressed in Section M.A. In addition, the original 
esthatm have been inflated at 5 pcrccnt pcr year to 1994 dollan, if ncccssary. OUGG 
these adjustments arc made, the cost estimates range &om $1.4 to $4.6 million. Some of 
the values estimated in the previous studies are lower thau the estimates made in this 
study, but these lower vdks can be attributed to a few significant diffbmces in 
assumptions. These varying assumptions include low utilities costs relative to the historic 
levels at MacDill, littlm or no capital h d s  set aside  nua ally for larglt capital projects, 
and vatying m g e  benefit and overtread rates. The r d t s  of the pn:vious W c s  an 
pnsentcd below with adjusted estimates resulting from the removal of all functions not 
included in this cost analysis: 

Price Wbterhouse 
TA-9 
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TABLE TA-X 
Analysis of Previous Studits 

($ in millions) 

Study 

Hillsborough County Aviation 
Authority - Scenario 4, Full 
Service General Aviation Use 

USMSE 
SOCOM 

Joint Staff 
SOCOM Cost Analysis 

Joint Staff 
MacDiIl Operations (w/o fuel) 
(1992) 

Scicncc Applications Zatemtiod 
Corporation 

Original Estimate 

1 I OWTme 
Costs 

$2.7/yr $3.0 for 
capital 

$3.4 for 
capital 

Adjusted ]Estimate 
(1994 S) 

$2. 'l/yr $1.9 for 
'capital . ' 

- " '  expend 
S2.'7/yr 

Price Waterhouse 
TA-10 







DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFlC€ OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

INSTALLATIONS LOGISTIC8 AND ENV1RONNENl 
110 ARMY P E N T A M  

WASHINGTON DC 2031 041 10 
February 1, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE (INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Minimum Essential Facilities to Support the 
Deployment of the 10th Mountain Division at 
Fort Drum, New York 

Reference your memorandum of January 30, 1995, 
regarding the evaluation of Wheeler-Sack Army Airfield 
for mobilization/deployment support for the 10th 
Mountain Division at Fort Drum, New York. 

This is to provide our concurrence with the 
proposal outlined by the Joint ~rmy/Air Force Team that 
visited Fort Drum on January 26 and 27, 1995. Atta'ched 
are pen and ink changes to the team's report, to make 
it more factually correct. 

The Army's original estimate for the airfield 
expansion was based upon requirements that were pro- 
vided and validated by the the Air Mobility Command. 
The team's report represents what are the minimally 
essential requirements. Therefore, we should recognize 
the possibility that the $51.17 million estimate will 
likely change when a more detailed design review is 
accomplished. However, we concur that the estimates do 
appear reasonable to accomplish stated requirements. 

With regard to operating costs and savings, thle 
report outlines some of the operational savings andl 
benefits to the Army of deploying from Fort Drum. The 
expanded airfield operations at Fort Drum will also 
result in additional Army costs, that will likely 
offset the operating savings outlined in the report;. 

Please keep us apprised of your progress with this 
initiative. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations and Housing) 

OASA(I,L&E) 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

FtXE Of THE ASSlSrANT SECRETARY tm 3 u 1% 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

(Installations and Housing) 

FROM: SAF/MII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1660 

SUBJECT: Minimum Essential Facilities to Support the Deployment 
of the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum, New York 

Reference your memorandum of January 12, 1995 regarding the 
evaluation of airfield mobility support for the 10th Mountain 
Division at Ft Drum, NY. 

Attached is a Trip Report of a fact finding visit to Ft Drum 
on January 26-27, 1995. As pointed out in the trip report, the 
listing of required facilities was agreed to by all parties which 
included team members from your staff, FORSCOM, local Ft Drum 
personnel, SAF/MII, and other Air Force personnel. 

The Fact Finding Team cost estimate, developed by AF/CEP, 
shows that the overall cost of providing the minimum essential 
facilities required to support the deployment of the 10th Mountain 
Division out of Ft Drum is $51.17 Million. 

The Air Force plans to submit this as a BRAC-95 
recommendation for consideration by the Secretary of Defense. 
Request you provide Army concurrence of  t h i s  proposal as soon a s  
possible. 

JAhIES F. ZCA.;Fi;GilT 
w D e p u t y  Assistant Sscra:~ y of the Air Farce 

(Instz!!z:ions) 

Attachment: 
Fact Finding Trip Report 



T R I P  REPORT 

FACT FINDING VISIT TO FT DRUM, MY 

Col Jack Renton, IMA Reserve ~ssistant to 8AF/MII:, conducted 
a Desk Top Evaluation of Airfield Support for the 10th Mountain 
Division, Ft Drum, NY in October 1994. Inior~~atioa f r o m  this 
report was verified and utilized in developing the data collected 
on thin trip. 

There were two coordination/planning meetings held in the 
Pentagon involving both Army and Air Force personnel prior to this 
visit, Listed below are the team personnel that trawled to Bt 
Drum: 

A I R  FORCE PERSONNEL 

Col Joseph A. Feather, Mil Assistant SAF/MII (Teim Chief) 
Col John B. Renton, IMA Reserve Assistant SAF/MI:t 
L t c  Bernie Xring, AF/RT 
Maj Gary L. Fellows, AF/CEP 
C p t  Christopher Ernandes, 621  AMCS, McGuire AFB, NJ 

ARMY PERSONNEL 

Mr. Donald Manuel, DASA (1,LCE) 
Ms. Neta Adams, DCSPIM BRAC f a 5  66- 
Mr. Wimbrick Wells, ENGR/D&PIM, FORSCOM 
L t c  Albert Decoursey, ACSIM 
Maj William Shumate, DACS-TABS 

While at Ft Drum, the team toured/visited the entire airfield 
facility and some facilities adjacent to or near by the airfield 
that could possible be utilized as minimum essential facilities 
for the purpose of deploying the 10th Mountain Division. The 
following Ft. Drum personnel were directly involved i:n our tour 
and follow on discussions: 



X r .  David Bush, Deputy Garrison Commander 
Ltc David M. Wodruff, Dir Plans, Training, Mobilization & Sec 
Mr. Marlyn T. Sears, Dep Dir, Plans, Train, Mobilization, Sec 
Mr. William Bamann, Master Planning, Public Works 
Cpt Steven Williams, Airfield Commander 
Hr. Alois J. White, chief Air Traffic Controller 
Mr. Ronald Blimebry, Airfield Operations 
Mr. Rick Berry, Director of Logistics 

During our discussions at F't Drum we developed a listing of 
the minimum essential facilities that would be required either by 
new construction, renovation/modification of existing facilities, 
or use of existing facilities. This listing of facilities (see 
attachment 1) was approved and agreed to by all personnel 
involved, and was briefed to Col Joel E. Williamson, Garrison 
Commander, during our out briefing on the afternoon of 27 Jan 95. 

~ollowing are reasons for the differences between the Air 
Force and A m y  estimate: 

-  nay planned for a 200 ft wide runway vs. AF requirement of 
150 ft. 

- m y  planned for an apron approximately twice the size of 
Cyr the AF requirement. 

- ~ r m y  planned for a new JP-8 refueling system and the AF 
requirement is satisfied with existing facilities. 

- Site survey group felt Army 1391 had overstated the Water, 
Sewer, Gas and Site Improvement requirements. 

- site survey group felt the new Vehicular Wash/Contingency 
Storage Facility is not required because the ex:isting 
Vehicle Wash Rack is adequate to support the molbility 
mission. 

- Site survey group felt the full scope recommend.ed by the 
m y  for the Departure/Arrival Control Group Facility is 
not required because existing facility being used for 
mobility processing is adequate, The site survey team 
recommends a new facility be constructed to inspect 
vehicles and pallets. 

The AF/CEP Cost Estimate (attachment 2) shows that the 
overall cost of providing the minimum essential facilities 
required to support the deployment of the 10th Mountain Division 
out of Wheeler-Sack AAF at Ft Drum is $51.17 Million. 

There also will be a need for minimum essential m,ission 
Y( related equipment, that is being utilized by the Air Force at 

~riffiss AFB, to be transferred to Ft Drum. This should be 
accommodated in the BRAC language to ensure that the m~inimum 
essential equipment does get to Ft Drum. 



We also were able to gather additional information concerning 
Army costs associated with deploying out of Griffiss AFB. 

Surface transportation contract costs to transport troops 
from Ft Drum to Griffiss AFB: 

FY 92 - $223,000 
FY 93 - $143,000 
FY 94 - $250,000 

TDY costs for Pt Drum Support personnel while at Griffiss 
AFB: 

Normal Battalion Deployment (Avg/year) $144,000 

special Deployments 
92 Hurricane Andrew - $64,000 
92 Somolia - $102,000 

itary Assistant, SAF/MII 



AIRFIELD 

Attachment 1 

MINIMUM ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. punway - Remove existing 03/21 ncrete runway (5000 A by 150 A). Construct a 10,000 A P by 150 ft concrete runway with 25 ft houlders and 1000 A ovenuns. Install runway lighting 
system. Construction includes all grading, clearing, relocation requirements for utilities, fencing, 
and roads. Provides runway signage and stormwater drainage system. 

2. Turnaround - Construct a 75 ft wide concrete turnaround taxiway at the departure end of 
=moving a 75 A wide portion of eastfwest runway to construdt new 

3. Parkinn A~ron  - Construct a 700 A by 1950 fi concrete parking apron with 25 A :boulders to 
park a maximum on ground (MOG) of 6 C-5s. Apron will include deicing pad, mast lighting, 
oiVwater separator and connecting (1450 A by 75 A) taxiway to runway. 

4. Hot Load Pad - Construct a concrete hot load pad with w ~ e c t i n g  taxiway too proposed 
arking apron. Construction will include minimal deicing facilities and lighting, 

5. Cat 1 A ~ ~ r o a c h  System a s )  - Provide new system at both ends for runway 0312:l. 

AIRFIELD ASSOCIATED PROJECTS 

6. Firestation - Construct an additional bay on the existing fire station (Bldg 2065). Existing 
facility has four bays. Presently the airfield has two P-4s and one structural truck. PLMC 55-23 
requires four aircraft firefighting trucks to support a maximum on ground of more than two C-5s. 
Therefore, an additional bay is required. 

7. Pe- - CoConstruct 10,800 sq ft heated facility for weighing and 
inspecting vehicles, and building and inspecting pallets. Construct a 3,600 sq A unheated 
addition to store aerospace ground equipment and material handling equipment. Total square 
footage is 14,400 sq R Presently no facility exists to meet this requirement. 

8. Jnfhstmcture ReauiremenQ - Provides all road/vehicle parking paving, water, sewer, gas 
upgrades to existing base infirastructure that support minimum essential airfield requirements. 
Tbese costs are currently estimatedp61$630,000. 

A T  



rz REQUT~EMENTS SATISFR~D BY EXISTING FACILITIES 
m o B , , , m M z o ~ / ~ ~  P~~~~ 

9. F&l&xags - No additional storage is required to support the meW&y mission Two JP-8 
135,000 gallon tanks exist. Additionally, a fie1 truck refueling facility capable of fileling two 
trucks at one time exists. Resupply of additional he1 can be accomplished in a few lhours by rail 
and truck. 

10. Vehicle Wash Rack - The base @t completed construction of a new vehicle wash rack. This 
facility is adequate to support the aeb&y mission. It is adjacent to runway 03/21 and is 
connected by hard SUTface road to the airfield. Three hundred feet of additional hardl d a c e  road 
will be constructed to keep all vehicle operations within the airfield fenced area rathler than 
traveling on county roads. 

11. Vehicle StanindParkin~ Area - Sufficient ramp exists to meet this requirement. 

12. Personnel Processina Area - The old base gym, bldg 2360, (27,295 SF) is cume~itly being 
used for mobility processing. This facility is located three miles from the staging mea, and is 
adequate to support the mobility mission. It is estimated 450-500 troops will be in the facility for 
for a maximum of three hours each time. 

EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS 

13. Fuel trucks, fire trucks, snow removal vehicles, AGE, and other airfield maintenance 
equipment will be required to support the mobility mission. This equipment exists ;at Gri&s 
AFB. If the mission moves, this mission essential equipment should transfer with tl~e move. 



0 BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE S 

1/30/95 

..-.. Category: INDll'E Subcategory:LAB 

I 

Analyst: Maj Gary Fellow 
- 

Office: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: ARM02401 Realign Qriffisll Atld Funcdaa to Pat  Drum-F 
i 

:raft Summary Net Force Structure Change 

ing Base: Fort Drum 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

A f a  udt 
Base'ine Pop'n ( S e e  n o t e  be low)  
Adjusted Pop'n 
In Bound None 0 
In Bound None 0 
In Bound None 0 
In Bound None 0 
In Bound None 0 
Total Populatio 

Percent population change fiom adjusted population: 
Estimate Summary 

Note:  P e r s o n n e l  numbers d o  n o t  r e p r e s e n t  F o r t  Drum p o p u l a t i o n .  Theee numbers are r e q u i r e d  for the 
cost e s t i m a t i n g  model  to run. 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



I: 1 
to : 01301995 
eet 1 d 5 tor Scsnrrk: ARM02401 Reallgn OrMhr Md Function to Fort Drum 

her R.qult, 
12-000 sm IMPROVEMENT 1 SF 0 0.00 0.00 0.84 
6684 AIRFIELD LlGHTlNG 1 SF 0 0.00 0.00 1.00 
M)oV R ~ 1 0 " J o i n b d ~ t s  78333 SY 20 22.17 109.40 0.66 

ATEGORIES 

MMOn ( P B ~ O ~ O U ~ W  166666 SY 15 16.63 174.58 

OMKlh 14'Jointed Concrete 33333 SY 48 53.20 128.49 
Goo0 0 0 0.00 0.00 
0-000n 8" BOW C O U ~  33333 SY 15 16.63 34.91 
O-WOh 1CJdntedConcreb 15000 SY 48 53.20 50.28 

0-0011 2" asphalt overlay 5000 SY 7 7.76 2.44 

0-001g Ovarun DBST Surfam Tma(me 28333 SY 2 2.22 3.96 

Mikon: 
BOS 

Subtotal 

TRba 

C h  Hold - BCEWCEG Staff Only 

Prognm'd 
SCOPE UIM Tri-Svc 

$/unit Wunit 
6% SlOH 

(SKI 
TOTAL 
(w) 



'uorksheet 1 of 6 for Scenario: ARM02401 "( 3n Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum . [ 
932400: Excavab 10000 R by 150 R area. 

136664: ProvMes runway lights, duckwork, threshold lights, apron lighting, and all upgrades to existing electrical system to support this project Estimate 
provkled by the base electrical engineer, 

110-000v: Remove 7 Inches existing concrete on 150 x 5000 foot runway. 

1 1OMHhr: Provides 12 inch base course for 10000 x 150 new runway and select fill. 
/ 0,00* 

11MlOOh: For 14 inch concrete-x 150 designed for 30 FAA design. Site survey team members agreed on this requirement 

1 1OMH)n: Provides base course for runway overuns. 1000 feet x 150 feet. 

1lMNW)h: Provides 1800 foot by 75 foot hot cargo pad taxiway 14 inch concrete. 

11M)Olf: Provldes 2 inch asphalt overlay for first 150 of each overrun. 

11MW)Ig: ProvMes DBST (chip seal) surface treatment to 850 feet of each 1000 foot overrun. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEO Staff Only 



C b  Hold -'#mCEG Staff Onty 

CATEOORKS 

-R.quk, 
11M)Olh Runways- 0 SY 10 11.08 0.00 0.98 
1lM)Oli PmmdShouldenCwgo,6"b.re 1 6666 SY 15 16.63 17.46 0.31 
1 1M)Ofj Pmmd S h o u ~ r g 0 , 2 "  lbph 16666 SY 7 7.76 8.15 0.14 
llo-ootk b ~ ~ , 6 "  6599 SY 15 16.63 6.91 0.14 
11WOlI 13" PCC, Hot Cargo 6599 SY 45 49.88 23.85 0.37 
110-001m B " T o d m y ~ ~  12083 SY 15 16.63 12.66 0.22 
1 10-001 n 14- PCC, Apron Tukvry 12083 SY 48 53.20 40.50 0.72 
11MX)lO 6"Baec0u~.Apron shoukkr 5000 SY 15 16.63 5.24 0.11 
11M)Olp 2=lbpMtApronShou#er 5000 SY 7 7.76 2.44 0.31 
m-001r ~ " ~ ~ o u ~ . ~  151666 SY 15 16.63 158.86 2.81 

6.11 

Mllcon: 6.11 
BOS 0.61 

Subtotal 6.72 

Pknnlng 0.60 

TOTAL 7.32 

Titk, 
Rognm'd 

SCOPE 

I 

'%= VunH 
6% SlOH 

(SKI 
TOTAL 
($MI 





BRAC Milcon Esthnrl Wolk.heet 

Milcon: 5.39 
60s 0.54 

Subtotal 5.93 

Pknning ""I 

o(h.rR.qUb 
134351 ILS OUDE SLOPE 0 SF 0 0.00 0.00 3.13 
851147 R(MD 2700 SY 190 210.60 35.82 0.63 
730-142 flRE STATION 1500 SF 120 133.01 12.57 0.22 
214420 VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHED 3600 SF 43 47.68 10.81 0.24 
214-426 VEHICLE OPS HEATED PARKING 10800 SF 88 97.54 76.32 1.17 

34200 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

*unit 
C%S:OH 

(SKI 
TCTAL 
(94 UM Fmgram'a 

SCOPE CAlEOORlES 
-.a ~mavc 
Wunit Tltkr 



C 

BRAC Milcon B e t i m a t s  Worksheet 

Notes for Worksheet 3 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum 

134-351: Used cost provided by October 1994 evaluation report. Provides Cat 1 Approach System (ILS) for 03/21 runway. 

851-147: Pmddes ping, ekctdcal, water, sewer, gas to support minimum essential Infrastructure requirements for this project Site survey team members 
agreed to provide $630,000 for this requirement (Agreed not to exceed this cost). 

730-142: Provides additional bay on the fire station. Existing facility has four bays. Presently the aifieM has two P-4s and one structural buck. AMC 55-23 
requires four aircraft firefighting trucks to support a maximum on ground of more inai im, C-5s. inerefore an adaiiionai bay is required. 

214428: Provides a 3,600 sq R unheated addition to store aerospace ground equipment and material handling equipment. Presently no facility exists to 
meet this requirement. 

214-420: Provides a 10,800 sq R heated facility for weighting and inspecting vehicles, and building and inspecting pallets. Presently no facility exists to meet 
this requirement. 

Cloee Hold - BCEG Staff Only 



BRAC Mllcon Eathate Woficaheet 

GdnlngBaw~ortDR;n 
option: 1 
Dril: 1 
oah : 0130-1ms 
8 M  4 d 6 b r  &mak ARM02401 Rar#gn OrlCllu Al# Functlon b Fort Drum 

---. 
TOTAL 

(SM) 

1 I-----* -- 
1lM)Olq 13"PCC.Aqron 151666 SY 45 49.88 476.59 8.42 
1 10-001 t 6" tkre Coun~~, H Cargo 8888 SY 15 16.63 9.31 0.19 
1 10.001~ 13" PCC. Turnaround 15500 SY 45 49.88 48.71 0.86 
110-001~ Remow 6"- 8" Jointed C m b  15500 SY 18 19.95 19.48 0.34 
932-000 SITE IMPROMMENT 0 SF 0 0.00 0.00 0.50 
110.00lh R u m y  Shoulder8 0 SY 10 11.06 0.00 0.24 
032-000 COLLECTION 0 SF 0 0.00 0.00 0.10 

0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

10.65 

Milcon: 10.65 
BOS 1 -06 

Subtotal 11.71 

Planning 1 .O5 

TOTAL 12.76 

CATEGORIES Titkr Programed 
SCOPE ltrrrn Tri-Svc 

gunit Wunr 
6%SlOH 

(SKI 



I 

BRAC Milcon Estimate Worksheet 

Notes for Worksheet 4 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum 

11OM)lt Pmvtih 6 Inch base course for turnaround. 

11OM)lw Provider, 13 inch conwte turnaround. 

110.001~ Remove existing runway area for turnaround. 

932-000: Provides signage for airfield for CRAF aircraft. 

110-001h: Provides shoulders for taxiway turnaround (10 inch base and 4 inch asphalt surface). 

832400: Providss environmental deicing containment for the hot load pad. 

Cloee Hold - . ./BCEG Staff Only 



. .- 
BRAC Milcon Betimate Worksheet 

Notes for worksheet 5 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum 
4 

932-000: Pmhdes dearfng and grubbing for new runway. 

932-000: Provides for grading of runway only . 
932-000: Provides for grading work required for new runway drainage system. 

812-000: Reiocate electrical service 13.2 KV underground due to runway construction. 

832-000: P m W s  environmental system for deicing apron. 

832-000: Provides dl water separator for apron. 

871-183: Provides Nnway drainage culvert and catch basins. 

871-1 83: Provides drainage system for new apron. 

Cloae Hold - BL CEO Staff Only 





I-TIME 20 YR STEADY PERS 
COST - NPV STATE 

GRAND FORKS 
ROI - SAVINGS 

0 0 N/A & 0 GRAND FORKS (952) 71 lmmed 1559 
REVISED * 
/ 

%s w hp 9, < ~ L L * ~ ~ I D ,  
*All savings have a- d f r ., f 
been accounted for ~ M J  OLL+ A -. + 

in the AF POM 

i \,, 

BCEG CLUSE HOLD 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 1 2/22/95 

- 
- 
GRAND FORKS UPDATE 

CRITERIA IV & V 



GRAND FORKS 

All savings have 
been accounted for 
in the AF Program 

1-TIME 20 YR STEADY PERS 
COST - - NPV STATE ROI - SAVINGS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 2 2/22/95 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

J S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : Immediate 

NPV i n  2015($K): -952,079 
1 -Time Cost($K): 48,975 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

Mi [Con 0 0 
Person -8,234 -31,174 
Overhd -376 -1,278 
Movi ng 2,173 2,173 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 94 94 

TOTAL -6,343 -30,185 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Of f  93 93 94 0 0 0 
En 1 409 409 408 0 0 0 
C i  v 18 18 17 0 0 0 
TOT 520 520 519 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
s t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

w 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 
- 2921,966 

-11,121 
t i ,  490 

0 
3'1,882 

Beyond 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 3,236 3,236 
Overhd 385 289 
Moving 2,173 2,173 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 94 94 

TOTAL 5,889 5,792 5.694 11,600 10,000 10.000 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 11,470 34,410 
Overhd 762 1,567 
Movi ng 0 0 
Mi s s i  o 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 12,232 35,977 59,769 71,237 71,237 71,237 

T o t a l  

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 
300,678 

12,013 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
68,816 

2,421 
0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of O8:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

& Year Cost ($) Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1996 -6,343,065 -6,257,606 
1997 -30,185,120 -28,981,453 
1998 -54,075,502 -50,529,615 
1999 -59,637,450 -54,235,376 
2000 -61,237,450 -54,199,946 
2001 -61,237,450 -52,749,340 
2002 -71,237,450 -59,720,916 
2003 -71,237,450 -58,122,546 
2004 -71,237.450 -56,566,955 
2005 -71,237,450 -55,052,998 
2006 -71,237,450 -53,579,560 
2007 -71,237,450 -52,145,557 
2008 -71,237,450 -50,749,934 
2009 -71,237,450 -49,391,663 
201 0 -71,237,450 -48,069,745 
201 1 -71,237,450 -46,783,207 
201 2 -71,237,450 -45,531,102 
201 3 -71,237,450 -44,312,508 
201 4 - 71,237,450 -43,126,528 
201 5 -71,237,450 -41,972,290 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

J (A 11 values i n  Do 1 Lars) 

Const ruc t ion  
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i  li an R I F  
C i v i  l i a n  Ea r l y  Retirement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i res  
E l iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Sub-Total  
- - - - - - - - - 

Other 
HAP 1 RSE 282,176 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 31,600,000 

T o t a l  - Other 31,882,176 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 48.975.059 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 48,975,059 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario File : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Tota 1 I MA Land Cost Total 
Base Name M i  \Con Cost Purch Avoid Cost 
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
GRAND FORKS 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota 1s: 0 0 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

d PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: GRAND FORKS, ND 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 

- - - - - - - - - -  
0 

C i v i l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

557 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 -6 0 0 0 0 - 6 
En l i s t e d  0 -136 0  0 0 0 -136 
Students 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -54  0 0 0 0 -54 
TOTAL 0 -196 0 0 0 0 -196 

BASE POPULATION (P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - e m  

71 3 3,752 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  

503 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  - 93 -93 - 94 0 0 0 -280 
E n l i s t e d  -409 -409 -408 0 0 0 -1,226 
C i v i l i a n s  -18 -18 -17 0 0 0 - 53 
TOTAL -520 -520 -519 0 0 0  -1,559 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

- - - - - - - - - -  
450 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Ret i rement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Avai lab l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regu l a r  Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  Lian Turnover 15 .OO% 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i  l i a n s  H i red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i  l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 ~  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 2 2 2 0 0 0  6 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 1 1 1 0 0 0  3 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  11 11 10 0 0 0 32 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Ea r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are  not app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i l es .  

+ The Percentage of  C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) v a r i e s  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S ta t i on .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 113 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

d ONC-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 18 18 18 
Civ R e t i r e  8 8 8 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Mi l e s  0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
M i  sc 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 
PPS 173 173 144 
RITA 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 0 
Fre igh t  0 0 0 
Veh ic les  0 0 0 
D r i v i n g  0 0 0 

Unemp loyment 3 3 3 
OTHER 

Program Plan 385 289 21 7 
Shutdown 0 0 0 
New H i r e  0 0 0 
1-Time Move 2,000 2,000 2,000 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
l -T ime Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks  Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
. - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
- - - - -  ($K)----- - - .  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary 
House AL Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 5,889 5,792 5,694 11,600 10,000 10,000 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - -  ($K)----- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Movi ng 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

EnvironmentaL 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En l Salary  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 12,232 35,977 59,769 71,237 71,237 71,237 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL. 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 

O&M 
Civ R e t i r I R I F  26 26 
Civ Moving 173 173 
Other 2,388 2,292 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 3,206 3,206 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 94 94 
Environmental 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 
Land 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 5,889 5,792 

. SFF 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

Procurement 
Mission 
M i  sc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST -6,343 -30,185 -54,075 -59,637 -61,237 -61,237 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  0B:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

J Personne 1 SF 

Base Change %Change Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - 
GRAND FORKS 

Base 

GRAND FORKS 

Base 
- - - - 
GRAND FORKS 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChgIPer Change %Change ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0% 0 -2,420,936 -18% 1,553 

RPMABOS ($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-2,420,936 -15% 1,553 



RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S: \COBRA\FOCUS95\F INAL.SFF 

d NetChange((D0 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change -762 -1,567 -2,421 -2,421 -2,421 -2,421 -12,013 -2,421 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTALCHANGES -762 -1.567 -2,421 -2,421 -2,421 -2,421-12.013 -2,421 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

d INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
GRAND FORKS, ND 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  1 l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
Tota 1 Base Faci  li ties(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($KIYear) : 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

1996 
- - - - 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 2,000 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):  0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedule ( 5 1 ) :  33% 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s l Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts /Yr :  0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

0 0 11,600 10,000 
0 0 0 0 

2,000 2,000 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% OX 0% 

33% 3 4% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
N 0 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

d INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - - 

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 0 - 6 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 0 -136 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 0 -54 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: - 93 - 93 
En 1 Scenario Change: -409 -409 
Civ Scenario Change: -18 -18 
Of f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied:  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied:  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En 1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5,162 .OO 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l i t y (Weeks) :  18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ea r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Reaular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% " 

J C ~ v i  l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Oesc : F i n a l  Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  are  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor :  10.00% 
Caretaker Adrnin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($) : 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs .  New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb) : 710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami ly (Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb):  18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi le ) :  0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehic le($/Mi l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mi l e )  : 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En 1 PCS Cost($): 5,761 .OO 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

I( STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - - 
Ho r i zon ta l  
Waterfront 
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Din ing Faci  l i t i e s  
Recreat ion F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  Faci li t i e s  
Envi ronmenta 1 

Category UM $/UM 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
o ther  (SF) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category K ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category N ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 0 
Opt iona l  Category R ( ) 0 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

5. 700 K represents cos t  t o  move 2 KC-135 Simulators,  2,000 K represent 

cos ts  f o r  AFBCA 

4. Grand Forks base l ine  718138861464. tenants  added 1/2/93, Screen 4 





AIR FORCE BASE CLOSURE WORKING GROUP 
AS OF 23 Jan 95 

PrincipaU 
Ofice POC 

Office SymboU 
Position 

Phone1 
Room 

Col Mayfield Chairman RTR 

Mr Ham Meyers CEPP 
Maj Steve Li1limon)Lcl) J Facilities 

Mr John Baie CEVP 5-8942 
Mr Ken Reinardsen Environ & Local Econ 
C ~c Shtp.*cr 1 ? * ~  

5B269 

Mr Dave Carrillo CEVR 7-3360 
Air Quality 

Mr Bill Kelly DPPR 
CMSgt Walker Personnel 

Maj Jim Pugh FMCCA 
Cost Analysis 

Maj Kevin Gamache LGMM 
LogIMaint 

Maj Fritz Linsenmeyer REXP 5-5057 
Air Force Reserve 

Lt Col Karl Rodefer XOFC 

Mr Rich Johnston XOFM 
AirliftITankers 

Mr Paul Sonde1 AFAA 
Audit Agency 

Lt Col Chuck Hanson SAFIAQXM 
Col Bob Hayes Acquisition 

Lt Col Paul Callahan PEM 
Lt Col Tim Bridges Programs & Test 

Capt Jim Davis SGHM 
Medical 

DSN 297-5550 
Bolling AFB . 

Lt Col Boyce Hardy XOOA 
Airspace 

Lt Col Sullivan XOOB 
Bases and Units, 

Lt Col Bemie Kring NGBIXOF 
Air National Guard 

Lt Col Brian Echols SAFIGCN 
Legal 



1995 Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Commission 

AIR FORCE 

Final Deliberative Hearing 
Book 

Commissioner 
Gen. J. B. Devis 





Air Force Reserve (C-130) (Rick DiCamillo, Craig Hall) 
Greater Pittsbur~h - IAP ARS. P 
Getz. Mitchell IAP ARS, WI 
Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP ARS, MN 
hfiagara Falls IAP Am NY 
O'Nare IAP ARS, IL 
Youngstown- Warren MPT ARS, OH 

Air National Guard (Craig Hall) 
Moffett Federal Airfield AGS. C q  

orth Hiphlands AGS. CA 
0ntmoAGS.C 

* -  
Springfield-Becklev AGS. OH 

Redirects (Frank Cantwell) 
Griffiss AFB (Airfield). NY 

. Griffiss AFB (485th EIG). NY 



AIR FORCE CATEGORIES 

Highlighted categories have installations DoD has recommended for closure or realignment or Commission has added for 
further consideration for closure or realignment. 

DRAFT 





AIR FORCE 
CATEGORY: MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT 

11 Excl I Andersen AFB, GU 11 I I Little Rock AFB, AR II 

TIER 

I 

11 I I Barksdale AFB, LA 11 Excl I McChord AFB, WA 11 . 
I1 Beale AFB, CA I McConnell AFB, KS 

I Charleston AFB, SC I1 McGuire AFB, NJ 

INSTALLATION 

Altus AFB, OK 

I 
I Dover AFB, DE 

I Dyess AFB, TX 1 I1 1 OfittAFB,NE I 
Ellsworth AFB, SD Scott AFB, IL 

F.E. Warren AFB, WY Travis AFB, CA 

Fairchild AFB, WA I Whiteman AFB, MO 

TIER 

Excl 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Commission add for f i r the  consideration 
(M) = Missile Base 

INSTALLATION 

Hickam AFB, HI 

DRAFT 



A Andersen AFB 
Guam 

A Hickam AFB 
Hawaii 



BASE ANALYSIS 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Grand Forks AFB by inactivating the 321 st Missile Group. 

COMMISSION ADD FOR CONSIDERATION Study Minot AFB FOR REALIGNMENT by inactivating the 91 st Missile Group. 
Study Grand Forks AFB FOR CLOSURE. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for Jirrther consideration 

CRITERLA 

USAF TIERING 

BCEG FLYING RATING 

BCEG MISSILE RATING 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

GRAND FORKS, ND 

(R) 
(Realign MM 111) 

I11 

Yellow + 
Red 

1 5 0 MINUTEMAN I11 
48 KC-1 35 Aircraft 

11.9 

35.2 

Immediate 

447.0 

26.7 

80213 5 
010 

-3.1%1-3.1% 

AsbestosISiting 

MINOT, ND 

(*) 
(Realign MM 111) 

I1 

Yellow + 
Yellow 

150 MINUTEMAN I11 
12 B-52 Aircraft 

12.0 

36.0 

Immediate 

458.6 

26.7 

809146 
010 

-3.1%1-3.1% 

Siting 

GRAND FORKS, ND 

(Closure) 

I11 

Yellow + 
Red 

150 MINUTEMAN I11 
48 KC- 1 3 5 Aircraft 

215.3 

87.7 

2 Years 

960.2 

26.7 

1,68411 22 
2,2671333 

-13.4%1-13.4% 

AsbestosISiting 



ISSUES 
Grand Forks AFB, ND 

ISSUE I DoD POSITION 

effectiveness 
Fully capable of performing 
mission 

Antiballistic missile No effect on right to retain an 
implications ABM deployment area at Grand --I,---- 

Not necessary to demolish or 
relocate ABM facilities. 

Cost 1 Lowest cost to realign 

Core tanker base 

I Supported by CINCs and CSAF 

No ABM-related costs 
Operational effectiveness and 
fiscal efficiency 

Operational location Important for Single Integrated 
Operations Plan (SIOP) and 
global deployment support 

1 

Southeast tanker shortfall I Shortfall is for training only 

Tanker saturation in 
Northwest 

COMMUNITY POSITION 
All missile fields equally capable 

North central location 

Restricts ballistic missile 
defense options 

Requires demolition of existing 
ABM facilities 

Could send misleading signal 
to the former Soviet Union 
Costs are greatly underestimated 

Agree with DoD 

DoD correctly assessed the 
military value of Grand Forks 
AFB when selecting it as core 
tanker base 

Agree with DoD 

Aaee with DoD 

STAFF FINDINGS 
Less survivable geology 

Lower alert rate 

Higher on-site depot support costs 
Interagency position resolves 
potential ABM obstacles 

Cost differences are insignificant 

No ABM-related costs 
Sustained high deployment rate 

Overhead efficiencies 
Important for Single Integrated 
Operations Plan (SIOP) 

Upgraded runway and hydrant 
system, modem facilities,mning 
guarantees 
Northwest tanker saturation not an 
issue for Grand Forks AFB 

Not a decisive issue 



ISSUES 
Minot AFB, ND 

ISSUE 

Missile field operational 
effectiveness 

Antiballistic missile 
implications 

DoD POSITION 

More capable than Grand Forks 

Inactivate Minot missile field 
only if there are ABM 
implications that preclude 
inactivation of Grand Forks 
missile field 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

More capable than Grand 
Forks 

STAFF FINDINGS 

More survivable geology 

Highest alert rate of all missile 
units 

Lowest on-site depot support 
costs of all missile units 

Potential ABM problem at Grand 
Forks resolved by interagency 
review 

Minot alternative not required 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
Grand Forks AFB 

! 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 
Realign Grand Forks AFB 

Inactivate the 32 1 st Missile Group 
Relocate Minuteman 111 missiles to Malmstrom AFB, MT 
Retain small number of silo launchers if required 

One time Cost ($M): 11.9 
Steady State Savings ($M): 35.2 
Return on Investment: Immediate 
Net Present Value ($M): 447.0 

PRO 

Eliminates excess missile field 

Eliminates less capable missile field 

Less survivability 

Lower alert rate 

Higher on site depot support costs 

CON 

Small number of silos may be retained 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
Grand Forks AFB 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 1 
Realign Minot AFB 

Inactivate the 91 st Missile Group. 
Relocate Minuteman I11 missiles to Malmstrom AFB, MT 

One time Cost ($M): 12.0 
Steady State Savings ($M):36.0 
Return on Investment: Immediate 

1 et Present Value ($M): 458.6 

More survivable geology than 
Grand Forks 

PRO 

Eliminates excess missile field 

Highest alert rate of all missile 1 units 

CON 

Eliminates more capable missile 
field 

I Lowest de~o t  support costs of all 
missile units 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 
Close Grand Forks AFB. 

Inactivate the 32 1 st Missile Group 
Relocate Minuteman I11 missiles to Malmstrom AFB, MT 
Retain small number of silo launchers if required 
Inactivate the 3 19th Air Refbeling Wing and relocate 
squardons as operational requirements dictate 

One time Cost ($M): 215.3 
Steady State Savings ($M): 87.7 
Return on Investment: 2 Years 
Net Present Value ($M): 960.2 . ? 

PRO I CON 

Eliminates excess large aircraft 
base 

Provides substantial savings 

Relieves tanker shortfall for 
training in Southeast 

Reduces operational 
effectiveness for SIOP and 
deployment support 

Warfighting CINCs don't 
support 

Breaks up core tanker unit 

DJ-upts nex term realinm~ 



BASE ANALYSIS 
Malmstrom AFB, MT 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Malmstrom AFB. The 43rd Air Refueling Group and its KC-1 35 aircraftwill relocate to 
MacDill AFB, FL. All fixed-wing aircraft flying operations at Malmstrom AFB will cease and the airfield will be closed. 

I 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) I 0 1 0  

CRITERIA 

USAF TIERING 

BCEG FLYING RATING , 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 
Tier I1 

Green- 

DRAFT 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL 1 CIV) 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

667 / 17 
-2.1% / -2.2% 



ISSUES REVIEWD 
Malmstrom AFB, MT 

Northwest tanker saturation 

Lack of tanker capability in southeast U.S. 

Malmstrom airfield limitations for tanker maximium gross weight 
operations (Field elevation and runway length) 

Capacity available to accommodate more tankers 

Modem aircraft maintenance and operations facilities on Malmstrom 

No environmental constraints 

Unencroached airspace 

DRAFT 



ISSUE 

Northwest tanker saturation 

Lack of tankers in southeast 
U.S. 

Airfield limitations 

Capacity available to 
accommodate more aircraft 

ISSUES 
Malmstrom AFB, MT 

DoD POSITION 

Yes 

Improves situation 

Yes 

Excess capacity exists, but more 
aircraft would exacerbate tanker 
saturation in northwest 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Did not address 

Malmstrom tankers do not fix the 
problem 

Requirement for maximum gross 
weight take-offs is minimal 

- -- - -- 

Yes - Base can support two more 
squadrons 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Agree - 70 tankers based at 
Fairchild AFB, WA 

19% Based 1 6% Demand 

Southeast deficiency is for 
training not operational 
requirements 

9% Based 1 27% Demand 

Yes- Airfield elevation (3500') 
limits takeoff gross weights 

Base can accept two more 
squadrons with additional 
MILCON - Exacerbates 
northwest tanker saturation 

DRAFT 



SCENARIO S-Y 
Malmstrom AFB, MT 

DRAFT 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Malmstrom AFB tankers to MacDill AFB, FL and close airfield fmed wing operations 

One Time Costs ($M): 26.5 
Steady State Savings ($M): 4.2 
Return on Investment: 5 years (2002) 
Net Present Value ($M): 38.6 

PRO 

Relieves tanker saturation in northwest 

Decreases tanker shortfall in Southeast 

Permits cost effective approach to operate MacDill 
airfield 

MacDill becomes available for increased military 
iwo;n;nn 

CON 

Does not reduce excess capacity in large aircraft 
infrastructure 

II 



MacDill Air Force Base, Florida 

199 1 DBCRC Recmmendation 
Realign the aircraft to Luke AFB, AZ 
Move the Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE) to Charleston AFB,SC 
Close airfield 
Remainder of MacDill becomes an administrative base 

1993 DBCRC Recommendation 
Retain JCSE at MacDill 
Airfield operation transfers to Department of Commerce (DOC) or other Federal agency 

1995 DoD Recommendation 
Retain MacDill airfield as part of MacDill AFB. 
Air Force continue to operate the runway 
DOC remain as tenant 

DoD Justification 
DEPSECDEF and CJCS validated airfield requirements of two unified commands at MacDill 
Air Force has resposibility to support the requirements 
Tampa International Airport cannot to support Unified Commands' requirements 
DoD reqiurements constitute approximately 95% of airfield operations 
More efficient for Air Force to operate the airfield from existing active duty support base 



SCENARIO S-Y 
MACDILL AFB, FL 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

REDIRECT 

One Time Costs ($hi): NIA 
Steady State Savings ($M): NIA 
Return on Investment: NIA 
Net Present Value ($M): NIA 

PRO I CON 

DEPSECDEF directed Air Force to support 
combat commanders with operational airfield 

Redistrbution of tankers to southeast for 
training 

More efficient to retain operations than to be 
tenant 

Retains within DoD capability to support 
combat commands 

Does not eliminate excess capacity 





AIR FORCE 
CATEGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) BASES 

11 TIER I INSTALLATION -1 

11 I I Randolph AFB, TX 11 

11 Excl I Sheppard AFB, TX 11 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(X) = Joint Cross-Service Group option for closure 
(7 = Commissioner add for firther consideration 

DRAFT 





Air Force UPT Capacity 

DoD Analyses 

UPT-JCSG: Two of Three Alternatives Closed one AIR FORCE UPT Base 

Air Force BCEG: Unacceptable Risk to Close Two 

SECAF recommends one closure: Reese 

Air Force Capacity Concerns 

Long-term requirements changing since SECDEF RECOMMENDATION 
. . 

Comfortable through 6-Year closure period 

Capacity model assumptions uncertain beyond 

Excess consumed by transition to Joint Primary Aircraft Training System (2001-2011) 

Unknowns: Air Force Reserve requirements, Pilot Retention, Airline Hiring, 
International requirements, Choice of new Joint Primary Aircraft Training System 

DRAFT 



Air Force UPT Capacity 
Analysis based on meeting AIR FORCE Pilot Training Requirements . 
Assumes 5-day work week to allow recovery capacity for unforeseen impacts 
Capacity expressed in "UPT graduate equivalents." 

Capacity 1,228 
AF Pilot Training Requirement -1.078 

Excess 150 (12 %) 
Planned usage of excess capacity: 

Instructor Crossflow (T-37 to T-38): -39 
Joint Primary Aircraft Training System Transition -100 

Usage beyond 95% capacity will be cornprome training 

DRAFT 



UPT BASE ANALYSIS 
DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Reese AFB and redistributelretire all assigned aircraft. 

COMMISSIONER ADD FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Columbus, Laughlin, and Vance FOR CLOSURE as a SUBSTITUTE for 
Reese. 

11 CRITERIA I REESE AFB I COLUMBUSAFB I LAUGHLINAFB I VANCEAFB 
-- 

11 AIR FORCE TIERING 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

11 ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) I 46.4 I 58.6 I 56.2 I 53.3 

11 ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 32.4 37.8 38.1 32.1 

11 RETURN ON INVESTMENT I 2 Years I 2 Years I 1 Year I 2 Years 

11 NET PRESENT VALUE I 404.8 I 474.5 I 478.4 I 396.7 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 10.5 14.9 13.5 26.3 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL 1 CIV) 435 W /  8- lib 3151 0 282 I 101 2021 0 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) . 6ss 24-5 2 2 3  , 750 1252 749 / 644 645 / 208 

11 ENVIRONMENTAL I Siting I Asbestos I Asbestos I Asbestos 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for firther consideration 

DRAFT 



ISSUE 
Weather 

BASE 

REESE 

COLUMBUS 

LAUGHLIN 

VANCE 

DoD POSITION 

Weather scored by assessing 
ceilings, crosswinds, and attrition 
rates 

Weighting factor < 15% 
bC 7, 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Icing also important 

4 dayslyear more 
than Reese 

Icing assessment not appropriate, 
use overall attrition rate only 

Best T-38 safety margin 

Most important factor 

Laughlin has best weather, least 
attrition 

Icing assessment not appropriate, 
use overall attrition rate only 

TuTse ! yezr '"ATe2&her HiSTier;~" to 
better reflect High Capacity ops 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Icing accounted for in overall 
attrition rate figure 

Weighting factor = 30% 

Icing assessment not appropriate, 
use overall attrition rate only 

Icing assessment not appropriate, 
use overall attrition rate only 

Icing assessment not appropriate, 
use overall attrition rate only 

DRAFT 
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ISSUE 
Airspace 

BASE I DoD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION 

REESE 

COLUMBUS 

Gave credit for ALL, airspace 
bordering within 100 nrn 

Missed blocks of airspace shared 
with Meridian 

Missed large blocks of airspace 

Highest volume of airspace in I UPT 

LAUGHLIN 

VANCE 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Did not give credit for all airspace 
within 100 nm--only counted 
areas routinely used for UPT 

66 ,, 

<L 9 ,  

Agree with community, 

Airspace meets requirements-- 
more easily available if needed 

Proximity provides most efficient 
training 

recomputed area 

Agree with community, 
recomputed area 

Agree with community 

Agree with community 

DRAFT 



ISSUE 
Encroachment 

DoD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION 

Small impact on Functional 
Value 

Weighting factor = 6% 

Impacts safe training environment 

Encroachment nonexistent 

Impacts safe training environment 

Encroachment nonexistent 

I Impacts safe training environment 

Encroachment nonexistent, base 
remote from airline routes 

18 % encroachment in Accident 
Potential Zone 11, impact minor 

I Zoning in-place to restrict h e  
I encroachment growth 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

DoD weight too small--large 
impact on safety, training 

Weighting factor = 20% 

Agree with community 

Agree with community 

Agree with community 

Agree with community 
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ISSUE 
Economic Impact 

BASE 

REESE 

COLUMBUS 

LAUGHLIN 

VANCE 

DoD POSITION COMMUNITY POSITION 

None 

One of top ten employers in state 

$2 14 M Impact severe on 
agricultural community 

Closure would devastate Val 
Verde County (24 % County 
Gross Product) 

Unemployment now at 14 % 

Community recovering from oil 
bust 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Least in category 

Concur 

Highest economic impact 

Concur 

High economic impact 

Concur 

DRAFT 



UPT SCENARIO SUMMARY 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 

Reese Air Force Base: Close. 
64th Flying Training Wing: Inactivate. . . 
All assigned T-1, T-37 and T-38 aircraft: Pedistnbutelreti~. 

-- 

One Time Costs ($M): 46.4 
Steady State Savings ($M): 32.4 
Return on Investment: 2 Years 
Net Present Value ($M): 404.8 

PRO 

4th in UPT Functional Value 

Pressure Altitude and Runway 
Length impact T-38 ops 

1 Lowest cost to Close 

CON 

Closing a UPT base increases risk 
in meeting long-term Pilot Training 
Requirements 

MILCON Cost ~vo idAce  High 
- RunwaydAprons 
- Environmental 

I 

Off-Base Environment Excellent 
- Employment 
- Education 
- Housing 

Community Support Excellent 
- Medical costs 
- Lubbock Hangar 
- Family Housing Lease 

High NPV 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE I 

C~lumbus Air Force Base: Close. 
14th Flying Training Wing: Inactivate. 
All assigned T-37 and T-38lAT-38 aircraft: 
Redistributefretire. 

One Time Costs ($M): 58.6 
Steady State Savings ($M): 37.8 
Return on Investment: 2 Years 
Net Present Value ($M): 474.5 

2nd in UPT Functional Value 

Air-to-Ground Gunnery Range 
virtually irreplaceable 

T-38 operations not constrained 
by high temperatures 

Less flexibility in meeting 
increased pilot training 
requirements at other bases 
1 KTT n n x T  n-A A -.-:.a ---- T -.-. 
1 V l l L L V l Y  L U B L  f l V U l U 4 1 1 L G  L U W  

- Runways/Aprons Sound 
- Family Housing Excellent 

Economic Impact High 

PRO 

DRAFT 

CON 



UPT SCENARIO SUMMARY 

Highest operating cost 

Highest NPV 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE I1 

Laughlin Air Force Base: Close. 
47th Flying Training Wing: Inactivate. 
All assigned T-1, T-37 and T-38 aircraft: Redistributelretire. 

One Time Costs ($M): 56.2 
Steady State Savings ($M): 38.1 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 478.4 

1 st in UPT Functional Value 

PRO 

Weather and unencroached 
airspace and airfields ideal for Pilot 
Training 

CON 

I Less flexibility in meeting 
increased pilot training 
requirements at other bases 

Economic Impact Highest (-18.8%) 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE I11 

Vance Air Force Base: Close. 
7 1 st Flying Training Wing: Inactivate. 
All assigned T-37 and T-38 aircraft: Redistributelretire. 

One Time Costs ($M): 53.3 
Steady State Savings ($M): 32.1 
Return on Investment: 2 Years 
Net Present Value ($M): 396.7 

PRO I CON 

I 3rd in UPT Functional Value 

Less flexibility in meeting 
increased pilot training 
requirements at other bases 

I Lowest NPV 

MILCON Cost Avoidance Low 
- RunwaysIAprons 
- Housing 

Economic Impact High (-1 1.0%) 

Community Support Excellent 
- Medical costs 
- Employment 
- Education 
- Housing 

DRAFT 



UPT BASE ANALYSIS 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for Jirrther consideration 

DRAFT 





Sheppard AFB UPT Capacity 

Euro-NATO Joint Jet Pilot Training Program (ENJJPT) 

Combines Air Force and NATO UPT in a modified program 

CAPACITY 320 
PTR - 280 

40 (12.5 % Excess) 
Planned usage of excess capacity: 
-- hint  Primary Aircrdt Training System Tc~nsition 
-- Air Force overflow for Primary and Bombermighter training tracks 
- NATO Requirements 

DRAFT 



ISSUE 

BASE 

REESE 

COLUMBUS 

Infrastructure and Community Support 

DoD POSITION 

Runways, aprons rated third in 
category (F- 15 standard) 

Off-base Housing inadequate 

StudentJTeacher Ratio high 

Off-base transportation limited 

Runways, aprons rated second in 
category (F-15 standard) 

- -- 

COMMUNITY POSITION 
- -- 

Air Force rated runways, aprons 
"Satisfactory" in 1993 report 

Whole House upgrade 72% 

Employment/Education 
opportunities, low ratio 

Off-base low-cost housing 
abundant 

Medical care superior 

Quality of Life best in category, 
essential for retention 
- -- - -  

Inherent mission flexibility 

96% students, 63% instructors 
live in on-base housing 

State is funding $13.5M 
waterlsewer hook-up to base 

Education opportunities 

Right-sizing health-care tied to 
community hospital support 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Some MILCON needed for 
runwaylapron upgrades 

Some DoD data misleading 

Agree with community 

Former SAC base 

Agree with community 

DRAFT 



ISSUE 

BASE 

LAUGHLIN 

VANCE 

Infrastructure and Community Support 
(Continued) 

DoD POSITION 

Runways, aprons rated lowest in 
category (F-15 standard) 

Runways, aprons rated highest in 
category (F- 15 standard) 

Most cost-effective UPT base 

- - 

COMMUNITY POSITION 
- - -- - 

Three major upgrades since data 
call to runways and aprons 

Whole House upgrades underway 

Civilian Maintenance does all 
UPT engine work, won '93 
Daedalions Trophy 

Top installation--"Manicwed" 

Umbrella Contract efficiencies 

Housing awarded four 
Oustandings 

Medical care top quality, 
' $1 Slvisit 

Education support for 
I member/s_oouse (25% / 50%) 

Rental Home program 

DRAFT 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Agree with community 

Infrastructure sound 

Former SAC base 

- 

Agree with community 





AIR FORCE 
CATEGORY: SATELLITE CONTROL BASES 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 

TIER 

I 

DRAFT 

INSTALLATION 

Falcon AFB, CO 









Air Force ewe Bases 



Air Force Reserve F-16 Capacity 

BCEG Minutes 
Excess of two F-16 Bases 
SECAF recommended one 

USAF Concerns with two closures 
Community visibility 
Demographics and recruiting 
Combat readiness and capability 
Peacetime operational capability 

USAF supports recommendation 
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AIR FORCE RESERVE: F-16 BASES 

TIER I INSTALLATION 11 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(+) = Commissioner add forjirther consideration 

DRAFT 



BASE ANALYSIS 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Bergstrom ARB; transfer Headquarters, 10th Air Force (AFRES) to Naval Air Station Fort 
Worth Joint Reserve Base, Texas. 
COMMISSIONER ADD FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Carswell ARS and Homestead ARB FOR CLOSURE as 
ADDITIONS or SUBSTITUTIONS for Bergstrom ARB to eliminate excess capacity. 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

CRITERIA 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 1997 (Immediate) 

HOMESTEAD ARB 
(*I 

15 F-16AIB 

BERGSTROM ARB 
(C) 

15 F-16CID 

1 -  p -- 1998 (1 Year) 

CARSWELL ARS 
(*I 

15 F-16CID 

1998 (1 Year) 

NET PRESENT VALUE 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) I 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 1 CUM) ( 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(*) = Commission add for further consideration 

ENVIRONMENTAL None Asbestos Asbestos/Flood Plain 





ISSUE 

Air Force Reserve F-16 Force 
Structure Reductions 

Total Base Closure 

Commitments 

Costs 

DoD POSITION 

Air Force must reduce AFRES 
F-16 squadrons from six to four 

DoD recommends deactivation of 
924th Fighter Wing 

Deactivation of 924th Fighter 
Wing allows Air Force to close an 
installation completely 

Maintain AFRES unit in place 
until September 30, 1996 

Air Force used FY 1994 cost data 
projected to 9714 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

More cost effective to deactivate 
30 1 st Fighter Wing at Carswell 
ARS or 482nd Fighter Wing at 
Homestead ARB 

Commitments from Air Force, 
199 1 and 1 993 Commissions, and 
Austin community to keep 
Bergstrom ARB open 

Austin approved $400 million 
referendum to move municipal 
airport to Bergstrom ARB, which 
would permit AFRES unit to 
remain on base 
Air Force compiled h a e  
operations support costs unfairly 
for entire base and did not 
account for reductions after 
Austin assumes control of airport 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 
- - - - - 

Force structure reduction can be 
met by closing Bergstrom ARB 
or allowing AFRES to convert 
924th Fighter Wing to tanker unit 

Has conversion potential 
Deactivation permits complete 
closure of an installation 

Headquarters, 10th Air Force 
(AFRES) would have to move to 
NAS Fort Worth Joint Reserve 
Base 

Irr 

1 No commitments beyond 1996 
Air Force recognized force 
structure reduction potential 

Air Force did not account for 
reductions after Austin assumes 
responsibility for airport 
operations 



BERGSTROM ARB DECISIONS 
CATEGORY: AIR FORCE RESERVE (F-16) BASES 

1991 COMMISSION REPORT: 

"Therefore, the Commission recommends that Bergstrom Air Force Base 
close and that the assigned RF-4 aircraft retire ... The Air Force Resewe 
units shall remain in a cantonment area if the base is converted to a 
civilian airport. If no decision on a civilian airport is reached by June 
1993, the Resewe units will be redistributed." 

1993 COMMISSION REPORT: 

"Therefore, the Commission recommends the following: Bergstrom 
cantonment area will remain open and the 704th Fighter Squadron 
(AFRES) with its F-16 aircraft and the 924th Fighter Group (AFRES) 
support units remain at the Bergstrom cantonment area until at least the 
end of 1996." 



ISSUES 
301st Fighter Wing, Carswell Air Reserve Station, 
Naval Air Station Fort Worth Joint Reserve Base 

ISSUE - 
Number of Closures 

301st Fighter Wing is 
"Cornerstone" of the only Joint 
Keserve Base 

DoD POSITION 

Risk is introduced into the Air 
Force's Total Force strategy if 
additional Reserve F- 16 base is 
closed 

Excess capacity in Reserve F- 1 6 
category is intentional 

Keep Carswell ARS and 
Homestead ARB open for 
operational and demographic 
reasons regardless of disposition 
of Bergstrom ARB 

OSD: 301 st Fighter Wing is 
imperative to joint reserve base 
concept. Ciosure or reaiignment 
would cause disruption, delay, 
and potential demise of joint 
training opportunities 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Deactivation of 30lst Fighter 
Wing is force structure issue 

Closing Bergstrom ARB and 
moving Headquarters, 10th Air 
Force (AFRES) to NAS Fort 
Worth JRB results in complete 
closure of installation and 
immediate payback 

NAS Fort Worth JRB is BRAC 
91 and 93 success 

Imperative that 301 st Fighter 
Wing remain assigned to NAS 
Fort Worth JRB - 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Concur with DoD position 

Reserve F- 16 category 
intentionally has excess capacity 
to disperse squadrons and provide 
higher recruiting potential 

Air Force rated Carswell ARS 
and Homestead ARB superior to 
Bergstrom ARB 

Carswell ARS has multi-service 
training opportunities and best 
demographics of any AFRES 
fighter installation 

NAS Fort Worth JRB is DoD 
model for joint use 

Joint training, staging, and 
deployment opportunities 
Improves mission effectiveness 
and achieves cost efficiencies 

DRAFT 



ISSUES 
301st Fighter Wing, Carswell Air Reserve Station, 
Naval Air Station Fort Worth Joint Reserve Base 

(Continued) 

DRAFT 

ISSUE 

Cost of Relocating 301st Fighter 
Wing 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

By closing or relocating 301 st 
Fighter Wing, additional set of 
overhead costs ($4 million) would 
be created 

Navy would incur $1.2 million in 
overhead support costs 

DoD POSITION 

Cost to relocate 301st Fighter 
Wing: $58.8 million 

Cost to close Bergstrom ARB and 
move Headquarters, 10th Air 
Force (AFRES) to NAS Fort 
Worth JRB: $43.6 million 

Minimal base closure savings 
achieved 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

One-time cost to relocate 30 1 st 
Fighter Wing to Bergstrom ARB: 
$1 8.5 million; net cost during 
implementation: $25 million; and 
annual recurring savings: $1 0.1 
million 

Navy incurs fixed overhead costs 
with or without 301 st Fighter 
Wing 

Air Force provides the Navy with 
$1.2 million in annual support I 



ISSUES REVIEWD 
Homestead Air Reserve Base 

Air Force Reserve F-16 Force Structure Reductions 

Total Base Closure 

Commitments 

Operational Location 

Range Access 

Recruiting 

Community Support 

Tenants 

DRAFT 



ISSUE 

Air Force Reserve F-16 Force 
Structure Reductions 

Total Base Closure 

Commitments 

ISSUES 
Homestead Air Reserve Base 

DoD POSITION 

Air Force must reduce AFRES 
F-16 squadrons from six to four 

DoD recommends deactivation of 
924th Fighter Wing at Bergstrom 
ARB 
Bergstrom ARB represents 
greater savings 

No military construction cost- 
avoidance at Homestead ARB 
DoD honoring 1993 Commission 
recommendation , 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

More cost effective to deactivate 
924th Fighter Wing at Bergstrom 
ARB 

1993 Commission directed return 
of 301 st Rescue Squadron and 
482nd Fighter Wing to 
Homestead ARB 

Model reuse plan developed in 
response to 1993 Commission 
recommendation 

Agreement between Dade County 
and Base Conversion Agency for 
$1.4 million in annual operating 
subsidies 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Reserve F- 16 force structure 
reduction can be met by 
deactivating one F-16 fighter 
wing and conversion actions 

Cost-avoidance is in recurring 
savings only 

$88 million in FY 1992 
supplemental appropriation for 
economic recovery of south Dade 
County will be spent even if 
Homestead closes 

DRAFT 



ISSUES 
Homestead Air Reserve Base 

(Continued) 

ISSUE I DoD POSITION 

Operational Location Strategic geographic location as 
well-positioned staging area for 
Carribean and Latin American 
contingencies 

Supports CINCSOUTHCOM and 
CINCACOM operations 

Range Access Proximity to overwater supersonic 
airspace and Avon Park Gunnery 
Range make Homestead ARB ideal 
for frequent deployments by ACC 
fighte: aAyits ;tyd fG:jGiEt kziF>ng 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Frequently served as key facility 
for operations in Caribbean and 
Latin America (e.g., Grenada 
and Haiti) 

Unencroached land area and 
strategic location cannot be 
replaced by other airfields in 
Florida or Gulf of Mexico 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Highest military value in 
Reserve F- 16 category 

1993 Commission recognized 
military value as primary reason 
to retain Homestead 

Undisputed strategic location 
and military value 

Superb joint range facilities and 
extensix.re s~ppcrt fcr JCS 
contingencies 
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ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

ISSUE CARSWELL ARS 
(*I 

HOMESTEAD ARB 
(*) 

Force Structure Reduction: 
position of Chairman, JCS 

Force Structure Reduction: 
position of USAF 

Closure would not impair U.S. 1 Demonstrates viability of joint I NI A 
ability to execute national 

military strategy 

Close; otherwise, Air Force will 
use conversion actions 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(*) = Commission add for firther consideration 

Total Base Closure 
Commitments 

Demographics 

DRAFT 

basing and enhances joint 
operational effectiveness 

Should remain open regardless of 
disposition of Bergstrom ARB 

Should remain open regardless of 
disposition of Bergstrom ARB 

Yes 
Yes (924th FW through 9130196) 

Excellent 

No 
Yes (Joint Reserve Base) 

Excellent 

Yes 

Yes (Hurricane Andrew recovery) 

Excellent 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 

Complete closure of an 
installation. 

Most cost-effective option. 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 

Bergstrom Air Reserve Base: Close. 
924th Fighter Wing (AFRES): Inactivate. 
F-16 aircraft: Redistribute or Retire. 
Hq. 10th Air Force (AFRES): Relocate to NAS Fort Worth JRB. 

One Time Costs ($M): 13.0 
Steady State Savings ($M): 18.4 
Return on Investment: 1997 (Immediate) 
Net Present Value ($M): 256.9 

Savings are achieved, but are less 
thg DOE c!ims. 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 1 

Carswell Air Reserve Station: C l o ~ .  
301 st Fighter Wing (AFRES): Inactivate. 
F-16 aircraft: Redistribute or Retire. 

One Time Costs ($M): 7.9 
Steady State Savings ($M): 13.2 
Return on Investment: 1998 (1 Year) 
Net Present Value ($M): 177.9 

PRO 
Force structure reduction is 
achieved. 

Excellent demographic base for 
recruiting. 

PRO 
Force structure reduction is 
achieved 

CON 
Commitment to keep base open 
through September 30, 1996. 

Community support helps reduce 
Air Force base operations support 
costs. 

CON 
Best demographics of any 
AFRES fighter installation 

Optimal site would not be available 
to prospective tenants. 

Rated superior to Bergstrom 
ARB in operational and fighter 
training effectiveness 

Imperative to joint reserve base 
concept 

Opportunities for joint training 

Mission flexibilitylexpansion 
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SCENARIO SUMMARY 
- -- 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 

Homestead Air Reserve Base: Close. 
482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES): Inactivate. 
F-16 aircraft: Redistribute or Retire 

One Time Costs ($M): 12.6 
Steady State Savings ($M): 17.3 
Return on Investment: 1998 (1 Year) 
Net Present Value ($M): 228.6 

achieved F- 16 category due to strategic 

Complete closure of an 
installation I No military construction cost- 

avoidance 

Congress earmarked $88 million 
for south Dade County recovery 
from hurricane 

Demographics support recruiting (( 
requirements 

Economic impact is far greater in 
Homestead than Miami 

DRAFT 



(I, D FT 

Homestead Air Reserve Base 
301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) 

Redirect 

1993 Base Closure Commission recommended the Realignment of Homestead Air Force Base. 
The 482nd F-16 Fighter Wing (AFRES) and the 301st Rescue Squadron (AFRES) and the North 
American Air Defense alert activity will remain in cantonment areas. 

1995 DoD recommendation proposes: 
Change the 1993 Commission recommendation as follows: Redirect the 301 st Rescue Squadron 
(AFRES) to relocate to Patrick AFB, FL, its current temporary location. 

DRAFT 



BASE ANALYSIS 
301st Rescue Squadron 

HOMESTEAD AIR RESERVE BASE. FLOlWlA 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Change the recommendation the 1993 Commission to transfer the unit back to 
Homestead ARB, FL, and instead REDIRECT the unit to remain at Patrick AFB, FL. 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 





301st RQS SCENARIO SUMMARY 

DRAFT 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 
I 

301 st RQS: Redirect. 
Keep unit at Patrick AFB instead of returning to Homestead. 

One Time Costs ($M): 4.6 
Steady State Savings ($M): 1.5 
Return on Investment: 4 Years 
Net Present Value ($M): 15.4 

PRO 

Recruiting not impacted 

TDY cost avoidance $1 Mlyear 

Enhances Combat Rescue readiness training with 
proximity to Avon Park Kange 

Shuttle Support ideal for Reserve unit, best at 
Patrick 

CON 

MILCON at Homestead paid by 92 Suppl Funds 

Air Force support to airfield reduced 

Economic Impact to Homestead community 

Frees 41/71 RQS for Combat Rescue tasking I I 



Homestead Air Reserve Base 
726th Air Control Squadron 

Redirect 

1993 Base Closure Commission recommended the Realignment of Homestead Air Force Base. 
Relocate the 726th Air Control Squadron to Shaw AFB, SC. 

1995 DoD recommendation proposes: 
Change the 1993 Commission recommendation as follows: Redirect the 726th Air Control Squadron to 
relocate from Shaw AFB, SC, its current location, to Mountain Home AFB, ID. 
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BASE ANALYSIS 
726th Air Control Squadron 

HOMESTEAD AIR m R V E  BASIF;. FL- 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Change the recommendation of the 1993 Commission to transfer the unit to Shaw AFB, 
SC, and instead REDIRECT the unit to Mountain Home AFB, ID. 

CRITERIA 

A1 K FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

HOMESTEAD, FL I 

Air Control Squadron Personnel and Equip~l~ent I 

.23 

1997 (Immediate) 

4.63 

N/A 
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ISSUES 
726th Air Control Squadron 

Homestead ARB, FL 

DRAFT 

, 

ISSUE 
I 

READINESS TRAINING 

COST 

UNIT RECONFIGURATION 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

DoD POSITION 

Combat readiness training suffers 
at Shaw due to inadequacy of 
airspace coverage and frequency 
of air activity 

MILCON savings at Mountain 
Home 

Reducing from squadron to 
element-sized unit 

-0.3 % 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Links with remote 
comn~unications and FAA radars 
solves poor coverage in training 
airspace problem 

Unit reconfiguration from 
squadron to element allows 
reduced facility at Shaw 

Readiness status based on 
squadron, but unit only manned 
for element 

Concur 

R&A STAFF FINIIINGS 

Training better at Mountain 
i Iotne 

Agree with commu~iity 

No MILCON savings 

Concur 

Concur 



726th ACS SCENARIO SUMMARY 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE I1 

726th ACS: Redirect. 
Transfer from Shaw AFB. SC to Mountain fiome AFB. ID. 

One Time Costs ($M): 7.4 
Steady State Savings ($M): .23 
Return on Investment: Immediate 
Net Present Value ($M): 4.63 

PRO 
-- - 

CON 

Training enhanced at Mountain Home AFB Unit readiness suffers 

Small moving expense avoided 

DRAFT 





AIR FORCE RESERVE: C-130 BASES 

Dobbins ARB, GA 

11 NIA I NAS Willow Grove ARS, PA 11 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(*) = Commissioner add forjkrther consideration 

DRAFT 





Air Force Reserve C-130 Capacity 

BCEG Minutes 
Excess of two C-130 Bases 
SECAF recommended one 

USAF Concerns with two closures 
Community visibility 
Demographics and recruiting 
Combat readiness and capability 
Peacetime operational capability 

USAF supports for closure 
O'Hare IAP ARS 

DRAFT 



AIR FORCE RESERVE: C-130 BASES 

TIER I INSTALLATION 1 
(1 N/A I GREATER PITTSBURGH IAP ARS, PA (c) I I 
11 NIA I GEN MITCHELL IAP ARS, WI (7 11 
11 N/A 1 MINNEAPOLIS-ST PA UL IAP ARS, h4N (*) I I 

11  NIA I YOUNGSTOWN-WARREN MPT. O H  (*) 11 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(7 = Commissioner candidate for further consideration 



BASE ANALYSIS 
Category: Air Force Reserve C-130 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station (ARS), PA. The 91 1th Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 
aircraft will be distributed to AirForce Reserve C-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado. 

COMMISSIONER ADD FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Gen Mitchell IAP ARS, WI, Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP ARS, MN, Niagara Falls IAP 
, ARS, NY, O'Hare IAP ARS, IL, and Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS, OH FOR CLOSURE as an ADDITION to or a SUBSTITUTION for 

Pittsburgh IAP ARS. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(7 = Commission add forSrther consideration 

CRITERIA 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

DRAFT 

GRTR PITTSBURGH (C) 
8 C-130 

23.1 

15.5 

1 Year 

206.0 

4.9 

0 / 239 
0 / 105 

-0.1% / -0.1% 
Non-attainment - Ozone 

O'NARE (*) 

8 C-130 

24.1 

17.3 

1 Year 

218.5 

5.9 
0 / 262 
0 / 105 

-0.0% / -0.1% 

Non-attainment - Ozone 

M I .  POLZS-ST PA UL (*) 

8 C-130 

23.8 

15.2 

2 Years 

189.5 

5.7 
0 I216 
0 / 105 

-0.1% I-0.1% 

Non-attainment - CO 



BASE ANALYSIS 
Category: Air Force Reserve C-130 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Greater Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station (ARS), PA. The 91 1 th Airlift Wing will inactivate and its C-130 
aircraft will be distributed to AirForce Reserve (2-130 units at Dobbins ARB, Georgia, and Peterson AFB, Colorado. 

COMMISSIONER ADD FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Gen Mitchell IAP ARS, WI, Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP ARS, MN, Niagara Falls IAP 
ARS, NY, O'Hare IAP ARS, IL, and Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS, OH FOR CLOSURE as an ADDITION to or a SUBSTITUTION for 
Pittsburgh IAP ARS. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(7 = Commission add for firther consideration 

CRITERIA 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M.) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL 1 CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

DRAFT 

NZAGARA FALLS (*) 

8 C-130 
24.1 

16.4 
1 Year 

213.3 

6.2 

0 I 182 
0 I 105 

Non-attainment - Ozone 

GEN MITCHELL (*) 

8 C-130 

23.0 

15.3 
1 Year 

202.4 

4.9 
0 1234 
0 / 105 

-0.1% / -0.1% 

Non-attainment - Ozone 

YOUNGSTOWN-WARREN (7 
12 C-130 

24.3 
15.2 

1 Year 

209.8 

3.7 
0 1261 
0 / 178 

-0.3% I-0.3% 

Non-attainment - Ozone . 



AIR FORCE RESERVE C-130 
ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

11 Grtr Pittsburgh IAP ARS 

One Time Costs ($M): 23.1 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.5 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 206.0 

11 FY 94 Base Operating Cost (SM): 4.9 

Manning: 8-Yr Avg- 97.7% Off 
101.0% En1 

- - - 

O'Hare IAP ARS 

One Time Costs ($M): 24.1 
Steady State Savings ($M): 17.3 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 218.5 

FY 94 Base Operating Cost ($M): 5.9 

Manning: 8-Yr Avg- 97.9% Off 
101.0% En1 

Minneapolis-St Paul IAP ARS 11 
One Time Costs ($M): 23.8 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.2 
Return on Investment: 2 Years 
Net Present Value ($M): 189.5 

FY 94 Base Operating Cost ($M): 5.7 

Manning: &Yr Avg- 98.6% Off 
102.4 % En1 

Niagara Falls IAP ARS Gen Mitchell IAP ARS Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS 1 
- - - - 

One Time Costs ($M): 24.1 
Steady State Savings ($M): 16.4 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 213.3 

FY 94 Base Operating Cost ($M): 6.2 

Manning: 8-Yr Avg- 92.9% Off 
99.6% En1 

- - - -- - 

One Time Costs ($M): 23.0 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.3 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($I@: 202.4 

FY 94 Base Operating Cost ($M): 4.9 

Manning: 8-Yr Avg- 95.6% Off 
102.8% En1 

- 

One Time Costs ($M): 24.3 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.2 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 209.8 

FY 94 Base Operating Cost ($M): 3.7' 

Manning: &Yr Avg- 96.3% Off 
103.6% En1 

DRAFT 



SCENARIO SUMlMARY 
Pittsburgh IAP ARS, PA 

- - - 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 
-- - -- 

Close Pittsburgh IAP ARS, PA 

Reduces excess capacity 

Supports force reductions 

One Time Costs ($M): 23.1 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.5 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 206.0 

One of the cheapest bases to 
operate 

Erroneous data used by Ai r Force 
in recommending Pittsburgh 

Excellent recruiting area 

Low annual savings 

PRO 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE I 

CON 

Close O'Hare IAP ARS, IL 

One Time Costs ($M): 24.1 
Steady State Savings ($M): 17.3 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value (%Mn: 218.5 

PRO I CON 

City of Chicago supports closure; 1 Reduces AFR presence in Sta 

Highest annual savings 

AF supports closure 

needs airport prop&y for revenue 
producing development 

Reduces cost to City to relocate 
Reserve Component units 

Excellent recruiting area 

Reduces excess capacity 

Supports force reductions I 

DRAFT 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
Pittsburgh IAP ARS, PA 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE I1 

Close Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP ARS, MN 

One Time Costs ($M): 23.8 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.2 
Return on Investment: 2 Years 
Net Present Value ($M): 189.5 

Reduces excess capacity 

Supports force reductions 

Only Air Force flying unit in 
State 

Lowest annual savings 

I 

- 
COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE I11 

Close Niagara Falls IAP ARS, NY 

One Time Costs ($M): 24.1 
Steady State Savings ($M): 16.4 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 213.3 

PRO I CON 

High operating cost 

Reduces excess capacity 

Supports force reductions 

Loss of only AFR flying unit in 
State 

I Highest economic impact 

Excellent community support 

DRAFT 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
Pittsburgh IAP ARS, PA 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE IV I COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE V 

11 Close General Mitchell IAP ARS, WI 1 Close ~oungstown MPT ARS, OH 

Reduces excess capacity 
Supports force reductions 

One Time Costs ($M): 23.0 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.3 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 202.4 

PRO I . CON 

I ~ e l l e ~ ~ e c $ t n g  area 1 High MILCON cost avoidance I Cheapest operating costs for 8 

One Time Costs ($M): 24.3 
Steady State Savings ($M): 15.2 
Return on Investment: 1 Year 
Net Present Value ($M): 209.8 

' 

aircraft 

Good recruiting area 

PRO 

Excellent community support 

Loss of only Air Force unit in 

CON 

Single unit base 

High annual savings 

DRAFT 

State 

Excellent Statewide 
representation 

Low annual savings 

Reduces excess capacity 

Supports force reductions 





ISSUES 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS, PA 

I ISSUE DoD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION 

Operating costs (Non-salary) Highest Lowest 

30 Acres more than Air Force 
reported, with opportunity to 
acquire more at nominal fee lease 

Criteria I1 - Green- 

- - - -- - - - - 

Pittsburgh could grow and absorb 
manning fiom Youngstown Close proximity to other AFR C- 

130 unit - Youngstown 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

One of the three lowest in costs and 
savings 

Factor used to recommend 
Pittsburgh for closure 

Additional 30 acres available to 
unit on memorandum of agreement 
with Allegehny County. 
Additional 47 acres available 

Agree with community-recent 
aircraft pavement analyses 
upgraded weight bearing capacity 

Agree with both positions 

DRAFT 



ISSUES 
O'Hare IAP A N ,  IL 

11 ISSUE I DoD POSITION COMMUNITY POSITION R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Operating cost (Non-salary) Inaccurate data Second highest 

1993 Closure recommendation 

No MILCON programmed since 
1993 

1 70 miles to Gen Mitchell I Factor used in recommendation to 
Close proximity to other APR C- close Pittsburgh 

II 130 unit - Gen Mitchell I 

DRAFT 

Recently supported the 
deactivation of the C-130 unit if 
selected this round 

Did not address 

Did not address 

City of Chicago continuing efforts 
to acquire property 

Local civic groups support 
retention of AFR & ANG units at 
O'Hare 

Did not address 

Highest level of savings achieved 

Deactivation of C- 130 unit reduces 
City's costs of relocating units 

Inclusion of MILCON would 
increase 20-year NPV savings 



ISSUES 
Minneapolis-St Paul IAP ARS, MN 

DRAFT 

ISSUE 

Operating Costs (Non-salary) 

Only AF flying unit in State 

DoD POSITION 

High 

Did not address 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Lowest 

Community assertion 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

3rd Highest 

Agree with community 



ISSUES 
Niagara Falls IAP A M ,  NY 

Inaccurate data 

Operating costs (Non-salary) costs remain highest when 

Last AF flying unit in State 

DRAFT 



ISSUE 

Expansion capability 

Regional Maintenance function 

Close proximity to other AFRES 
C-130 unit - O'Hare 

Only AF flying unit in State 

ISSUES 
General Mitchell IAP ARS, WI 

DoD POSITION 

Yes - 4 aircraft with $600K in 
minor construction 

Did not address 

A factor used in recommendation 
to close Pittsburgh 

Did not address 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

4 aircraft at no cost 

Performs wheel and tire repair for 
several C-130 units 

Some unit members currently 
commute from Chicago area 

Community assertion - every 
county represented 

- 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Concur in excess capacity 

Reviewed facility during base visit 

Gen Mitchell 70 miles fiom 
O'Hare 

Agree with community 

DRAFT 



ISSUES 
Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS, OH 

11 ISSUE I DoD POSITION 

Expansion Capability r - 
8 aircraft with $1 1.6M in MILCON 

Operating Costs 

- 
Lowest of all units 

II I Factor used in selection of 
Close Proximity to other AFR C- Pittsburgh 
130 unit - Pittsburgh I 

COMMUNITY POSITION I R&A STAFF FINDINGS 11 

Lowest for 8 aircraft 

$1 8.7M in MILCON to support 
growth from 8 to 16 aircraft 

Concur with community. 

Insufficient data avalible for costs 
for unit growth. 

$22.5M in MILCON thru FY 97 to 
support growth. More funding 
programmed beyond 97. 

Did not address 

DRAFT 





AIR FORCE: AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

TIER l INSTALLATION 11 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 

DRAFT 





CATEGORY: AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

GENERAL ISSUES 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD BASES DO NOT READILY COMPETE AGAINST 
EACH OTHER 

AIR GUARD STATIONS BELOW BRAC THRESHOLD 

MUCH DATA COLLECTED AFTER BASE CLOSURE RECOMMENDATIONS 
WERE ANNOUNCED 



BASE ANALYSIS 
MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AGS, CA 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Moffett Federal Airfield Air Guard Station, CA. Relocate unit to McClellan AFB, CA. 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Accept or reject each recommended closure. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for&rther consideration 

r 
CRITEFUA 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
NET PRESENT VALUE 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 I CUM) 
* 

DRAFT 

MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AGS, CA (C) 
Combat Rescue Group: HC- 130 aircraft/HH-60 helicopters 

18.3 

3.9 
6 Years 

34.8 

3.9 
611 3 

8212 1 7 
-0.1%1 -0.5% 





ISSUES 
MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AGS, CA 

ISSUE DoD POSITION COMMUNITY POSITION 

Government-wide costs 

Air Force Cost Analysis: 

MILCON Requirements 

Savings 

DOD costs only 

ROI: 6 years 

NPV: $35M 

Military Value of McClellan 
vs. Moffett Field 

Costs should be viewed from a government-wide 
perspective 

$9.2 M 

3.9 M annually 

positive effect 
on recruiting 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 1 

Air Force's cost analysis is flawed: 

MILCON requirements have changed significantly 

Claimed savings are suspect 

comparable 
military value 

Commander of California ANG thinks unit should 
remain at Moffett Field 

Agreement between ANG 
and NASA 

Costs will increase to federal 
government 

Air Force performed no analysis of military value 

Moffett Airfield offers more military value 

I I 

ROI: Never II 

Agreement can be 
terminated 

NPV: Cost $17.6M I I 

AFIANG made long-term commitment to remain at 
Moffett Field 

Cost analysis is reasonable II 
MILCON figures have 
evolved but still reasonable 

Savings reasonable 

Air Force did not perform 
military value assessment of 
ANG 

Quality of facilities & 
access to ranges are 
comparable 

Agreement can be terminated 
by either party 

DRAFT 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AGS, CA 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 

Close Moffett Federal Airfield AGS, CA. Relocate unit to McClellan AFB, CA. 

One Time Costs ($hi): 18.3 
Steady State Savings ($M): 3.9 
Return on Investment: 6 years (2003) 
Net Present Value ($M): 34.8 

PRO I CON 

Positive recruiting and retention effects 

Cost effective for Air Force by eliminating overhead 
positions and base operating support costs 

Dependent on McClellan AFB decision 

Costs increase to federal government 

DRAFT 



BASE ANALYSIS 
NORTH HIGHLANDS AGS, CA 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close North Highlands AGS, CA. Relocate unit to McClellan AFB, CA. 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Accept or reject each recommended closure. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for@rther consideration 

CRITERIA NORTH HIGHLANDS AGS, CA (C) 

DRAFT 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
NET PRESENT VALUE 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

Combat Communications 

1.3 

0.3 

5 Years 

2.9 

0.2 

110 
3/36 

O.O%/O.O% 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
NORTH HIGHLANDS AGS, CA 

11 DoD RECOMMENDATION 

Excess capacity at McClellan AFB 

Relocation of unit requires little expenditure 

Close North Highlands AGS, CA. Relocate unit to McClellan AFB, CA. 

One Time Costs ($M): 1.3 
Steady State Savings ($M): 0.3 
Return on Investment: 5 years (2002) 
Net Present Value ($M): 2.9 

Dependent on McClellan AFB decision 

PRO 

Eliminates base operating support personnel and 
costs 

DRAFT 

CON 

Long return on investment 



BASE ANALYSIS 
ONTARIO AGS, CA 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Ontario Air Guard Station, CA;. Relocate units to March ARB, CA. 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Accept or reject each recommended closure. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
= DnD recnm-mendztlnn fcrr re~!ignmer?t 

(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure or realignment 
(*) = Commission add for firther consideration 

I 

CRITERIA ONTARIO AGS, CA (C) 

DRAFT 

FORCE STRUCTURE 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
NET PRESENT VALUE 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 
1L 

Combat Communications, Weather 

0.9 

0.1 

9 years 
0.8 

0.1 

110 
3/22 

O.O%/O.O% 



SCENARIO S-RY 
ONTARIO AGS, CA 

11 DoD RECOMMENDATION 

11 Close Ontario AGS, CA. Relocate unit to March ARB, CA. 

One Time Costs ($M): 0.9 
Steady State Savings ($M): 0.1 
Return on Investment: 9 years (2006) 

-- -- - 

I f i a t e s  base operating support personnel and I Long return on investment 

Net Present Value ($M): 0.8 

II Relocation of unit requires little expenditure 

PRO 

ii No impact on recruiting 

CON 

DRAFT 



BASE ANALYSIS 
ROSLYN AGS, NY 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station, NY. Relocate units to Stewart IAP AGS, NY 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Accept or reject each recommended closure. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(Xj = Joint Cross Service Group aiternative for closure or reaiignment 
(*) = Commission add for firther consideration 

DRAFT 



ISSUES 
ROSLYN AGS, NY 

ISSUE I DoD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION I R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

ROI: 2 Years 

NPV: $8.9 million 

Cost effective only when 
proceeds from sale of property 
are used to offset relocation costs 

NPV: ($11.3M) 

When $22.4 million from sale of 
l,d used: 

Use of proceeds from sale of 
PrOPertY 

DRAFT 

NIA 

considers this situation unique 

If proceeds NOT used: 

ROI: 100+ years 

DoD policy states generally 
should not be used, but Air Force 

from DoD policy 

NIA Air Force has not justified why 
this situation is unique to deviate 



SCENARIO StJn!lMARY 
ROSLYN AGS, NY 

DRAFT 



BASE ANALYSIS 
SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY MAP AGS, OH 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Springfield-Beckley MAP Air Guard Station, OH. Relocate units to Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Accept or reject each recommended closure. 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 2.8 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 11 Years 

NET PRESENT VALUE 14.0 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 2.6 
- - 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) I 561233 

11 ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
Iv\ - 1 - . ' - A  n ---- <1--.:-- P - l A - _ _ - A : _ - -  C-- -1- -- --^1:---^-& 
(A) - J U l l l l  L l U S S  3t;l VILE; U I U U p  SLILCIIIdLIVt; 101 LIUSUIC UI IC~llgIl lIICIIL 

(*) = Commission add forjkrther consideration 

DRAFT 



ISSUES REVIEWED 
SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY MAP AGS, OH 

DRAFT 

Revised costs and savi s result in 11 year ROI 

9" Facilities concerns at right-patterson 

Springfield-Beckley basing arrangement 

Closure proposed during BRAC 1993 



ISSUE 

Revised costs and savings result 
in 1 1 year ROI 

Facility concems at Wright- 
Patterson 

i Springfield-Beckley basing 
arrangement 

ISSUES 
SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY AGS, OH 

DoD POSITION 

Personnel and BOS savings were 
originally overstated 

Wright-Patterson AFB offers 
comparable operating 
environment 

Facility concems are minor 
and can be worked 

ANG : "Keep units at civilian 
airports wherever possible" 

visibility helps recruiting 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Personnel elimination 
overstated 

Military construction costs 
understated 

Springfield-Beckley offers a 
superior operating 
environment 

Concerns with condition of 
some facilities and ability of 
dining hall to meet drill 
requirements 

Strong community support 

Unit's community 
involvement 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Consistent with Air Force 
Manpower Programming 
Office 

Followed standardized cost 
procedures 

Springfield facilities are superior, 
but once some Wright-Patterson 
facilities are modified they may 
not be ideal, but should be 
adequate 

Springfield-Beckley presents 
ideal basing arrangement: 

costs 
c"'i-fili.u.~ty. ~i,-"."~-".eiiiei,~ & 

support 

recruiting 

DRAFT 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY AGS, OH 

DRAFT 

DoD RECOMMENDATION 
I 

Close Springfield-Beckley AGS, OH. Relocate unit to Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. 

One Time Costs ($M): 24.6 
Steady State Savings ($M): 2.8 
Return on Investment: 11 years (2008) 
Net Present Value ($M): 14.0 

PRO 

Eliminates base operating support personnel and 
costs 

Excess capacity at Wright-Patterson AFB, OH 

CON 

Long ROI required 

Economic impact on Springfield-Beckley MAP and 
community 





ISSUES 
MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AGS, CA 

DRAFT 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Is a BRAC issue if service 
submits to BRAC for review 

ISSUE 

Closure can be 
outside of 

BRAC process 

DoD POSITION 

Should be 
reviewed by BRAC 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Moffett Field AGS does not meet BRAC threshold and 
should not be evaluated through BRAC process 



ISSUES 
SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY AGS, OH 

DRAFT 

ISSUE DoD POSITION - 

Wright-Patterson F-16 facilities 
are now available due to 
deactivation of a unit 

. 

'losure proposed during 
1993 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

Savings overstated in 1993 and 
continue to be overstated in 1995 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

Flight-line facilities are now 
available at Wright-Patterson 
to reduce MILCON 
requirements 

More BOS savings claimed 





Griffiss Air Force Base 
Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division 

Redirect 

1993 Base Closure Commission recommended the realignment of Griffiss AFB. 
Runway would remain open as minimum essential airfield to support 10th Infantry (Light) Division from Fort 
Drum. 

1995 DoD recommendation proposes: 
To close the minimum essential airfield on Griffiss AFB 
Air Force will re-build Fort Drum airfield 
Air Force will provide mobility/contingency/training support from the airfield on Fort Drum 
Allows 10th Infantry (Light) Division to deploy 2 hours earlier 

DRAFT 



BASE ANALYSIS 

Griffiss Air Force Base 
Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Redirect: Close the Minimum Essential Airfield 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ MI 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 
NIA 

None 

51.3 
\ ,  

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL I CIV) 

12.7 

2003 (5 Years) 
1 10.8 

NIA 

011 5 

DRAFT 

I 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 1 CUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

-0.01% 

EAIEIS required at Fort Drum 



SCENARIO S V Y  
Grimss Air Force Base 

Airfield Support for 10th Infantry (Light) Division 

11 DOD RECOMMENDATION 11 
11 Redirect: Close the minimum essential airfield on Griffiss AFB. II 

AF will support the 10th Infantry (Light) Division from the airfield on 11 Fort D m  II 11 AF will re-build airfield on Fort Drum II  
One Time Costs ($M): 51.3 
Steady State Savings ($M): 12.7 
Return on Investment: 2003 (Five Years) 

DRAFT 

Net Present Value ($M): 110.8 

PRO 

Saves money 

Allows to 10th Infantry Division to 
deploy 2 hours earlier 

CON 



Griffiss Air Force Base 
485th Engineering Installation Group 

Redirect 

Background: The 485th Engineering Installation Group performs the engineering, program management, and 
installation of communications and computer equipment at DoD facilities throughout North America and Europe. 

1993 Base Closure Commission recommended the realignment of Griffiss AFB 
485th Engineering Installation Group would transfer to Hill AFB 

1995 DoD recommendation proposes: 
Inactivating the 485th Engineering Installation Group 
Relocating its installation hnction to Kelly AFB and McClellan AFB 
Relocating its engineering function to Tinker AFB 

DoD justification for redirect is cost to renovate Hill AFB to accommodate the 485th Engineering Installation Group is 
costly 

By inactivating the unit and redistributing its functions, the Air Force intends to save money by avoiding MILCON and 
eliiziiiiitiiig overhead 

DRAFT 



BASE ANALYSIS 

Griff~ss Air Force Base 
485th Engineering Installation Group 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Redirect: Inactivate the 485th EIG. 

-- - 

* Personnel realignments are considered as part of the 1993 action. 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
NET PRESENT VALUE 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) - 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 I CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

DRAFT 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 
NIA 

None 
.5 

2.9 
1996 (Immediate) _ 

53.6 5 

NIA 

7710 
o/o* 

NIA 

NIA 



SCENARIO SUMlMARY 
Griffiss Air Force Base 

485th Engineering Installation Group 

I I DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Redirect: Inactivate the 485th Engineering Installation Gro 

Transfer personnel to Tinker AFB, Kelly AFB, an - 
One Time Costs ($M): .5 
Steady State Savings ($M): 2.9 
Return on Investment: 1996 (Immediate) 
Net Present Value ($M): 53.6 

11 PRO I CON 

Saves money 

Reduces overhead 

. 

DRAFT 




