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ITINERARY FOR GRAND FORKS AFB 
(Detailed base visit itinerary on following pages) 

TIME EVENT 
21 Jun Commissioners 

arrive 

22 Jun Meet and 
0800 .- prebrief 

0820-0900 Travel to AFB 

briefings and 
senior staff 
Q&A 

1100-1300 Base visit- 

1300- 1400 , Lunch 
1400- 1445 Depart GFAFB 

LOCATION POC 
Grand Forks Tim 
Int'l Airport MacGregor 
(the AFB 
runway is 
closed for 
resurfacing) 
Hilton Garden Tim 
Inn, Grand MacGregor 
Forks 
Grand Forks Tim 

Gra'nd Forks 
MacGregor 

Grand Forks 
MacGregor 

I 

GFAFB Club I 
Enroute Tim 

MacGregor 

Meet 

Review Briefing 
Book 

Travel 

Escort 

Escort 

Lunch 
Return to Hotel 



DETAILED BASE VISIT ITINERARY 
(Prepared by Grand Forks AFB with BRAC staff edits) 

) wednestlay, 22 June 2005 DRESS: UOD 

0820 De~art lodging en route to Grand Forks AFB 
Rental Car I :  
Mr. Bilbray 
Mr. Coyle 
Mr. Skinner 
Mr. MacGregor 

Rental Car 2: 
Mr. Battaglia 
Mr. Cook 
Mr. Sillin 
Mr. Napoli 

0900 Arrive 319 ARW Headauarters Wing Mission and Civil Engineer Briefings 
Met by: 

Attendees: 
Col William Bill Bender, 3 19 ARWICC 
Col Joel Reese, 3 19 ARWICV 
Col Peter Pete Sands, 3 19 MSGICC 
Lt Col Patrick Pat Fogarty, 3 19 CESICC 
Ms. Mary Giltner, 319 CESICD 
Lt Col Andy Weaver, 3 19 ARWIXP 
Maj Joe Williams, 3 19 ARWIXPO 
Capt Michael Meridith, 3 19 ARWIPA 
Mr. Bilbray 
Mr. Coyle 
Mr. Skinner 
Mr. Battaglia 
Mr. Cook 
Mr. MacGregor 
Mr. Sillin 
Mr. Napoli 

1100 De~art HO for Windshield Tour 
Surrey Bus: 
Col William Bill Bender, 3 19 ARWICC 



Col Joel Reese, 3 19 ARWICV 
Col Peter Pete Sands, 319 MSGICC 
Lt Col Patrick Pat Fogarty, 3 19 CESICC 
Ms. Mary Giltner, 3 19 CESICD 
Lt Col Andy Weaver, 3 19 ARWR(P 
Maj Joe Williams, 319 ARWJXPO 
Capt Michael Meridith, 3 19 ARWPA 
Mr. Bilbray 
Mr. Coyle 
Mr. Skinner 
Mr. Battaglia 
Mr. Cook 
Mr. MacGregor 
Mr. Sillin 
Mr. Battaglia 

Runway construction tour 
(Depart wing Hq to Eielson St and drive by industrial area to Alpha ramp. Join 
Contractor lead vehicle at Alpha ramp to tour runway construction. Depart 
runway at taxiway X to parallel taxiway to north C-ramp taxiway; drive by 3-bay 
hangar, Charlie ramp, 600 area hangars (DC-8 hangar), fire station road to Fire 
Station) 

Tour Fire Station 
Met by: Fire Chief Carl Wilkes 
(Depart fire station on Steen to Eielson to Tuskegee; drive by hydrant refueling 
pump house and tanks) 

Tour 905th Squadron Operations 
Met by: Maj John Tomtschik 
(Depart 905'~ Sq Ops N on Eielson, drive by side of hangars, S side of OG/MXG 
Hq, AGE maintenance; exit maintenance area to 7th Ave, past dormitories, to  
Tuskegee to WarriorDr; drive through community area) 

Tour Fitness Center 
Met by: Mr Glenn Garrison 

Lt Samual Manno 
Mr Powell 

Tour Airey Dining Facility 
Met by: Mr Glenn Garrison 

Lt Samual Manno 

Tour Education Center 
Met by: Capt Paul Burger 

Mr Bob Hauer 
(Depart Education Center down Tuskegee; drive by medical treatment center to 
housing area) 



1235 Tour 1601 Hickam 
Met by: Mr Chris Powell 

1245 Tour 1463 X Nevada . 
Met by: Mr Jeff Regimbal 
(Depart housing area to J St to Steen Blvd, drive by Child Development Center, 
View of main gate construction, drive along Steen Blvd, main administrative 
corridor to H St to Northern Lights Club) 

1300 Arrive Northern Lights Club for lunch 

Driver: 
Driving bv: Tour of runway construction, ramps, DC-8 hangar, fire 
station, Fitness Center, Dining Hall, Ed Center, Housing (both duplex and 
single unit) 

1300 Arrive Club for lunch 

1400 Depart Grand Forks AFB 



J(DSN Prem 362 instead of 747) I 
319th Air Refueling Wing Commander 3 1 9 ~  Air Refueling Wing Vice Commander 

. Col Bill ~ e n d e r '  Col Joel Reese 
DP (701) 747-4150 DP (701) 747-4150 

E-mail: william.bender@grandforks.af.mil E-mail: joel.reese@ grandforks.af.mil 

MSGICC 319th Air Refueling Wing Executive Officer 
Col Peter Pete Sands Maj Colin Sindel 
DP (701) 747-4150 DP (701) 747-6014 
E-mail: peter.sands @ nrandforks.af.mil E-mail: colin.sindel@ grandforks.af.mil 

MXGICC OGICV 
Col Mike Saville Col Eric Nelson 
DP (701) 747-5889 DP (701) 747-6839 
E-mail: michael.saville @ grandforks. af.mi1 E-mail: eric.nelson@grandforks.af.mil 

CESICC 319th Air Refueling Wing Protocol 
Lt Col Patrick Pat Fogarty Roberta Birdie Schipper 
DP (701) 747-4768 DP (701) 747-5055 
E-mail: patrick.fogartv@nrandforks.af.mil E-mail: roberta.schipper @ m-andforks.af.mil 

CESICD 
Mary Giltner 
DP (701) 747-4761 
E-mail: marv.giltner @ grandforks.af.mil 

319th Air Refueling Wing Plans 
Lt Col Andy Weaver 
DP (701) 747-6360 
E-mail: andv.weaver@grandforks.af.mil 

319th Air Refueling Wing Plans 
Maj Joe Williams 
DP (701) 747-5832 
E-mail: joe.williams @nrandforks.af.mil - 

319th Air Refueling Wing Public Affairs 
Capt Michael Meridith 
DP (701) 747-5608 
E-mail: michael.meridith@grandforks.af.rnil 

3 1 9 ~  Air Refueling Wing Command Post 
DSN 362-67 1 1 
Cornrn (701) 747-67 1 1 

Trans DP (701) 747-3971 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

BASE SUMMARY SHEET 

Grand Forks Air Force Base. ND 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Grand Forks AFB, ND: 
"The 3 19th Air Refueling Wing is America's finest combat air refueling wing.. .working 
each day to defend America's freedom and training to execute rapid global mobility in 
order to defend America's future" 
Operates 44 Primary Aircraft Authorized (PAA) Boeing KC- l35R air refueling aircraft 

McConnell ANGB, KS: 
Federal Mission: 

Information Operations-Provides network security for the entire Air National 
Guard, real-time imagery analysis, vulnerability assessments, air control, and a joint 
forces training range 
Air Refueling-Performs the KC-135R worldwide refueling and airlift mission 
providing Global Reach for America 

State Mission: 
0 Respond to natural disasters in 7 nearby counties: Provide communications, security, 

medical, civil engineer, chaplain, and chemlbio expertise to affected communities 
Partnership for Peace with Armenia: Kansas Supports the U.S. program to assist 
former Soviet-bloc nations in their transition to democracy by providing military-to- 
military contacts. These contacts help reinforce the concept of civilian control of the 
military 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Grand Forks AFB. ND 
Distribute the 319th Air Refueling Wing's (ARW) KC-135R aircraft to: 

o 126th ARW (ANG), Scott AFB, Illinois (12 aircraft) 
Scott retires its eight KC-135E aircraft 

o 916th ARW (AFR) Seymour-Johnson AFB, North Carolina (eight aircraft) 
Will host an active duty associate unit 

o 6th Air Mobility Wing, MacDill AFB, Florida (four aircraft) 
Will host a Reserve association with 927th ARW (AFR) manpower 
realigned from Selfridge ANGB, Michigan 

o 154th Wing (ANG), Hickam AFB, Hawaii (four aircraft) 
Will host an active duty associate unit 

o 22d ARW, McConnell AFB, Kansas (eight aircraft)- 
Currently associates with the 93 1st Air Refueling Group (AFR). 



Grand Forks will remain an active Air Force installation with a new active dutyIAir 
National Guard association unit created in anticipation of emerging missions at Grand 
Forks 

Realign McConnell Air National Guard (ANG) Base: 
Relocate the 184th Air Refueling Wing's (ANG) nine KC- 135R aircraft to the 190th Air 
Refueling Wing at Forbes Field AGS, Kansas 

o Forbes will retire its eight assigned KC-135E aircraft 
o The 184th (McConnell) Air Refueling Wing 's operations and maintenance 

manpower will transfer with the aircraft to Forbes, while the wing's expeditionary 
combat support (ECS) elements will remain at McConnell 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Grand Forks (40-tanker) ranked lowest in military value of all active-duty KC-135 bases 
However, of Northern tier bases, Grand Forks ranked highest in military value for the 
UAV mission (43-UAV) 
Military judgment argued for a continued strategic presence in the north central US.  
(Grand Forks is one of the last remaining active military installations in the region) 
Military judgment also indicated the potential for emerging missions in homeland 

. defense, particularly for border states 
o Therefore, Grand Forks is retained as an active installation, but realigned to distribute its 

KC-135R force structure to bases with higher value for the tanker mission 
o MacDill(36), McConnell(15), Seymour Johnson (25), and Scott (38) 

Additional aircraft at MacDill optimize unit size, establish new active 
dutyIAir Force Reserve association to enhance unit capability, and 
preserve sufficient capacity for future beddown of next generation tanker 
aircraft 
Scott receives KC-135R model aircraft to replace older, higher 
maintenance KC-135E models, capture Scott's existing capacity, and 
increase its capability by robusting the ANG squadron 
Additional aircraft at Seymour Johnson optimize squadron, increase 
wing's capability, and establish another new active dutyIAir Force Reserve 
unit association 
Additional aircraft at McConnell capitalize on available excess capacity at 
no cost and optimize three squadrons for greater total wing capability 
The Air Force used military judgment in moving force structure from 
Grand Forks to Hickam (87), concluding that Hickam's strategic location 
argued for a more robust global mobility capability in the western Pacific 

Increasing tanker force structure at Hickam robusts the unit and 
establishes an active dutyIAir Force.Reserve association to 
maximize Reserve participation 

Realigning ANG KC-135R aircraft from McConnell to Forbes (35) 
replaces aging, higher maintenance KC-135E aircraft with newer models 
while retaining the experienced personnel from one of the highest-ranking 
reserve component tanker bases 



e COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs: $131.5 million , 

e Net Savings (Cost) during Implementation: $322.5 million 
Annual Recurring Savings: $ 173.3 million 
Return on Investment Year: 2010 (1 year) 

e Net Present Value over 20 Years: $1,982.0 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) [Date transcribedfrom Air Force COBRA reports] 

Baseline 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

Military Civilian Students 
2,665 415 0 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 
[Date transcribedfrom Air Force COBRA reports] 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

This Recommendation 2,617 542 0 0 (2,6 17) (542) 
Other Recornrnendation(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 2,617 542 0 0 (2,617) (542) 



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

There are potential impacts to air quality; cultural, archeological, or tribal resources; 
dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; noise; threatened and endangered 
species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; and wetlands that may need to be 
considered during the implementation of this recommendation. There are no anticipated impacts 
to marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries. Impacts of costs include $1.2M in costs for 
environmental compliance and waste management. These costs were included in the payback 
calculation. There are no anticipated impacts to the costs of environmental restoration. The 
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions affecting the installations in 
this recommendation have been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to 
the implementation of this recommendation. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: John Hoeven (R) 
Senators: Kent Conrad (D) 

Byron Dorgan (D) 
Representative: Earl Pomeroy (D) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT [Data transcribedfrom Air Force Recommendation detail] 

Potential Employment Loss: 4,929 jobs (2,645 direct and 2,284 indirect) 
MSA Job Base: 66,242 jobs 
Percentage: 7.4 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (Year-Year): TBD percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Lowest ranked of all active duty tanker bases 
# 40 of 154 total bases in Tanker MCI 

McConnell AFB, KS (#15) 
Fairchild AFB, WA (#17) 
Robins AFB, GA (#18)-selected for realignment (reduction) of all tanker aircraft 
MacDill AFB, FL (#36) 
NOTE: Ellsworth AFB, SD ranked #5, and Minot AFB, ND ranked #43 for tankers 

Grand Forks Tanker MCI score was 63.52 (from 100 points). Top four deductions: 
Proximity to Air Space Supporting Mission (-19.98 pts) 
Ramp Area and Serviceability (-5.91 pts) 
Installations Pavements Quality (-3.63 pts) 
Fuel Dispensing Rate to Support Mobility and Surge (-2.77 pts) 

Potential for "Emerging Missions" (Unmanned Aerial Vehicles--UAVs) 
# 43 of 154 total bases in UAV MCI (though highest in the North Dakota region) 

~ e a l e  AFB, CA (#33) 
a NOTE: Ellsworth AFB, SD ranked #48, and Minot AFB, ND ranked #58 



COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES 

Grand Forks realignment causes a lack of DOD presence in Northern Tier 
Loss of major economic input in Grand Forks region 
Air Force didn't weigh unencroached airspace heavily enough 
Grand Forks has an advantage (shorter distances required) to many overseas locations due to 
proximity to polar routes 
Air,Force didn't capture potential synergy with University of North Dakota (located in Grand 
Forks) vis-i-vis their UAV research 
The base is building a completely new runway, and many of the facilities including housing 
are new. It would be wasteful to not use them. 
Though community is generally distressed at loss of tanker mission and personnel, they are 
generally pleased with Air Force discussion of a possible UAV presence and mission 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Future "Emerging Mission" UAV partnership with Hector Field AGS, Fargo, ND 
0 Hector Field realigns by losing all 15 of it's F-16s (in a separate DOD BRAC 

recommendation) 
Hector guardsmen would help maintain and fly Grand Forks UAVs 

Very strong support from, and relationship between community and Grand Forks AFB 
Cemented by base's support to community during devastating floods and fires in 1997 

Tim MacGregorIAir Force Team122 June 2005 



SECRETARY OF DEFENSE RECOMMENDATION 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND, McConnell Air Force Base, KS 

Recommendation: Realign Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota. Distribute the 
3 19th Air Refueling Wing's KC-135R aircraft to the 126th Air Refueling Wing (ANG), Scott 
AFB, Illinois (1 2 aircraft)--which retires its eight KC- 135E aircraft; the 91 6th Air Refueling 
Wing (AFR), Seymour-Johnson AFB, North Carolina (eight aircraft)--which will host an active 
duty associate unit; the 6th Air Mobility Wing, MacDill AFB, Florida (four aircraft)--which will 
host a Reserve association with 927th Air Refueling Wing (AFR) manpower realigned from 
Selfridge ANGB, Michigan; the 154th wing (ANG), Hickam AFB, Hawaii (four aircraft)--which 
will host an active duty associate unit; and the 22d Air Refueling Wing, McConnell AFB, 
Kansas (eight aircraft)--which currently associates with the 931st Air Refueling Group (AFR). 
Grand Forks will remain an active Air Force installation with a new active duty1Air National 
Guard association unit created in anticipation of emerging missions at Grand Forks. 

Realign McConnell Air National Guard (ANG) Base by relocating the 184th Air Refueling Wing 
(ANG) nine KC-135R aircraft to the 190th Air Refueling Wing at Forbes Field AGS, Kansas-- 
which will retire its eight assigned KC-135E aircraft. The 184th Air Refueling Wing 's 
operations and maintenance manpower will transfer with the aircraft to Forbes, while the wing's 
expeditionary combat support (ECS) elements will remain at McConnell. 

Justification: Grand Forks (40-tanker) ranked lowest in military value of all active duty KC- 
135 bases. However, of our Northern tier bases, Grand Forks ranked highest in military value 
for the UAV mission (43-UAV). Military judgment argued for a continued strategic presence in 
the north central U.S. (Grand Forks is one of the last remaining active military installations in the 
region). Military judgment also indicated the potential for emerging missions in homeland 
defense, particularly for border states. Therefore, Grand Forks is retained as an active 
installation, but realigned to distribute its KC-135R force structure to bases with higher value for 
the tanker mission--MacDill(36), McConnell(15), Seymour Johnson (25), and Scott (38). The 
additional aircraft at MacDill optimize the unit size, establish a new active dutyIAir Force 
Reserve association to enhance unit capability, and preserve sufficient capacity for future 
beddown of the next generation tanker aircraft. Scott receives KC- 135R model aircraft to 
replace older, higher maintenance KC- 135E models, capture Scott's existing capacity, and 
increase its capability by robusting the ANG squadron. The additional aircraft at Seymour 
Johnson optimize the squadron, increase the wing's capability, and establish another new active 
duty1Air Force Reserve unit association. Additional aircraft at McConnell capitalize on available 
excess capacity at no cost and optimize three squadrons for greater total wing capability. The 
Air Force used military judgment in moving force structure from Grand Forks to Hickam (87), 
concluding that Hickam's strategic location argued for a more robust global mobility capability 
in the western Pacific. Increasing tanker force structure at Hickam robusts the unit and 
establishes an active duty1Air Force Reserve association to maximize Reserve participation. 
Realigning ANG KC-135R aircraft from McConnell to Forbes (35) replaces aging, higher 
maintenance KC-135E aircraft with newer models while retaining the experienced personnel 
from one of the highest-ranking reserve component tanker bases. 



Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this 
recommendation is $13 1 million. The net of all costs and savings to the Department during the 
implementation period is a savings of $322 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $173 million, with payback expected in one year. The net present value of 
the cost and savings to the Department over 20 years is a savings of $1.98 billion. 

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation 
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 4,929 jobs (2,645 direct jobs and 2,284 indirect 
jobs) over the 2006-201 1 period in the Grand Forks, North Dakota-Minnesota Metropolitan 
Statistical economic area, which is 7.44 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate 
economic impact of all recommended actions on these economic regions of influence was 
considered and is at Appendix B of Volume I. 

Community Infrastructure Assessment: A review of community attributes indicates no issues 
regarding the ability of the infrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces and 
personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all 
recommendations affecting the installations in this recommendation. 

Environmental Impact: There are potential impacts to air quality; cultural, archeological, or 
tribal resources; dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource areas; noise; threatened and 
endangered species or critical habitat; waste management; water resources; and wetlands that 
may need to be considered during the implementation of this recommendation. There are no 
anticipated impacts to marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries. Impacts of costs include 
$1.15 million in costs for environmental compliance and waste management. These costs were 
included in the payback calculation. There are no anticipated impacts to the costs of 
environmental restoration. The aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC 
actions affecting the installations in this recommendation have been reviewed. There are no 
known environmental impediments to the implementation of this recommendation. 



TANKER MISSION COMPATABILITY INDEX (MCI) 
I I I I I I 

I 

1 l ~ i l l  AFB 1 88.93 1 99.52 1 80.45 1 78.08 , 1 77.82 

Rank 
I 

Base 

2 
3 
4 

- - 

7 l~hi teman AFB 1 81.45 1 78.08 1 86.09 1 79.37 1 74.42 

5 
6 

8 I~dwards AFB 1 81.12 1 84.75 1 82.92 I 67.02 1 40.87 
9 l~i t t le  Rock AFB 1 79.98 1 76.28 1 85.52 72.03 88.12 

Tanker 

Mountain Home AFB 
Barksdale AFB 
Tinker AFB 

10 l ~ e a l e  AFB 1 79.37 1 84.02 1 80.76 I 61.31 I 42.78 
11 I~avis- ont than AFB 1 79.05 1 80.31 1 84.66 51.76 71.89 

. - -. - - . - - 

~1lswohhAFB 
Altus AFB 

12 l ~ y e s s  AFB 1 78.56 1 74.37 1 86.18 I 66.52 I 77.64 
13 l~olloman AFB 1 78.13 1 81.36 1 80.08 55:87 75.23 

Current I 
Future 
Mission 

86.64 
84.14 
84.08 

83.73 
83.4 

i I I 1 I I 

26 l~harieston AFB 1 70.87 1 59.14 1 81.06 I 81.35 I 75:49 

CondMon of 
~nfrastructure 

92.21 
72.18 
80.89 

14 
13 
16 
171 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

3 1 1 Grissom ARB 1 68.23 1 69.06 1 70.93 51.91 I 73.25 
32 l~ndrews AFB 1 68 158 .11  1 81.68 63.29 41.74 

79.4 
80.54 

38 l~co t t  AFB 1 65.12 1 74.93 1 61.26 f 38.75 I 53.95 
39 l~andolph AFB 1 64.12 1 64.12 1 66.76 49.53 78.5 1 

Contingency, 
Mobilization, 
Future Forces 

84 
94.69 
88.58 

23 Wrieht-Patterson AFB 71.83 67.62 76.85 69.8 74.09 

Nellis AFB 
McConnell AFB'I 
March ARB 
Fairchild AFB 
Robins AFB 
Eglm AFB 
Peterson AFB 
Travis AFB 
Kirtland AFB 

40 l ~ r a n d  Forks AFB 1 63 52 1 56.57 1 71.92 ( 56.7 I 79.09 
41 l~anelev AFB 1 63.03 1 57.36 1 65.58 

Cost of Ops 1 
Manpower 

76.49 I 68.58 
96.22 80.79 
79.63 I 85.8 

91.15 
85.88 

42 lpope AFB 1 62.76 1 60.63 1 68.47 42.95 1 86.08 
43 Ih4inot AFB 1 62.74 1 58.49 1 66.86 62.42 73.42 

73.51 , 1 81.32 
86.92 I 80.99 

77.7 
77.69 
77.38 
77.09 
75.6 

75.28 
75.05 
74.99 
74.73 

44 l ~ o v e r  AFB 1 62.73 ( 55.42 1 75.22 1 44.02 1 64.93 
45 l~ucklev AFB 1 62.71 1 93.34 1 32.62 48.89 53.78 
46 (~eno-Tahoe IAPAGS 1 61.85 1 89.09 1 40.95 1 26.94 # 47.47 

94.53 
82.94 
81.93 
72.66 

63 
60.95 
93.46 
81.4 
89.43 

66.4 
81.22 
85.82 
82.72 
89.98 
84.29 
64.75 
79.81 
62.56 

55.55 
39.27 
29.27 
74.88 
70.89 
100 

36.44 
38.16 
58.87 

43.94 
75.83 
45.41 
73.99 
87.45 
90.39 
61.91 
24.22 
69.56 



Rank 

- 
47 - 
48 - 
49 - 
50 - 
5 1 - 
52 - 
53 - 
54 
55 - 
56 - 
57 
58 - 
59 - 
60 

- 
6 1 - 
62 - 
63 - 
64 - 
65 - 
66 

67 - 
68 - 
69 - 
70 - 
7 1 - 
72 - 
73 
7 

74 - 
75 - 
76 - 
77 - 
78 - 
79 - 
80 - 
8 1 - 
82 - 
83 - 
84 - 
85 - 
86 
- 

87 

Current 1 Contingency, 
Condition of Cost of Ops I 

Base Tanker Future MobUhamn, Manpower 
Mission 

Infrastructure Future Forces 

,incoln MAP AGS 61.82 78.42 51.82 24.57 71.2 

5ckenbacker IAP AGS 61.4 65.89 65.91 19.6 71.11 
I 

'ucson IAP AGS 60.48 80.11 45.15 30.67 I 72.7 
Iurlburt Field 60.43 61.59 61.23 ' 45.12 87.18 
Vill Rogers World APT 

160.37 1 80.92 1 42.56 1 33.68 1 84.8 

,elfridge ANGB 58.24 61.13 59.15 45.09 42.51 
ranee AFB 58.04 82.76 37.28 23.09 87.75 
Mson AFB 57.97 32.56 85.07 72.75 16.54 

!amwell ARS, NAS 
brt Worth Joint 1 57.81 1 74.31 1 46.62 I 24.62 1 72.7 
Leserve 
4cGuire AFB 57.57 48.27 68.82 58.82 37.26 
Iomestead ARS' 57.34 44.92 75.28 40.97 53.65 
imnmgham IAPAGS 1 57.3 1 68.27 1 48.57 I 37.93 I 77.96 
:hendoff AFB 1 56.87 1 28.53 1 85.7 79.56 8.86 
n m e l  Islands AGS 1 56.85 1 78.66 1 41.23 1 29.84 ! 23.21 

ioux Gateway APT 
LGS 1 56.36 1 75 1 39.74 1 33.71 1 79.98 

:osenans Memorial 
IPT AGS 1 55.88 1 78.12 1 34.56 1 35.55 1 81.65 

ireat Falls IAP AGS 55.65 74.92 39.74 31.4 62.23 
'ortland IAP AGS 55.44 72.49 40.93 35.96 60.13 

jlndall AFE3 55.38 59.52 47.49 60.22 90.98 

De Foss Field AGS 55.36 72.32 40.66 32.71 77.92 
4cGee Tyson APT - - 55.32 67.74 45.4 3 1 ..72 86.02 

brt Smith Regional 
IPT AGS 155 .121  78.51 1 33.69 1 28.06 1 88.84 - - ---- 
,haw AFB 55.08 61.15 43.7 66.66 85.64 
lndenen AFE3 54.84 , 29.24 83.17 68.66 0 
- -- 

,oui8ville IAP AGS 54.72 70.69 43 24 78.1 
Ittsburgh IAP AGS 54.44 61.23 51.76 30.56 69.3 
kindenberg A m  54.38 77.04 30.06 56.57 32.48 

ien Mitchell IAP AGS 54 65.19 47.02 30.15 59.38 

tickam AFB 53.88 27.64 82.88 67.43 1.12 



Cost of Ops I 
Manpower 

54.24 

15.79 

84.66 
76.75 
75.4 

69.01 

85.68 
79.17 

72.76 

57.09 

Condition of 
Infrastructure 

38.78 

36.78 

39.25 
36.32 
38.01 

25.73 

43.23 
43.01 

39.9 

33.93 

Rank 

88 

89 

90 
91 
92 

93 

93 
93 

96 

96 

Contingency, 
Mobilization, 
Future Forces 

29.13 

9.71 

30.78 
20.3 

39.62 

19.92 

19.87 
15.69 

38.4 

25.93 

Base 

Greater Peoria Regional 
APTAGS 
Moffett Federal Field 
AGS 
Jackson IAP AGS 
Des Moines IAP AGS 
Key Field AGS 

Klamath Falls IAP AGS 

MaxweUAFB 
Fort Wayne IAP AGS 
Toledo Express APT 
AGS 
Capital APT AGS 

Tanker 

53.49 

53.24 

53.23 
53.07 
52.83 

52.43 

52.43 
52.43 

51.84 

51.84 

, 

Current I 
Future 
Mission 

72.03 

79.61 

69.01 
74.03 
67.84 

82.68 

66.01 
67.45 

64.39 

73.35 



142 

143 
144 
145 

146 

147 
148 

14' 

150 

15' 

152 
153 
154 

Atlantic City IAP AGS 

Goodfellow AFB 
Brooks City-Base 
Malmstrom AFB 

Francis E. Warren AFB 

Scluiever AFB 
Rome Laboratoty 
Air Reserve Personnel 
Center (ARPC) 
United States Air Force 
Academy 
Cheyenne Mountain 
AFS 
Bolling AFB ' 

Onizuka AFS 
Los Angela AFB 

30.34 

7.08 
6.95 
6.58 

6.04 

5.66 
5.01 

4.78 

4.74 

4.43 

3.83 
3.3 1 
2.84 

23 51 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 

36.93 

5 
5 
5 

5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
5 
5 

31.71 

29.25 
29.25 
29.25 

I 22.03 

21.94 
13.51 

13.51 

11.19 

9.56 

7.29 
8.11 
1.56 

41.33 

82.66 
77.48 
62.67 

70.53 

55.46 
63.1 

53.84 

61.68 

55.61 

40.62 
16.85 
23.81 



UA V MISSION COMPATABILITY INDEX (MCI) - 

13 l~urlburt Field 181.8 1 78.71 1 92.99 I 47.87 I 87.18 
14 I M ~ ~ C ~ A R B  1 80.4 1 81.53 1 92.57 33.47 45.41 

s 

75 1 86.63 1 74.37 I 23.51 I 77.87 
29 l~omestead ARS 1 75 1 68.69 1 89.81 47.38 53.65 

Boise Air Terminal 1 35 l *GS 
65.17 1 89.79 1 38.69 1 78.4 1 

UAV 

1 44 lcolumbus AFB 1 70.7 1 65.3 11 74.9 72.13 1 94.97 

Current / 
Future 
Mission 

Condition Of 

Infrastructure 

Contingency, 
Mobilization, 
Future Forces 

Cost of Ops / 
Manpower 



49 Travis AFB 
50 MoChord AFB 
51 Cannon AFB 
52 Elhgton Field AGS 

1 55 INAS New Orleans ARS 
I 

56 (~iclunond IAP AGS 

1 57 IAtlantic City IAP AGS 

59 Savannah IAP AGS E 
Fort Smith Regional 

- - -  

64 l~annelly Field AGS 

68 Fort Worth Joint 1 I Reserve 
69 Lackland AFB 

70 Klamath Falls IAP AGS 

W. K. Kellogg APT 
71 

AGS 

72 Tucson IAP AGS 
73 Joe Foss Field AGS 
74 Selfiidge ANGB 

Will Rogers World APT 
75 

AGS 
76 Scott AFB 
77 Barnes MPT AGS 

Phoenix Sky Harbor IAI 

79 Kev Field AGS 

Moffett Federal Field 

Sioux Gateway APT 
AGS 

Willow Grove ARS, 
83 NAS Willow Grove I '  I 

I 1 ~oin t  Reserve 

Current / Contingency, 
UAV Future Condition Of MobUization, Cost of Ops I 

Infrastructure Manpower 
Mission Future Forces 



Infrastructure 



Current I 
Rank Base UAV Future 

Mission 

New Castle County 
AirportAGS 

125 B or IAPAGS 52.6 53.69 

1 126 IGen Mitchell IAP ARS 1 52.5 1 57.72 

1 7  ]Arnold AFS 1 52.2 1 53.55 
Youngstown-warren ' 28 
Regional APT ARS 

52 52.38 

F. S. Gabreski APT 
130 

AGS 
51.6 57.24 

1 131 l ~ e n   itche ell IAP AGS 1 51.3 1 58.69 

132 Yeager APT AGS 51.2 53.81 
Lambert - St. Louis IAP 

133 AGS 
51 54.69 

I I I 

137 l~incoln MAP AGS 1 49.6 1 59.41 
Schenectady County 

49.4 58.83 

Springfield-Beckley 
139 MPTAGS 

14 1 Hanscom AFB 

United States Air Force 

Air Reserve Personnel 
Icenter (ARpc) 3.5 0 

152 Bolling AFB 2.85 0 
153 Onizuka AFS 2.29 0 
154 Los Angeles AFB 2.13 0 

C0*@ency9 Cost of o p s  I Condition Of Mobilization, 
Infrastructure Manpower Future Forces 



INSTALLATION REVIEW* 

Grand Forks AFB is located 14 miles west of the city of Grand Forks. Grand Forks has a 
population of close to 50,000 and is home of the University of North Dakota. Grand Forks is 
located in the Heart of the Red River Valley near the forks of the Red Lake River and the Red 
River of the North. The quality of life in this community has been ranked by Money Magazine as 
one of the top communities in the nation. Low crime, good schools and medical facilities, as well 
as great shopping, a variety of restaurants and short commutes are just a part of what make 
Grand Forks a nice place to live and raise a family. 

See specific directions on how to reach the installation from the airport, busltrain station(s)and 
driving under Category INSTALLATION, Subject Area, MUST KNOW ITEMS. 

Population assigned-served: Active Duty Officer 484 Active Duty Enlisted 2557 Family 
Members 4296 Retirees 2700 Civilian & Contract Employees 500 

Mission: 

3 19th Air Refueling wing: Guaranteeing Global Reach Extended Range in the Air ... People and 
Cargo, Where and when needed by America. 

History: 

In 1954, the Department of Defense chose Grand Forks as the site for an Air Defense Command 
base. Sixty-five thousand dollars were donated by community minded citizens towards the 
purchase of a 5,400-acre tract of land 15 miles west of the city of Grand Forks. The actual 
construction of the base began in February 1956. 

The initial phase of construction was completed in 1960 when the 18th Fighter Interceptor 
Squadron and the Grand Forks Area Defense Sector, semi-automated ground environment began 
building operations with the F- 101 Voodoo. 

The 4133rd Strategic Wing was activated in September 1958 and assigned to the base as a tenant 
unit. The KC-135 Stratotanker arrived in May 1960, making it the first Strategic Air Command 
weapon system to arrive here. In February 1963, the wing was redesignated the 319th 
Bombardment Wing (heavy), and in July of the same year, SAC assumed command and control 
of the base. 

Under 2nd Air Force, the base became home of the 4th Strategic Aerospace Division. Joining the 
base and the 4th STRAD in November 1964, was the nation's first Minuteman I1 intercontinental 
ballistic missile wing, the 321st Strategic Missile Wing. The wing became fully operational in 
December 1966. 

In 1970, the base was placed under the operational control of the 15th Air Force. In 197 1, the 4th 
STRAD was transferred to F.E. Warren AFB, Wyoming, as the 4th Strategic Missile Division. . 
At this time, the missile wing was redesignated the host wing for the base. In 1975, the newly- 



reactivated 57th Air Division brought the two wings together under its control. In 1973, the 321st 
received the Minuteman 111. 

With the departure of the B-52 in December 1986, came the arrival of the B-1B Lancer. The base 
received its first of 17 B-1B Lancers and newly re-engine KC-135s in October 1987. 

The 42 Air Division gained operational command and control of Grand Forks AFB in June 1989. 
The move resulted in the inactivation of some missile wing units. Activated in their place were 
several 842 units. The move also placed the base under 8th Air Force. 

In July 1991, the air division inactivated, making the 319th Bombardment Wing the host unit, 
activating several 319th units. In September 1991, the wing was renamed the 319th Bomb Wing. 

On June 1,1992, Grand Forks AFB, the 319th Bomb Wing and the 321st Missile Wing said 
goodbye to SAC and became part of the new Air Combat Command, as a result of major Air 
Force-wide reorganization. On July 1 st, 1993 the 32 1 st Missile Wing became part of the Air 
Force Space Command. On October 1, 1993 as part of the ongoing Air Force restructuring, the 
319th Air Refueling Wing was activated and the base was aligned under Air Mobility Command. 
Grand Forks AFB is the first supertanker wing in the Air Force. On July lst, 1994 the 321st 
Missile Wing was redesignated as the 321st Missile Group as a result of a command level 
reorganization. 

On May 26, 1994 the last of the B-1's left Grand Forks AFB and the 319 Bomb Group was 
officially deactivated. 

The 1995 Base Closure Committee placed Grand Forks AFB on the list of bases to be realigned. 
The 321st Missiles have been transferred to Malmstrom AFB, Montana. The process has been ' 

completed. 

*Information from www.militarv.com: 



Gr; \I lrks AFB SNAPSHOT 
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US. AIR FORCE A Summary of facts andfigures representative of Grand Forks Air Force Base 

What We Believe ... 
319th Air Refueling Wing Mission: The 31 9th Air Refueling Wing is America's finest combat 
air refueling wing . . . working each day to defend America's freedom and training to execute 
rapid global mobility in order to defend America's future.319th Air Refueling Wing Vision: To 
be the best in everything we do! 
Core Values: Integrity First, Service Before Self and Excellence in All We Do 
Core Competency: Global Air Mobility 
319th Air Refueling Wing Commander's Focus: Taking care of our Airmen while providing 

mission done riaht. 

Grand Forks AFB Basics 31 9th ARW Key Senior Leaders 

Established: Feb. 8, 1957 
Active Duty Strength: Approx. 
2,800 
Total Strength (AD & Civilians): 
Approx. 3,900 
Economic Impact: Approx. $379 
million 

Wing Commander: Col William "Bill" Bender 
Vice Wing Commander: Col Joel "Scott" Reese 
Wing Command Chief: CMSgt Danny Holwerda 
Operations Group: Col Lee DeRemer 
Maintenance Group: Col Michael "Mike" Saville 
Mission Support Group: Col Peter "Pete" Sands 
Medical Group: Col Robert "Rob" Quinn 

Grand Forks AFB Demographics (numbers are approximate) 

Peode Residing 
OnIOff Base 

On Off 
Active Duty 1785 1,657 

Marital Status 
0 Officers: 66% married 

Enlisted: 53% married 

I 
Ethnic G r o u ~  

Caucasian: 82% 
a Black: 10% 

Other: 8% 

Family 2,562 1,391 Averaae Aae 
Total 3,747 3,048 Gender Officers: 32 

a Male: 83% Enlisted: 28 
a Female: 17% Civilians: 46 

Budget i! 

Total FY03: 
Annual Payroll: Approx$155 
million 
Annual Expenditures: Approx 
$1 87 million 
Estimated Annual Dollar 
Value of Jobs Created: 
Aoorox $36 million 

Tenant and Supported Organizations 
10th Space Warning System (Cavalier Air Force Station) 
Canadian NORAD Region Headquarters 
(Canadian Forces Base Winnipeg) 

r 373rd Training Squadron, Detachment 10 
r Air Force Audit Agency, Great Plains Area Audit Office, Team B 
r Army Corps of Engineers Resident Off ice 

Air Force'Office of Special Investigations 
Area Defense Council 



KC-135 STRATOTANKER 
Mission 
The KC-1 35 Stratotanker's principal mission is air refueling. This unique asset greatly enhances the USAF's 
capability to accomplish its primary missions of Global Reach and Global Power. It also provides aerial refueling 
support to Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps aircraft as well as aircraft of allied nations. 

I Features 
Four turbofans, mounted under 35-degree swept wings, power the KC-135 to takeoffs at gross weights up to 322,500 
pounds (146,285 kilograms). Nearly all internal fuel can be pumped through the tanker's flying boom, the KC-135's 
primary fuel transfer method. A special shuttlecock-shaped drogue, attached to and trailing behind the flying boom or 
from each wing, may be used to refuel aircraft fitted with probes. An operator stationed in the rear of the plane 
controls the boom and the wing drogues. A cargo deck above the refueling system can hold a mixed load of 
passengers and cargo. Depending on fuel storage configuration, the KC-135 can carry up to 83,000 pounds (37,648 
kilograms) of cargo and 37 passengers. - 

General Characteristics 
Thrust: 21,634 pounds each engine. 
Wingspan: 130 feet, 10 inches (39.88 meters) 
Length: 136 feet, 3 inches (41.53 meters) 
Height: 41 feet, 8 inches (12.7 meters) 
Speed: 530 miles per hour at 30,000 feet (9,144 
meters) 

PEOPLE FIRST 

Ceiling: 50,000 feet (15,240 meters) 
Range: 1,500 miles (2,419 kilometers) with 150,000 
pounds (68,039 kilograms) of transfer fuel; ferry 
mission, up to 11,015 miles (17,766 kilometers) 
Crew: pilot, co-pilot, boom operator (navigator optional) 
Unit Cost: $39.6 million (FY98 constant dollars) 
Date Deployed: August 1956 

The Warriors of the North are the cornerstone of our success. They are dedicated professionals who often work under 
harsh conditions in harm's way. 
Our Airmen focus on living a Wingman culture where they support, mentor and take care of each other. 
Warriors of the North have and continue to distinguish themselves at more than a dozen deployed locations in support 
of the Global War on Terrorism. 
We are committed to world-class training and equipment for our people - they deserve nothing less. 
We recognize that families are instrumental to the successof our Airmen. We support many programs and family 
networks that ensure families are successful and taken care of before, during and after a member's deployment. 
Our Airmen understand that the GWOT is a marathon, not a race. Despite a grueling operations tempo, they are 
committed to our mission and the defense of our nation. 

L 

We are committed to a "Fit to Fight" force, and emphasize physical fitness and healthy living habits among all of our 
people. 



MISSION ALWAYS 

The 319 ARW's mission is absolutely crucial to the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) - nothing flies without tanker 
support. 
The 319 ARW is fully engaged in the GWOT. Often, more than 40% of our aircrew and 20% of our maintainers are 
deployed at any given time. 
The 319th has flown a record number of flying hours; 34,439 in Fiscal Year 2004. 
Warriors of the North are deployed to more than a dozen locations across the globe in support of the GWOT. 
We not only support the GWOT through air mobility, but also through a variety of expeditionary combat support 
functions such as civil engineers, security forces and personnel specialists. 
Our capabilities go beyond air refueling - we also provide airlift (of both people and equipment) and aeromedical 
evacuation. 
We use leading-edge technology to carry out our mission: 

We were the first wing to utilize the Multipoint Refueling System (MPRS) in combat (MPRS allows us to 
refuel joint and Coalition aircraft). 
We also conducted the first successful joint test of MPRS, the Roll on beyond the Line of Sight System 
(which enhances battlespace communications and control) and the Global Air Traffic Management System 
(which allows us to operate more efficiently in international air space). 



COLONEL WILLIAM J. BENDER 

Colonel William J. Bender is commander of the 31 9th Air Refueling 
Wing, Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND. As commander, he serves 
as the senior officer responsible for an Air Mobility Command wing of 
51 KC-135R aircraft and 3,300 personnel. The wing executes 
worldwide mobility operations, including air refueling, airlift, and 
medevac, and supports a wide range of conventional and nuclear 
plans. 

Colonel Bender was born on January 1,1961, in Buffalo, NY. He 
earned a Bachelor of Engineering Degree in Electrical Engineering 
from Manhattan College and a Master of Arts Degree in Business 
Administration from Embry Riddle Aeronautical University and in " 

National Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College. Colonel 
Bender was commissioned as a second lieutenant in May 1983 and 
is a command pilot with over 4,000 hours in the T-37, T-38, CIKC- 
135A/E/R, EC-188, UKE-3A/B, C-141 B and C-17A. 

EDUCATION 
1983 Bachelor of Engineering Degree, Electrical Engineering, Manhattan College, N.Y. 
1986 Squadron Officer School, Maxwell AFB, Ala. (residence and correspondence) 
1989 Master of Arts Degree, Business Administration, Embry Riddle Aeronautical Univ., Fla. 
1995 Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB, Ala. 
1996 Armed Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Va. 
1999 Air War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala. (correspondence) 
2002 Master of Arts Degree, National Strategic Studies, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, Pa. 

ASSIGNMENTS 
December 1983 - November 1984, Undergraduate Pilot Training, Vance AFB, Okla. 
May 1985 - January 1989, KC-1 35 Flight Commander, Loring AFB, Maine 
January 1989 - September 1992, Wing Executive Officer, Wright-Patt AFB, Ohio 
September 1992 - August 1994, Flight Test Assistant Operations Officer, Tinker AFB, Okla. 
August 1994 - June 1995, ACSC Student, Maxwell AFB, Ala. 
July 1995 -August 1997, Joint Staff Officer, HQUSEUCOM, Stuttgart, Germany 
August 1997 -April 1998, Assistant Operations Officer, C-141 Pilot, McChord AFB, Wash. 
April 1998 - September 1998, Operations Officer, 4th Airlift Squadron, McChord AFB, Wash. 
September 1998 - February 2000, Commander, 4th Airlift Squadron, McChord AFB, Wash. 
February 2000 - July 2001, Special Assistant to the AMC Commander, Scott AFB, Ill. 
July 2001 -June 2002, USAWC Student, Carlisle Barracks, Pa. 
September 2002 - May 2004, Commander, 437th Operations Group, Charleston AFB, S.C. 
May 2004 - Mar 2005, Vice Commander, 21st Expeditionary Mobility Task Force, McGuire AFB, N.J. 



14. Mar 2005 - Present, Commander, 319th Air Refueling Wing, Grand Forks AFB, ND. 

FLIGHT INFORMATION 
Rating: Command Pilot 
Flight Hours: More than 4,000 
Aircraft Flown: T-37, T-38, CIKC-135A/E/R, EC-18B, UKE-3A/B, C-141 B, C-17A 

MAJOR AWARDS AND DECORATIONS 
Legion of Merit .. 
Defense Meritorious Service Medal 
Meritorious Service Medal with two oak leaf clusters 
Aerial Achievement Medal with oak leaf cluster 
Air Force Commendation Medal with oak leaf cluster 
Air Force Achievement Medal with two oak leaf clusters 

EFFECTIVE DATES OF PROMOTION 
Second Lieutenant May 22, 1983 
First Lieutenant May 22,1985 
Captain May 22,1987 
Major March 1, 1994 
Lieutenant Colonel January 1, 1998 
Colonel &gust 1,2002 



STATE MAP AND STATISTICAL DATA 
I 
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J. STATE CLOSURE HISTORY LIST 

NORTH CAROLINA 
1993 Data Processing Center Marine Corps Air Station 

Cheny Point 
1993 Marine Corps Data Processing Center Regional 

Automated Services Center Camp Lejeune 
1995 Recreation Center #Z, Fayetteville 

NORTH Q4KCXA 
1995 Grand Forks Air Force Base 

OHIO 
1991 Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base 
1993 Defense Information Technology Service Organization, 

Columbus Annex Dayton 
1993 Defense Information Technology Services Organization, 

Cleveland 
1993 Gentile Air Force Station (Defense Electronics 

Supply Center), Dayton 
1993 Newark Air Force Base 
1993 Readiness Command Region Ravema (Region 5) 
1993 Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base (Retain 

1 Z h t  Air Refueling Wing and the 160th Air 
Refueling Group in a cantonment area at 
Rickenbacker ANGB instead cf Wright-Patterson 
AFB, OH, and operate as tenants d the Rickenbacker 
Port Authority [RPA] on the RPA's airport) 

1995 Defense Contract Management Command 
International, Dayton 

1995 Defense Distribution Depot Columbus 

OREGON 
1988 Umatilla Anny Depot 

PENNSYLVANIA 
1988 Coraopolis Family Housing Site 71 
1988 Coraopolis Family Housing Site 72 
1988 Irwin Support Detachment Annex 
1988 Naval Hospital Philadelphia 
1988 Pitt 02 Family Housing 
1988 Pitt 03 Family Housing 
1988 Pitt 25 Family Housing 
1988 Pitt 37 Family Housing 
1988 Pitt 42 Family Housing 
1988 Pitt 43 Family Housing 
1988 Pltt 52 Family Housing 
1988 Tacony Warehouse 
1991 Letterkenny Anny Depot 
1991 Naval Air Development Center Warminster 
1991 Naval Station Philadelphia 
1991 Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 
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THE SECRETARY OFTHE AIR FORCE 
CHIEF OF STAFF. UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WHINGTON DC 

0 7 JUN 2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE.AND REALIGWNT 
COMNnsSlON (HONOIUBLE ANTHONY J. PRINCIPI) 

SUBJECrl': Department of Defense Recommendation to Realign Eielson AFB, Alaska and 
Grand Forks AFB, North Dakota 

We would like to take this opportunity to provide you information on the U.S. Air Force 
vision for Eielson Air Force Base (AFB), Alaska and &end Forks APB, North Dakota and the 
significant role these instdlations will play the Air Force implements its Future Total Force. 

The Secretary of Defense accepted Air Force recommendations to realign, but not close, 
Eiclson and Grand Forks AFBB. Out recommendations, while somewhat unusual as they did 
not permanently assign additional aircraff to these bases as part of realignment, considered the 
long-term military value of both installations. During our May 17.2005 testimony to your 
commission, we attempted to convey our vision for these bases and the important contributions 
they will make to the Air Force's ability to wnfront thc new and evolving th~eats of the 21" 
centcay. 

Attached iu,e two papera deemiing this vision more clearly. We hope you and the 
mmbm of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission will find this information helpful. 

Attachments: 
1. Background &er on Eielson AFB 
2. Background Paper on Grand Forks AFB 



06/08/05 08303 FAX 202 685 2575 A i r  Force Liaison 

BACKGROUND PAPER . 

ON 

REALIGNMENT OF GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA 

PURPOSE 

Provide Air Force Vision for Orand Forks Air Force Base (APB), North Dakota realignment and how 
this base will contribute to Air Force Future Total Force (FTF) missions and initiatives. 

DISCUSSION 

Grand Forks AFB provides a strategic presence in the north central United States and received the 
highest UAV score of any Air Force location within the region. Establishing a cold weather UAV 
cater is necessary to advancc training and system development to ensure these vehicles can be 
operated worldwide,.all weather, and under a wider set of operational circumstances - much like the 
conditions encountered in Operation ENDURING FREEDOM and Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. 
Vast amounts of airspace over limited populations make Grand Forks AFB well suited for this 
mission. We will work with the Federal Aviation Administration and the state of North Dakota to 
create operating airspace where appropriate and necessary. Furthermore, the University of North - Dakota's Acrospace Studies propm, which is located at Grand Forks, offers some unique 
opporhmities to focus on the UAV e&Its for the Air Force and other Services. North Dakota also 
gives us UAV location closer to the east coast without the difficult issues of jet route and air =c 
avoidance and density. A snapshot of air traffic in North Dakota repeatedly shows few M e  
decodiction requiremente - a valuable location for the future employment of remotely piloted 
vehicles. 

Specifically, the Air Force strategic vision for orand Forks APB is to become a home to a ' W l y  of 
UAVs," with associated intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance support fUnctio118. In 
cooperation with the North Dakota Air National Guard (ANG), the Air Force would establish a 
Predator MQ-1 ANO unit with an Active Duty Associate unit to backtill PI 6 retirements at Fargo's 
Hector Field. The initial configuration could be a split operation with the ground control and 
intelligence analysis functions operating at a location selccted by the North Dakota ANG and with 
the airframes and launch recovery element located at Grand Forks APB. Growth of this mission will 
include transition to the Predator MQ-9, eventually add the Global Hawk UAV with the Grand Forb 
Tanka realipnent, and FTF merging missions and associations at both locations. 

CONCLUSION 

Rseligning and &g Grand Forks AFT3 afford8 the Air Force the opportunity to take advantage 
of Future Total Force integration initiatives to capture highly skilled Ainncn for emerging mission 
requirements. The deciaion to reduce force structure in North Dakota provides the opportunity to 

' 

' ramp up UAV capabilities. . . 
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DCN: 1152 4CongreSsi of the aniteb S ta te s  
@iltwl)ington, BE 20515 

May 18,Z [QJGINAL 
The Honorable Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman, Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We thnnlc you for your commitment to review objectively and independently the 
recommendations by the Secretary of Defense regarding the closure of domestic military 
bases. Particulvly commendable is your willingness to hold Commission hearings in 
areas which would be most adversely affected by the Secretary's proposals. 

One of those regions is unquestionably Grand Forks, North Dakota, East Grand 
Forks, Minnesota, and their surrounding communities. The Secretary of Defense 
proposes to realign the Grand Forks Air Force Base by moving its tankers to other bases. 
His report predicts this action would result in the loss of 2,645 jobs d i m l y  and another 
2.284 jobs indirectly. 

A loss of this magnitude would be very hard for any region. Using the DoD 
estimate, this realignment would reduce employment in the Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks area by 7.4 percent. Given this degree of economic consequence, we respectfully 
request your Commission to hold one of its hearings in Grand Forksreast Grand Forks. 
We believe that the Secretary's recommendation is misguided, and look forward to the 
opportunity to debate it before the Commission. Thank you for your consideration of our 
request. 

United States Senator United States Senator ,. 

/VO- Norm Coleman &bhc 
United States Senator 

Member of Congress 



Welcome to U.S. Air Force A IM  Points 

U~DATED: June 17,12005, 

Ail- ~ d ~ c e ~ ~ . ~ ~ a ~ s ~ ~ f a r n i ~ ~ ! ; , ~ ~  UAVS ii&~orth ~ a k & a  
BY: MARC SELINGER , AEROSPACE DAILY s( DEFENSE REPORT 
06!07/2005 

The s r l l a , , , ; '  u.s!~  it! ~orce; announced plans J$ng:3 to create a 'family1 of Global ~ a w k  
11, ' 1 w 1  &I .I! 

+inti/!~recid'idr 1 11 :I t khmaniyp ( 1  l, aer~al , 1 vdhibles ;iti ~ d r t h  ~i l lota ' ,  sa)ing thb state 1 has many 
i$eal con'ditionst for Ubv  training. 

Air Force officials also revealed that Air Force Special Operations Command 
(AFSOC) intends to stand up its first Predator squadron, which will be based in 
Nevada. 

~ t . , .~en ;  stephen wood, ~ i i ~ o r c e  deputy chief,of,staff forjplans.and 
$lib l~~dhf?a$$t$~g~is~~weI'i~sdited 1 I I .  I 1 1 ,  I I ~foi tr;?ini"g A V  operdord :,I, y.lf b$ddi~s+ it has "vast 
hnio'$/lts of a~rspa~e?!'~ loWpoljul~ti~ti deikity, rhinimal clvlhan air tr&ffic,and:dwide 
kahgei of ldeatbehei cbhditions. 

Northl dakotahis also, cbnsidered;attractivel b e c p e  t\?(,o bases, in the state are 
8 . l t C  1 , i  l~l!l,,l 1 1 "  1 I , 1 !, I ( , I  

+xpy;r:f~,d; tP / / ~~ l~e~~~~~ ro~ [ l l l f o f i jme~ le tenk~ f~ .~A i r  4 11;; 4 11 1 @tion@l ll/rl~tb 
'Gddrd & I  ;F-I ! ! .  6s at vector Field 

in Fcirg@q& Sla'ted~f~ri;r~tir&nenti k a d l h e ~ e f b n ~ e  d4kiartment hds. proposed 
Rovib~j @c$I 35 izinbrs f!riid ~ ra~d ! f$#kb ,  ~ i i !@rce  ~ a k e  to dthbr locations. 

If those F-16 and KC-1 35 plans are upheld by the Base Realignment and Closure 
commission and by Congress, the Air Force will place General Atomics 
Aeronautical Systems-built Predators and Northrop Grumman-made Global Hawks 
at Grand Forks and UAV ground control systems at Hector Field, Wood said at a 
press briefing. North Dakota's Predator squadron would have about 12 air vehicles. 
~ h e i ~ i r  ~ o r c e  still'is determining) how many Global l~awks &ouldi be. placed at 
Grand ~oqks. 

The Air Force wants to have a total of up to 15 Predator squadrons, including the 
planned AFSOC and North Dakota units, three existing Predator squadrons at 
Indian Springs Air Force Auxiliary Field, Nev., and three units slated for Arizona, 
New York and Texas. Locations for up to seven other Predator squadrons have not 
been announced. 

i 

Beale Air Force Base, Calif., currently is the sole base for Global Hawks in the 
continental United States, but the Air Force plans to buy more than 50 Global 
Hawks, which is more than Beale could accommodate, Wood said. 

Wood said it is "way too early" to consider basing issues for the X-4% and X-47B 
Joint Unmanned Combat Air Systems (J-UGAS), which are in the early stages of 
development by the Air Force, Navy and Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency. 



~ ! g ~ n d ,  ,f$3r.ks,l Sielsonr* ~ e ~ ' !  to  Air ~oirce F h r e  Total .Fo,rce 
By. MASTER SGT. MITCH GETTLE, AIR FORCE PRINT NEWS 
OS/O&ZOOS 

WASHINGTON -- If the BRAC recommendations released in May are approved, Grand 
Forks Air Force Base, N.D. and Eielson AFB, Ala. will see some changes. 

Both bases will play a strategic role in the Air Force's Future Total Force plan. 

~ r a n d l  ~ o r k s ) $ F ~  received the highest BRAC score:for Uhmanned l~er ia l  Vehicles 
(UA~S) of an$~ i r  Force 'ins\ailation;witein its region. 

 rand M ., ' Forks providesl~a~strategi~,~resence ~ ( I I  in the noAti centla), united states and 
br i joys lpro~~i ty  t - l ~  ill! t & ~ ~ ~ n ! a $ & ~ ~ k e  dvpr spar$elyijop'ul~te$ aqe~s,' said Lt. G.en! 
Stephenl 6.':~oo(.l,~~e~uty 'Chief iof.;~taff f o r~ i~ ' ~b rce . ,~ Ians ,  and ~) ro~rams.  

"This makes it a highly effective location for our UAVs," General Wood said. - .  
'!~~stablishif~ a.cold keather U A \ ~  cent&is necessary torladvance training opportunities 
ghddbtbin bkk~&+i~ t  to ,&surd t(ie9e vbhi&b cah;pbet&te $oddwi'de. Our 
&frdegic vision is for Grand Forks is to become1a home to ahkrni$ bf ~JAvs." 

The proposed changes will form cooperation between active and Guard components. 

"wb:would establish at~~redatot ~ 5 , ~ a t i b n a l ~ u a r d  I d  1 1 ,  ll,i4 1 unit ~ ~ ~ ~ o ' s - ~ e c t o r  Field," said 
~t$&;rdl.~i)bdi "7jhe I <  I,, i~iti&l~'colifigoratio~ 1111~1. could 11 l I  1 1 1  be , 1 1  a:split operation with the grou:n,d 
co~trol~khl'intelligencelanaly~i$ i 11 I! IIIII 1 1  1 f&~ct/ohs located at a lokation: Ael$dted Gypthe ~ d r t h  
~ a k o t a ? ~ ~ ~  ;ahdl Gith the aid rambs and launch recovery ekment, located at. Grand egj& 1; 

Changes at Eielson AFB may also offer the Air Force an opportunity to take advantage 
of Future Total Force integration initiatives for emerging missions. 

"Eielson provides immediate and easy access to a vast airspace and range complex - a 
dwindling resource in other United States and overseas locations," said General Wood. 
"Access to this base is critical to the effective execution of future cooperative Cope 
Thunder joint and coalition readiness exercises." "Keeping Eielson open provides a 
strategic location to deploy to and operate from in any future contingency." 

According to Acting Secretary of the Air Force Michael L. Dominguez, "Realigning and 
retaining both these installations affords us the opportunity to take advantage of Future 
Total Force integration initiatives to capture highly skilled Airmen for emerging mission 
requirements." 



B ~ S ~ ~ ~ C L O S U R E : ~ M ~ S S ~ O ~  Jnd writing . - - L -I 

Air Force explains Grand Forks' new mission to BRAC commission 
By Elisa L. Rineheart 
Herald Staff Writer 

~ i r  Force, brass Tuesday ,sent all letter ,toiAnthony, Principi, head of the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission, explaining in detail Grand Forks Air Force Base's role in emerging drone 
missions. 

- .   he letter, signed bY(jen. Jotin ~ u m ~ ~ i , - ~ i r  ~o r ce  chiecof-staff; a"d-~ich'ael Dominguez, acting 
secy'etat-$ of the Air F;orce, came five days after the Pentagon officially designated Grand Forks 
and Fargo's Air National Guard as the second unmanned aerial vehicle unit in the country. 

Sen. Byron Dorgan, D-N.D., said the state's congressional delegation asked the Air Force to 
submit its intentions in writing to the commission, so commission members would have a point 
of reference to use in their analysis and recommendations for Fargo and Grand Forks. 

- -  - 
"xherecailt be any confusionon the BRAC commission as tolwhy they (the Pentagon) kept 
~ r h d  fad)( op8rpI1/ said I ~ o i ~ k $  r referring i+; b iy&hbn raibhd bb ~Piinbi'pi to Pentagon officials 
8urir;ig!the first:testimony after,thb BRAC list'was released. 

The three-page document talks about the role of Grand Forks, Fargo and Eielson Air Force 
Base, Alaska, and their importance as future training facilities and their contribution to Air Force 
Future Total Force missions and initiatives. 

Besides providing a "strategic presence in the north central United States," Grand Forks is an 
excellent training area for possible missions in places with harsh winter weather conditions such 
as the Korean peninsula, the letter said. 

When the first 12 Predators were assigned to Grand Forks, local pilots said they were curious 
as to how the unmanned aircraft .would perform when snow storms limit visibility, especially 
because those same winter weather conditions sometimes make experienced tanker pilots pray 
for dear life as they approach the base's landsing strip. 

The letter answers that question. 

"~sta-blishinga coldiweather UAV center is necessary to advance training /and system. 
1' 111 It, 

aeyelobm,~nt81~pi:6nshre th&seibehicles ,cam be 6p&rdtedlivotjdudde,~ thb doclment ,,said! 

, - w -  - 
senators ~en~Conra$ , ,~D-~ .~~ , ;a~d~~or~an ,sa i l d .~uesda~  1 1 1 1 ~ ~ .  1 1 1 5 1 ~  I 1 ' 1  .I.' that the letter,ceaffirms;friday's #dl I[ , $St .Ikl 

i$nldun&m&t (I  ' 1  by I ,I Lt. I ,  'Gen. $typhbn,~,b?ci, depluty 1 1  I*, , ( I  ch~$.of btdff far b ~ a ~ s j a ~ d  pr6grkrii:s. 
Conrad said this is the first time'the Air Forceiformallyhas addressed the "traine#o fight" 
concept and acknowledges8~rand Forks potential as a UAV center;/of excellence. 

. . .  
:It provides snapshot of tlie airiraffic~in North Dakota showinb how open our,airspace is and 
ho6 important it is for remotely pilot&d hissb;l$~ conrah &id. 

Rineheart reports on military affairs. Reach her at (701) 780-1269, (800) 477-6572, ext. 269, or at erineheart@ofherald.com. 



From Senator Conrad's Website 

Grand Forks Air Force Base: 
Since the 1995 BRAC, Senator Conrad has helped secure nearly $300 million in military 
construction and infrastructure improvements for Grand Forks AFB, including over $53 
million in 2005 alone. Mas! nbtaHy,dhe AirForce has.commi~ed to reuuild ~theientire 
runway duribg thetspring1and submer of 2005. Senator Conrad shepherded the $27.5 
million runway project through the Pentagon bureaucracy in order to ensure it could 
begin before 2006. The ~ e n t a ~ o n k b u b ~ e t  pioposalr~forthe 2006 fiscal year callsyfor a 
large increase in funding, with $86.7 million allocated for family housing inliestments. 

Senator Conrad continues to work closely with senior leaders in the Air Force to ensure 
that Grand Forks remains at the top of the Air Force's "Tanker Roadmap," charting the 
long-term future for these crucial national assets. 

North Dakota National Guard: 
Securing investment in the North Dakota National ~ u a r d  remains a top priority for 
Senator Conrad, a member of the National Guard Caucus for 17 years. At a time when 
North Dakota's Guard and Reserve troops are facing unprecedented mobilization 
demands, it is increasingly important to provide them with the support and tools they 
need to get their jobs done. Year after year, Senator Conrad has secured funding for 
improved facilities and equipment for the North Dakota Guard, including more than $1 6 
million for construction in Fargo for the "Happy Hooligans." Bismarck has also received 
about $1 5 million in military construction. In total, Senator Conrad has worked with 
Senator Dorgan and Congressman Pomeroy to secure almost $90 million for military 
construction improvements for North Dakota's National Guard units. The Pentagon's 
budget for 2006 allocates another $10.95 million for a new Army National Guard vehicle 
maintenance facility in Minot. 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Thursday, June 9,2005 

CONTACT: Barry E. Piatt 
or Rebecca Pollard 
PHONE: 202-224-255 1 

DELEGATION, GOVERNOR PUSH FOR FARGO 
FLYING MISSION AT MEETINGS WITH 

PENTAGON OFFICIALS 

Delegation, Governor Lobby Pentagon for North Dakota Bases 
(WASHINGTON, DC) -- Senators Byron Dorgan and Kent Conrad, Congressman Earl 
Pomeroy, Governor John Hoeven, and General Mike Haugen teamed up Thursday in 
conversations with two top National Guard officials to make the case that Fargo's Air 
National Guard Base should continue to house a flying mission. 

The North Dakota officials spoke to Lieutenant General Steven Blum, chief of the National 
Guard Bureau, and Lieutenant General Daniel James, chief of the Air National Guard, about 
future flying missions for Fargo's 119th Fighter Wing, also known as the Happy Hooligans. 
Together, they lobbied the National Guard officials to urge the Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) Commission to strike language from the Pentagon's recommendation that 
the Fargo base should have "no flying mission backfill." 

The language was included in the Pentagon's May recommendations to the BRAC 
Commission, along with the removal of the Fargo base's F-16 fighter jets and a 36 percent 
reduction in its National Guard facilities. 

~he;delegiition.~ddkdfth'6~ ai-& youraged by neys they received idthe last week that the I I / . !  hiahd fiokkd &r ' ~o rce  Basd is goidg tq bk $5 rc$ipieiit of ~ b d f l e d  &ha1  Vehiclks 
I I I,/ I' QUAVs)-both the Predator and the ~ l b b &  gaY$lkFd that Fargo's pilots would a key 



role in operating them. 



North Dakotans talk strategy for base commission hearing 
By DAVE KOLPACK Associated Press Writer 
The Associated Press - 

FARGO, N.D. 

The state's congressional delegation, along with Gov. John Hoeven and National Guard officials, 
held a meeting Tuesday to discuss strategy for a June 23 hearing before a federal commission 
considering Pentagon base closing and realignment plans. 

I 

"We'll have two hours on June 23 to convince the BRAC commissioners that the Air Force 
should continue to fly planes out of both Fargo and Grand Forks," the delegation said in a 
statement. 

The Grand Forks Air Force Base would lose its air refueling tankers and most of its personnel 
under Pentagon recommendations released earlier this month. The Guard's 119th Fighter Wing in 
Fargo would lose its fighter jets. 

- -  - - -  
The $e@$godn has indicated fhe Guard ,Easy ~ o d d ,  be involved ih p new e$peditionary force that 

I I ) [ )  I 
~ o u l d  $ippd&,uniti 4?:ri &&rjb, i d  thht ththk ~ ra r id  iForksfl bPei$vould be, used for somk 
t$pe of unrnannkd a&al~khicl& or QAYS. 

Maj. Gen. Michael Haugen, the commander of the North Dakota National Guard, said the 
predator drones are flown by experienced pilots who can return to fighter planes. 

"This isn't something where, 'I'll go down to the pinball game here and do the same thing,"' 
Haugen said. 

Officials said they will try to change language in the Pentagon report that gives the Guard's 
Fargo unit no chance of another flying mission. 

"I think we should make it clear that the purpose is to retain andlor acquire a relevant flying 
mission in Fargo," said retired Gen. Alexander Macdonald, a former state Guard commander. 

Rep. Earl Pomeroy, D-N.D., said the state must make it clear it is willing to embrace the UAV 
mission. 



"We have to take 'yes' for an answer," Pomeroy said. While he wants to keep the flying mission, 
he said, "I don't want us to deal with what our hopes and dreams may be." 

Hoeven said the state should make the case that the flying mission is part of the UAV mission. 

Officials say they have asked for more specifics on the Pentagon's plans for Fargo and Grand 
Forks. Sen. Kent Conrad D-N.D., said he expects a more detailed report in the next 10 days. 

The federal Base Closing and Realignment Commission will decide whether to accept or change 
the Pentagon plan. It is to send its own report to President Bush by Sept. 8. 



, . ." . ". . . .  . . .  .. . . ,  . .  . I.. . 

By Jeff Zent, The Forum 
Pidlished , , l$$oriday, ~ u n e  ,,a, > I  , , ,20& . . , I ,  

Bhly in thelbase realignment ,and closure process and until the eleventh hour, the Defense 
II ,)I :Ill L 8 ~e~*entt 505sldered-cldisi& ~ o i t h ~ ~ a k o t a ' s  three niilitgy bases, aicordiG to' Fdrce 

&$ordd ij$I intkrvi&s; 

on April, 26i{!ess than three;weeks:before the p;ntag6n fdeasbd its Base Reslignment and 
1 ill I , 1.1, 

~ l d & ~ &  , b/. $ n ,  I , ~ i i ,  ko$ce ,OJfi~l$s lrddomrhkdded &@g;the G&nd ~ o r k ~  b&lrninutds t akh  
dyqng AU,, ~orce! &se  losu sure ~ x e c b t i & r o * ~  me8ti1ibs state. 

In a series of about 40 meetings since January, the 22-member committee charged with 
forwarding the Air Force's recommendations also discussed closing the Fargo and Minot bases. 

"It was in the works," said John Marshall, chairman of the Grand Forks base retention 
committee. "All three North Dakota bases were referenced in closure plans. That is unbelievably 
scary." 

Fargo's Air National Guard remained a strong candidate for closure until March 31, when the 
Air Force committee instead discussed realignment, meeting minutes show. 

The committee considered keeping support personnel in place despite plans to retire Fargo's 
aging F- 16s in 2007. 

The committee's position on Minot Air Force Base began shifting from closure to realignment 
by February. 

Air Force officials talked about keeping bombers in Minot but eliminating the base's missile 
wing. They continued to backpedal until April 7, when they recommended no changes for Minot, 
meeting minutes show. 

Although the BRAC process is supposed to be secret and free of influence peddling, some local 
base supporters said they learned that the Grand Forks and Fargo bases were in jeopardy. 

'We &were yit$ih iani,inch, both &(Grand Forks and Fargo, gf getting closed,!'. said Sen. ~ G n t  
@iidd, <D!N.D. 

The heads-up gave base supporters time to lobby for changes before the Pentagon's BRAC plan 
was released. 

"Without question, the fact that we had knowledge of what was being discussed was valuable to 
us," Conrad said. "That is the result of relationships we've developed over many years." 



Base backers and the state's congressional delegation blitzed the Pentagon, holding several 
meetings with Air Force officials before and since the BRAC plan was released May 13. 

They pitched the state's uncongested airspace, its logistics for homeland security missions and 
possible cooperation with the University of North Dakota's Department of Aerospace Science, 
Conrad said. 

the hend,$e Pentagon recoh&ei&led that' the Grand Forks, hnd Fargo bases be realigned to take 
8dla joiht mission in&lving uhmanddd aeiial jkhiq1e.s: 

'kfter;he BRAC plans were;relcased:jP;ir Force offi&ials' proposed seddingj"two, types O ~ U A V S  to 
~ h n d  ~orks!  

W i q n  aifiw G r i d  ~ork$base is fexpected to  be home to a squadron of 12 Predator 
~ J A ~ s  ,dd i  bdwedn 500 h d  600 supdort Staff. 

EventualJylj Gqmd F4ks jalso will.become 'one; of two major bases to operate high-altitude Global 
H&# U A ~ S . '  

~ i lo t s$ i f i~f l~~~reda tor  dropqs from,groundj statiovqs [at Fargo's .- - Air National ~ u a d  basel 

q e . U A V  niissipn pffers a3,promising future for theGr id  F,orks and FW& bases, said ~ a j .  Gen. 
~ i ~ i h a ~ l ,  HaLken, coriimanc18 of the North Dakota ~at idnal  ~ d a r d .  

Still, base backers in Fargo and Grand Forks are also trying to persuade military officials to give 
them a manned flying mission. 

Haugen and other base supporters said they can't rest knowing the Pentagon has slated North 
Dakota for a promising UAV mission. 

"It's not in stone," Haugen said. "We still have to get by the final BRAC Commission report." 

The nine-member BRAC Commission could strip the local bases of the proposed UAV mission 
quicker than the Pentagon drafted the plan, Marshall said. . 

The commission also can add bases to the closure list that were spared by the Pentagon, he said. 

Three members of the BRAC Commission will tour the Grand Forks base on June 22. A hearing 
on the Fargo and Grand Forks bases has been scheduled at the Chester Fritz Auditorium the 
following day. 

The commission will forward its recommendations to the president by Sept. 23. 

Readers can reach Forum reporter Jeff Zent at (701) 241-5526 



. - -. . - 

~orum~editorial~: , . ,  Turn ;BRAG le,mr6nsinto lemonade 

The news from the Department of Defense regarding North Dakota's air bases suggests a two- 
track recovery strategy makes the most sense. There is real potential for the state to make 
lemonade from lemons. 

Last week DOD said the state's two bases on the Base Realignment and Closure Commission list 
are in line for new missions. The base at Grand Forks and the Air National Guard base at Fargo 
will be home to a new generation of unmanned aerial vehicles, or UAVs. It's good news. Military 
analysts say it's one of the military's most important emerging missions since the Cold War. 

- -  - -. 
~ u t i u h a t  ,of the traditional flying &siions at bdthl bases? If! the DOD realignm&t survi;es the 
B ~ C  l . 1 1 ~ 1 , p ~ ; ~  p$~&sd , , l o - ;  it's likkl) & I&( ia&k,isli &dil?hg ~orksiand the ,fightef jets at F&@ ~will~~be 
Rsto% It could'rh&m fewer &rsodnel will be st&tion&dl at b'othfi&es'!,to drvice aria: i'fld': the 
UAYs! 

~ n d ~ ~ t l i &  ve& real podsibility hapdates twb complemeqtag s&=itegieS, for the affected 
i: I J . , i  

c o ~ u n i t i e s .  

. - 
~ i r s t ( ~ o +  I Dakota shodd 1 ,(I I dmbraceidnth~siastica~y 111 jil 1 the vAh( defense technology. If military 
+al$!ts &e)r&h? ad thei>DefenseaDepartmqnt is beibg@od2st,~d(ldrthi~;?iota will. be on4 of @e 
I 1 i l l  I i 11 l t 1 ~ 1 1 1  11 11 t I i t  I 1 ' I ' r 1 . I '  
m a j o ~  centers$or ~~~~de~l~o~mentt~~seryice suppoq-apd l@s,sions. The military's evolution 
toward greater use of UAVs in battlefield conditions and for reconnaissance suggests an 
expanding role for the unmanned aircraft. That scenario can only be good for bases that are 
among the first to get UAVs in large numbers. 

~ec&d ,~ loc~ iand  con&essional advocates;for$e bases 'miiht want to r&nk a s5atFgy centered 
onlpreserving fhe old 64 dt~a~t i~&'dk~ ,~conq&f i t ibnd  'fl$ig miss ibn$i~~$ nqtioq's a&Ldqfennb 'I I 11 Ihllt: 1 1 )  Il '1 il 1 -I~FII, 11 k,ti 11tl ! 
p$osture cleqjs /hslchsged; Military planners, led by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, 
believe the nation can be defended by fewer conventional aircraft. The recommendations sent by 
DOD to BRAC reveal a move toward a defense posture that is far different from the nation's 
Cold War policies. The new way does not have a place for the old tankers at Grand Forks and 
oldest-in-the-fleet fighters at Fargo. 

Flowing from a realistic two-track local strategy should be serious plans to use the facilities at 
the bases for civilian purposes. The runways and buildings are world class. The potential for 
something like a northern air freight terminal is enormous. It's not out of the realm of possibility 
that commercial airline companies might see the buildings, runways and other amenities - at 
Grand Forks especially - as a good fit for aircraft maintenance and pilot training. 

Filially; secr&ry ~umsf&d has been iuite ?le& about'helping commuhities 'iecover frbm any 
$%%~omic damage because of baseikealiknme&t. He shoul'd. be pres~kd about exactly what he 

ill/ means. 



Forum editorials represent the opinion of Forum 
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~ i l i % a r ~  retirees) t ~ ~ ~ ~ l B % o n f r a c t o ~ s i d e a l i n g  with 
b 'h 'I u@@ertaitkk 

Associated Press 

GMND FORKS, N.D. - ~, i l i ta~; re t i rees wholgo; to,Grand Forks Air Force ,Base for 
fqod, medicine and s6cializin'g shy tNey , iant l thei bbse tdstay,iopen and kedp .its 
refueling: tankers. 

The base will lose its KC-135 planes and more than 2,600 military and civilian 
personnel under a Pentagon realignment plan. 

"I'm certainly sad were going to be losing so many military friends and neighbors," 
said Don Shields, a retiree who visits the base at least once a month for health care 
benefits and discounted groceries. 

" ~ h e n : t ~ o u i ~ ~ ~ ~ f r o ~  ~ 7 0 0 : ~ t o I 5 0 0  pkoplg statio,ned at,,the base, yo~ ,~won ' t  have the 
sam4]$ida[$ebicai;'f$dilitv 'or l&rb&y facility;' s tiields said:', "So I ' I I  certainly miss 

\ 

ghat, l$ut$he bib i&ue/'k:that I'II misk nib military friendk." 

Tom Sadler, Grand Forks County's veterans service officer, said retirees are happy 
that the base is at least not among those that the Pentagon has targeted for 
closure. 

"The best choice is for everything to stay open, like Minot (Air Force Base)," he 
said. "The next best is realignment." 

i f  )the' ljaseclosed, rnilitary.k6tirees~would'have t o  go to-the Minot base to,take 
Z&aitdg'e [d'f the cdminissa'ry and k6!thbr besefits. 

" I  don't know how often I 'd be able to get out there," Shields said. "So there would 
be a real loss in benefits if that had happened." 

The state's congressional delegation says the base could get another mission, such 
as unmanned surveillance drones. 

"I would think that if there's not an important mission or combination of missions 
coming here in the future, the base would have been closed altogether," said Ed 
Nierode, who retired in 1992 as the superintendent of personnel. "At this point, it 
may seem like some darker times, but I believe there are some brighter times 
a head. 

"If I had my druthers," he said, "I'd rather see the current tanker wing stay in 
place." 

~et i rees.  sag they7 w o r ~ a b o , u t  losing partyof their town, andl.the,diversity ,and talent 
ttht thd'iltia'&dbringk td the~~omi,-tiunity. 



"I've lived in 11 different countries and 12 states, and this is the best blend of a 
military community I've ever seen," said retired Master Sgt. Dale Hagen. 

Civilian contractors at the base also are wondering about the future. 

"V$en?they closedittiel mi-ssiles (in the 199S8base closing~.rougd), the Air Force 
re,duc& t l i ~ \ s d b ~ d / : ' b ~ , s o ~ k ~ o f ~  *,III# , P * , ,  1 1 1 1  ),I I t  ~I:I 6u$:wdnil 6ndlnespti~ted d~,, , I  ~, I~ I I I I  f 1. a';buy8utjsett/e${ntI", ! I  I 1 ) I  Faid 
G B ' ~  ~hdg~ford,+ ?hose c o n s t r u c t i o b l ~ c ~ ~ a n l ~ i , s ~ ~ y p r k ~ n g ~ ~ o ~ h  , i ,C neE/hou&i,nl&jdt t h i  
base. %Lt I don't know for sure what's goirig to Happen. I can\ only &kc"Iat&" 

Bridgeford said that he can think of only one year in the past three decades in 
which his company did not do some work at the base. 

"If we lose it, we'll notice it," he said. 

Clarence Peterson, whose construction company gets about 70 percent of its work 
from the base, said a new mission such as drones likely would mean new work. 

"I'm nervous because I've felt that the base would always stay here," he said. 

GOI.; w1 I! ~ c o t t ~ ~ ~ e e s e ,  11 I"; I{, base (vi~e~comm'ander, l i i l i  has said' that,:construction .on a! $27.;5 
m ~ ~ ~ i o n ~ y ~ \ ~ a $ i a ~ " d ; i , a  ;$$6 millioqi hbukini ~riiject~houldi~continue]a't ledst dktill the 
&!b1ignmr'dt"ii8t ;is final 



bff ic ia ls(sa~~ r,unv$ayhiditibn ~ a s  factor o n  base 
iI I ' H  
doyng-sia& 

Associated Press 

GRAND FORKS, N.D. - Deteriorating runway: were,!among the'factorsleading, the 
~entagon'to downgrade tb,e m!litaq, v$lue, of'ltpe &an,d$~orks Air Force Base and 
th'e ~a t i ona l  Guardk 119th ~ i ~ h t e ;  N1ing i n f ~ a t i ~ o ,  officials say. 

The Grand Forks base would lose its tankers and most of its personnel, and the 
Fargo Guard unit would lose its fighter planes, under Pentagon recommendations 
released May 13. 

"When you look at military value, there are problems with the analysis that was 
done," said Sen. Kent Conrad, D-N.D. 

r - -  
Conrad s'aidl that the Pentagon considered the qpality of ,theold Grand ~orksjbase 

" I \  '1 ' I  
kufi,wai;?u n'ot; ttje,runwaylnowfl~un~er co~s~ruction,;.ahd that h'utit its overall score forj 
kii#doitiri6(tin k& \mlissibns. 

"That would pertain to Fargo as well, because there were some repairs that were 
done after the data was collected," Conrad said. 

Questionnaires were sent to bases about eight months before Grand Forks' runway 
project kicked off, Conrad said. 

Sen. Byron Dorgan, D-N.D., said he was surprised that information available for 
public scrutiny in previous base closing rounds is now off limits. 

"There's a tendency to  classify way too much in the Pentagon these days," Dorgan 
said. "That information was not classified in previous base rounds, and I believe all 
of it can be made available without in any way weakening our security." 

I n  its report to a federal commission considering the base recommendations, the 
Pentagon noted Grand Forks' high military value for missions involving unmanned 
aerial vehicles, known as UAVs. The base also ranked among the top seven Air 
Force installations for space-related missions. 

Conrad said the University of North Dakota aerospace programs could be a factor. 



I n  Fargo, supporters of the l l g th ,  known as the Happy Hooligans, say they need 
more money to defend the base. 

- - - - .  z . 8 , .  7 ; 
"bnEiof th'e arguments we'lre makqg\:o Secretary ~ominguez is that  UND's 

The Happy Hooligan's retention committee, a mix of local business leaders and 
government officials, has spent $191,000, conimittee chairman Dick Walstad said. 

~erosp&c$~facilitie,s' I ![I ; t i  I!I $nd~b~6g'r~lini,l?end 
eperat~dS;",~3ri ia'~,~sai 'd. '  ~ i c h h e l  

The group needs about $40,000 to work on behalf of the base, said David Martin, 
president of the Chamber of Commerce of Fargo Moorhead. 

theihse~ved a d a  cb"fer cif 6xce11ence f o r \ ~ ~ q  
~g/$if i~!"ez'is aktihg1 ieccietah&f thei Air ~ o k e !  

Committee members will ask local city governments and Cass and Clay counties to 
contribute more. The state also may be asked to pitch in because the Air Guard's 
119th Fighter Wing serves a state role, Martin said. 



Not easy to replace all those people -- or their government paychecks 
By Tu-Uyen Tran and Lisa Davis 
Herald Staff Writers 

ase closure or base realignment, either way it still could mean fewer customers 

for people like Vinny Miranda who depend on military personnel for a good part of 
their business. 

He said a quarter of the patrons at his Italian restaurant, Mama Maria's, are from 
the base. "It's scary for everybody in Grand Forks." 

?- - 
  any, area, business ownersb echoed his sentiment. They're-g~ad ~ 6 n d   or-ks Air 

i 114 

~ o i c e : ~ a s e  $n:t on thg closurel;list bht anxious over the ~dnta~bn:retommendation 
@ha$: $o,~relocate h e  tanker wing. 

~ ~ o , ~ d ! ~ l a c k w e l l ,  l~ 1 '  111 11, , , l r I  d i re~tofof  ,YNDlIs $5 I 11 Burea y of i~cono,rnic~~ kesearch, sai'd the base is 
pa&ic~arlyl~imRo~itr:t;~ 1 11 1 1  d; as'a sourcei :/I 11, 11" 1 1  ( 1  of d ~ p e Y  f5om 'outsiid the"lotal ekoqoniy. '~aby 
J~~$~l 'part iqplai !y t i - , l  I I th,ose in'tbe.servi=e 1 1 1  !'l4 @tor, I t  I I m$$ly recirculate~money!bl&ady;!in 
tbeiecohomy and 'do not contr~bute tol'g'r;owth. 

The city recently hired him to analyze the impact of changes at the base. 

Still, as city leaders are quick to note, the worst case scenario is just that -- the 
worst case. On the bright side, the commission overseeing the Base Realignment 
and Closure process could override the Pentagon and keep the tanker wing. The 
base could get a new mission operating unmanned spy planes, as the Pentagon 
indicates. 

Business owners aren't ready to panic yet. 

"It remains to be seen," said Westgate Marine owner Steve Magnuson. "I need to 
see a little more information." 

- ,  

Gtanb I l i d  , l  ~ot-k;! I , L  , AirForce Base is a hugepresen'ce int,ttie local econom9; not only 
blecause! it !is the s e ~ o , ~ d - 6 i g ' ~ g ~ ~ t  &pdyer ,1b8hind '~n l~  UND, but la~sd because of its 
I i rge bopu~atidn and ilarg& &penh'idtird! 

1nvfiscaI iyeab 2004', th'e base said lit had a total economic~~impacbLof $379;7 million. 



~,i-vilian a n d  mi)ita,& personnel totaled ciose tol~,OOO; with anqa,al wages and 
benefit$ 6f $155!!5/'milli6p. Ttieif wages subbbdl;ted another 'l,,$P0, jobs with annual 
' l l l l ~ ~ l l l  
~ a ~ e ~ ~ ' t o t a l i " ~ l $ i 3 & . 8  i , !  million. 0ntbpoflthis1'the bash,kp6nt'$187.3 m i l l i d  Iin'Qoods 
and seii/ices, t&'stl$ locally. 

+ .  " 

~ld jc~wel l~ inde~endent l~  corroboyated the 1,3,00jindirect jobs./ 

The family of military personnel, a population of 4,000, is another force in the 
economy. 

"The more people you have, the more vibrant your economy," said City Council 
President Hal Gershman, who is also head of the city's Jobs Development Authority. 
"They buy homes and buy cars." 

i 

Not to mention eat at Italian restaurants. 

For l4cal /go,vernments, j u t l , l ,  t h e  the !, 11 l base :people are a source of taxesl/they othepise' 
wouldn't h&. Accprding;~o, ~ l 'a 'ckwel l~ i the~ ?dptriib$'e bichi$e8ra$l.31fiilli6n in 
1bc8ll broierty taiek and!; $290j00b in IbcaIlsai~es tides. 

Customer base ' 

~he im 'pac t  rIl 1 I %I r ~ k ~ t ~  bf , 11 t h~~base ,on '  I , ,  locaibusi~iessesvaries L.I! i i  ,1 
from one industy sect06 to 

p$c$tier, t h i n  gengy~ l i  ;setail indl  skni=es (benefit ith#),mod; Of !he, 1,?00 
i h d i ~ e t  bdt#'!. { g ~ / & d a a n a e h ~ ~ a r e ~ ~ a ~ i r e k t a ~ r a ' ~ t s  and 93 at ~hokpihls, .ackor;ding to 
I I  'I 111 I Ill, 1 1  1 ,  I 
an econom~c/ model   lack well 'is, w;orking,with. 

Retail and services business representatives the ~ e r a l d  spoke to reported base 
personnel making up anywhere from 5 percent to 25 percent of their business, a 
good chunk no matter how you look at it. 

On the high side are people like Miranda, whose son is an airman at the base, and 
Green Mill restaurant manager Terry Anderson, who said 20 percent of his 
customers are base personnel. On the low side are those like Magnuson, who said 5 
percent to 10 percent of his customers are base people. 

\ 

For Grand Junction co-owner Justin Gapp, the impact is about 10 percent, enough 
for him to say, "It looks like we need to find another outlet for customers." 

Still, no one is panicking yet because the impact is as yet unknown. 

"We don't know what realignment means, and we don't know what we might get 
back in return," said Southgate Casino manager Tom Montgomery. "There are some 
big questions to be answered yet." 

1 

Hard to replace 



City leaders are sending out the same message of caution, vowing to fight to  keep 
the tanker wing. But they're letting their concern show. 

Gershman said he's not worried about the 1,300 indirect jobs because city 
economic developers are closing more deals or are on the verge of doing so. I n  
fact, the city told Blackwell to include about 600 new jobs in his model, though he 
said he wasn't allowed to disclose the names of the companies. 

', - - -. 
The .(eal worry:is with: t he  mi l i taq~  p e ~ ~ o n n e l  a'nd their family member?. That kind of 
popylation) 7 percebt bfi !he metrio area: i<dt eaiY to replakemh& as:difficult, is the: 
hjy$hey,the bask l$rirpgs fro,m oritside the iegion, 

ficcor$ing to Blq~~kwell, bu~inesses 1 I whose income.is derived:fromlmoney already iri 
thd,$cdnbrn;f. ~ n l y ~ ~ r e c i r d d t e  that imoney. oatkid6 ddy  is1what"makes the 
e c ~ r i ~ ~ d y , i g ~ ~ w s .  

The reverse also could be true: The economy shrinks when there's less outside 
money. 

Tran and Davis report on business. Reach Tran at (701) 780-1 248 or 
ttran@gfherald.comttranb~fherald.com. Reach Davis at (701) 780-1 105 or 
mailto: Idavis@afheraId. corn 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2521 CLARK STREET, SUITE 600 
ARUNGTON, VIRGINIA 22202 

(703) 699-2950 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: 14 Jun 05 

TIME: 1600 

MEETING WITH: Delegation representing North Dakota 

SUBJECT: Realignment of Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND; Hector Field AGS, ND 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/Title/Phone Number: 
Jamie Morin, Sr. Defense Analyst, Senate Budget Committee, (202) 224-0642 
Aleta Botts, Legislative Director (CM Pomeroy, ND), (202) 225-2611 . 
J. L. Owsley, President, 2ofh Century Alliance, (815) 334-1456 

Commission Staff: 
Charles Battaglia, Executive Director 
Bob Cook, Interagency Issues Team Leader 
*Tim MacGregor, Senior Air Force Analyst 
Nat Sillin, Associate Analyst, Office of Review and Analysis 
Duke Tran, Economic Analyst, Interagency Issues Team 

MEETING SUMMARY: 
At the request of Mr. Jamie Morin, members of the BRAC Commission met with the above 

named individuals who were representing the interests of Grand Forks Air Force Base (GFAFB) 
and Hector Field Air Guard Station, ND and their surrounding regions. At Mr. Morin's request we 
provided a verbal draft itinerary for the BRAC analyst and commissioners' visits and regional 
hearing in North Dakota during the week of 20-24 June. Mr. Morin noted that approximately 7-8 
members and staffers from the North Dakota congressional delegation and governor's office 
requested to participate as observers in the commissioners' visit. They advised the commission 
staff that the North Dakota delegation and governor were extremely interested in learning about the 
Commission's visit and expectations, and wanted to ensure the commissioners and analysts were 
provided with maximum possible assistance. The BRAC staff presented a brief overview of 
general analyst and commissioner interest areas, and possible subjects for query and analysis. The 
areas include, but are not limited to: COBRA data, data relevant to Air Force MCI scores, and 
issues and concerns raised by the Grand Forks and Hector communities as noted in submissions 
directly to the BRAC Commission and via local (North Dakota and vicinity) media. 



The North Dakota representatives asked to what extent potential "emerging mission" 
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) missions at Grand Forks and Hector would be analyzed as part 
of the BRAC process. We advised them that no specific UAV force structure, manpower, or 
installation data was included in OSD's Grand Forks and Hector Field recommendations, and would 
therefore not be analyzed in any depth because analysis would be based on theoretical basing and 
operation, not formally programmed force structure. Mr. Morin then presented the BRAC staff with 
a copy of a letter, dated 7 Jun 05, from the Chief of Staff and Acting Secretary of the Air Force to 
the BRAC Commission Chairman which included discussion of the Air Force's "vision for [Grand 
Forks AFB]." The letter included an attached "Background Paper on Realignment of Grand Forks 
Air Force Base, North Dakota" that made specific reference to Grand Forks becoming "a home to a 
'family of UAVs'. . .in cooperation with the North Dakota Air National Guard." The letter and 
attachments will be submitted to the BRAC library. Information in the background paper includes: 

- GFAFB provides a strategic presence in the north central US 
- Establishing a cold weather UAV center is necessary 
- Vast amounts of airspace over limited populations make GFAFB well suited for this mission 
- University of North Dakota Aerospace Studies program offers unique opportunities 
- North Dakota shows few [air] traffic deconfliction requirements 
- Air Force strategic vision for GFAFB is to become home to a 'family of UAVs' with 

associated intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance support functions. 
- In cooperation with North Dakota Air National Guard the Air Force would establish a 

Predator MQ- 1 ANG unit with an Active Duty Associate unit to backfill F-16 retirements at 
Fargo's Hector Field 
-- Airframes and launch recovery element located at GFAFB 
-- Growth of mission will include transition to Predator MQ-9 and eventually Global Hawk 

- Realigning and retaining GFAFB affords the AF opportunity to take advantage of Future 
Total Force initiatives 

The North Dakota representatives stated their belief that DOD did not adequately account for 
the need for a regional military presence in the North Dakota, north-central U.S. area, and that the 
DOD still has a valid requirement for forces in the region. They felt that DOD did not fully 
consider the openness of available airspace, or the minimal use of the North Dakota airspace by 
other, nonmilitary air t-c as evident in FAA data. The representatives also felt that Grand 
Forks' ability to deploy was not properly measured, particularly with respect to current Air Force 
expeditionary force concepts of operation. They noted that GFAFB has advantages in terms of less 
distance required to fly when deploying/routing overseas because of their polar routing geography. 

The BRAC staff economic analyst asked if one of the ND representatives would be able to 
provide him with data regarding the percentage of civilian workers, by county, in the counties 
surrounding Grand Forks AFB. One of the representatives then advised that he would find and 
forward that data. 

* Denotes individual responsible for completing the memorandum 







(X) Not applicable. 
' I he aata represent a comblnatlon ot two ancestries shown separately In summary tile 3. Lzech lncluaes Lzechoslovaklan. trench Includes Alsatian. 
French Canadian includes AcadianlCajun. Irish includes Celtic. 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. Census 2000 Summary File 3, Matrices P18. P19, P21. P22. P24, P36. P37. P39, P42. PCTB. PCTl6, PCT17, and 





(X) Not appllcabk. 
Source: US. Census Bureau. Census 2000 Summary File 3. Matnces HI ,  H7, H20, H23. H24. H30. H34. H38, H40, H43, H44, H48, H51. H62. H63. 
H69. H74. H76. H90. H91, and H94 



EMPLOYMENT STATUS I 
Population 16 years and over 52,229 

In labor force I 37,211 
Civilian labor force 34,958 

Employed I 33,431 
Unemployed 1,527 

Percent of civllian labor force I 4.4 
Armed Forces 2,253 

Not in labor force I 15,018 

Females 16 years and over I 25,727 
In labor force 17,242 

Civilian labor force I 16,852 
Employed 16,171 

I 
Own children under 6 years 4,898 

All parents ~n family in labor force I 3,365 

COMMUTING TO WORK I 
Workers 16 years and over I 35,038 

Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 28,120 
Car, truck, or van -- carpooled I 3,515 
Public transportation (including taxicab) 326 
Walked 1 1,582 
Other means 362 
Worked at home I 1,133 
Mean travel time to work (minutes) 14.5 

I 

100.0 
71.2 
66.9 
64.0 
2.9 
(X) 
4.3 
28.8 

100.0 
67.0 
65.5 
62.9 

100.0 
68.7 

100.0 
80.3 
10.0 
0.9 
4.5 
1 .O 
3.2 
(X) 

24,291 
15,270 
15,200 
14,301 
899 
5.9 
70 

9,021 

12,499 
7,309 
7,307 
6,969 

2,224 
1,655 

14,186 
10,954 
1,543 
53 
758 
113 
765 
16.5 

Management, professional, and related occupations I 10,761 
Service occupations 6,705 
Sales and office occupat~ons 1 8,496 
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 247 
Construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations I 3,501 
Production, transportation, and material moving 
occupations 3,721 

I 
INDUSTRY 
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining I 797 
Construction 2,443 
Manufacturing I 2,087 
Wholesale trade 1,007 

100.0 
62.9 
62.6 
58.9 
3.7 

(X) 
0.3 
37.1 

100.0 
58.5 
58.5 
55.8 

100.0 
' 74.4 

100.0 
77.2 
10.9 
0.4 
5.3 
0.8 
5.4 

(X) 

100.0 
P 

32.2 
20.1 
25.4 
0.7 
10.5 

11.1 

2.4 
7.3 
6.2 
3.0 
13.6 
5.0 
1.9 
4.6 

6.1 
29.8 

10.9 
4.7 
4.5 

72.6 
21.4. 

Retail trade 
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 
Information 
Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 
Professional, scientific, management, admin~strative, and 
waste management services 
Educational, health and social services 
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food 
services 
Other services (except public administration) 
Public administration 

CLASS OF WORKER 
Private wage and salary workers 
Government workers 

I 4,543 
1,662 
624 

1,533 

2,049 
9,979 

3,629 
1,581 
1,497 

24,279 
7,157- 

4,337 
2,481 
3,429 
347 

1,585 

2,122 

1,128 
992 

1,371 
398 

1,730 
790 
293 
520 

575 
4,037 

968 
901 
598 

10,329 
2,450. 

30.3 
17.3 
24.0 
2.4 

11.1 

14.8 

7.9 
6.9 
9.6 
2.8 
12.1 
5.5 
2.0 
3.6 

4.0 
28.2 

6.8 
6.3 
4.2 

72.2 
17.1 



Families with female householder, no husband present 725 (X) 270 (XI 
Percent below poverty level (X) 32.8 (X) 26.3 



With related children under 18 years 
Percent below poverty level 

With related children under 5 years 
Percent below poverty level 

Individuals 
Percent below poverty level 

18 years and over 
Percent below poverty level 

65 years and over 
Percent below poverty level 

Related children under 18 years 
Percent below poverty level 

Related children 5 to 17 years 
Percent below poverty level 

Unrelated individuals 15 years and over 
Percent below poverty level 

656 
(X) 
395 
(X) 

7,622 
(X) 

5,696 
(X) 
448 
(X) 

1,858 
(X) 

1,055 
(X) 

3,895 
()o 

(X) 
40.9 

(X) 
61.2 

(X) 
12.3 

(X) 
12.3 

(X) 
7.6 
(X) 

12.0 
(X) 
9.3 
(X) 

28.2 

-- ~ 

260 
(X) 
151 
(X) 

(X) 
35.7 

(X) 
51.7 

3,284 
(X) 

2,183 
(X) 
534 
(X) 

1,050 
(X) 
709 
(X) 

1,304 
()o 

(X) 
10.9 

( X ) 
9.9 

(X) 
10.9 

(X) 
13.3 

( X i  
11.8 

(X) 
25.5 



1. Nonfarm personal income is total personal income less farm income. 

2. Farm income is farm earnings less farm employer contributions for government social insurance. 

3. Midyear population estimates of the Bureau of the Census. 

4. Per capita personal income is total personal income divided by total midyear population. 

5. Contributions for government social insurance are included in earnings by type and industry, but they are excluded from personal income. 

6. The adjustment for residence is the net inflow of the earnings of interarea commuters. For the United States, it consists of adjustments for border workers: wage and salav 

7. Rental income of persons includes the capital consumption adjustment. 

8. Proprietors' income includes the inventory valuation adjustment and the capital consumption adjustment. 

9. Cibola. NM was separated from Valencia in June 1981, but in these estimates Valencia includes ~ i b o l a  through the end of 1981. 

10. La Paz County, AZ was separated froin Yuma County on January 1. 1983. The Yuma, AZ MSA contains the area that became La Par County. AZ through 1982 and exch 

11. Estimates for 1979 forward reflect Alaska Census Areas as defined by the Census Bureau; those for prior years reflect Alaska Census Divisions as defined in the 1970 DI 

12. Shawano, WI and Menominee. WI are combined as Shawano (incl. Menominee), WI for the years prior to 1989. 

13. Brwmfield County. CO. was created from parts of Adams. Boulder. Jefferson, and Weld counties effective November 15. 2001. Estimates for Brwmfield county begin wi 



'otal employment I 48,208 48,996 49,608 , 

Wage and salary employment 41.6621 42.2721 42,678 
Proprietors employment I 6,5461 6,7241 6,9301 
Farm proprietors employment 832 842 837 
Nonfarm proprietors employment 21 5,714 5,882 6.093 
Farm employment 1,107 1,101 1.052 
Nonfam employment 47,101 47,895 48,556 
Private employment I 34,6661 34.9651 
Forestry, fishing, related activities, and other 31 (D)I 
Mining (D) (Dl (0) 
Utilities 289 282 273 
Construction 2.676 2,525 2,587 
Manufacturing 1,984 1,977 1,894 
Wholesale trade 1,457 1.409 1,387 
Retail trade 7,119 7,121 7,069 
Transportation and warehousing I 1,2861 1,3181 1,3541 
Information I 6721 6111 596 
Finance and insurance 1.2511 1,2461 1,276 
Real estate and rental and leasing I 9051 9031 939 
Professional and technical services 1,4211 1,3781 1.503 

Health care and social assistance I 6,1401 6,3151 6,5101 

Management of companies and enterprises 
Administrative and waste services 
Educational services 

Arts, entertainment, and recreation I 6481 7781 820 
Accommodation and food services 3,6791 3,8261 3,819 

163 
1,731 

420 

Other services, except public administration 

Government and government enterprises 
Federal, civilian 

1. The estimates of employment for 2001-2003 are based on the 2002 North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). 
2. Excludes limited partners. 

3. 'Other' consists of the number of jobs held by US. residents employed by international organizations and foreign embassies and consulates in the United States. 
4. Broomfield County, CO, was created from parts of Adams, Boulder. Jefferson, and Weld counties effective November 15.2001. Estimates for Broomtield county begin wilt 

E The'estimate shown here constitutes the major portion of the true estimate. 
(D) Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 

(L) Less than 10 jobs, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 
(N) Data not available for this year. 

, 163 
1.778 

463 

Military 
State and local 
State government 
Local government 

139 
1,731 

41 8 

2,229 
12.435 
1,251 
3,215 
7.969 
5.016 
2.953 

2,282 
12,930 
1,262 

2.31 7 
13,313 
1,327 

3,339 
8.329 
5,463 
2,866 

3,418 
8,568 
5,681 
2,887 



I Grand Forks is one of 53 counties in North Dakota. It is part of the Grand Forks, ND-MN 
(MSA). Its 2003 population of 64,731 ranked 3rd in the state. 

I PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 

In 2003 Grand Forks had a per capita personal income (PCPI) of $28,364. This PCPI ranked 
22nd in the state and was 98 percent of the state average, $28,922, and 90 percent of the 
national average, $3 1,472. The 2003 PCPI reflected an increase of 5.9 percent from 2002. Thc 
2002-2003 state change was 8.2 percent and the national change was 2.2 percent. In 1993 the 
PCPI of Grand Forks was $17,423 and ranked 20th in the state. The 1993-2003 average 
annual growth rate of PCPI was 5.0 percent. The average annual growth rate for the state was 
5.0 percent and for the nation was 4.0 percent. 

In 2003 Grand Forks had a total personal income (TPI) of $1,836,022. This TPI ranked 3rd in 
the state and accounted for 10.0 percent of the state total. In 1993 the TPI of Grand Forks was 
$1,248,567 and ranked 3rd in the state. The 2003 TPI reflected an increase of 5.7 percent fror 
2002. ?he 2002-2003 state change was 8.1 percent and the national change was 3.2 percent. 
The 1993-2003 average annual growth rate of TPI was 3.9 percent. The average annual 
growth rate for the state was 4.9 percent and for the nation was 5.1 percent. 

Total personal income includes net earnings by place of residence; dividends, interest, and 
rent; and personal current transfer receipts received by the residents of Grand Forks. In 2003 
net earnings accounted for 70.6 percent of TPI (compared with 7 1.2 in 1993); dividends, 
interest, and rent were 17.4 percent (compared with 16.5 in 1993); and personal current 
transfer receipts were 12.0 percent (compared with 12.3 in 1993). From 2002 to 2003 net 
earnings increased 7.9 percent; dividends, interest, and rent increased 0.1 percent; and 
personal current transfer receipts increased 1.5 percent. From 1993 to 2003 net earnings 
increased on average 3.8 percent each year; dividends, interest, and rent increased on average 
4.5 percent; and personal current transfer receipts increased on average 3.6 percent. 

Earnings of persons employed in Grand Forks increased from $1,514,660 in 2002 to 
$1,629,522 in 2003, an increase of 7.6 percent. The 2002-2003 state change was 10.9 percent 
and the national change was 4.1 percent. The average annual growth rate from the 1993 
estimate of $1,090,042 to the 2003 estimate was 4.1 percent. The average annual growth rate 
for the state was 5.3 percent and for the nation was 5.3 percent. 

re in thousmds of dollarr. not adjusted for inflation. 



I Grand Forks is one of 361 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) in the nation. Its 2003 
population of 95,751 ranked 343rd in the nation. 

In 2003 Grand Forks had a per capita personal income (PCPI) of $27,5 13. This PCPI ranked 
180th in the United States and was 87 percent of the national average, $31,472. The 2003 
PCPI reflected an increase of 6.8 perce'nt from 2002. The 2002-2003 national change was 2.2 
percent. In 1993 the PCPI of Grand Forks was $16,972 and ranked 300th in the United States. 
The 1993-2003 average annual growth rate of PCPI was 4.9 percent. The average annual 
growth rate for the nation was 4.0 percent. 

TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 

In 2003 Grand Forks had a total personal income (TPI) of $2,634,42 1. This TPI ranked 333rd 
in the United States. In 1993 the TPI of Grand Forks was $1,772,585 and ranked 31 lth in the 
United States. The 2003 TPI reflected an increase of 6.7 percent from 2002. The 2002-2003 
national change was 3.2 percent. The 1993-2003 average annual growth rate of TPI was 4.0 
percent. The average annual growth rate for the nation was 5.1 percent. 

COMPONENTS OF TOTAL PERSONAL INCOME 

Total personal income includes net earnings by place of residence; dividends, interest, and 
rent; and personal current transfer receipts received by the residents of Grand Forks. In 2003 
net earnings accounted for 68.4 percent of TPI (compared with 67.4 in 1993); dividends, 
interest, and rent were 16.8 percent (compared with 17.4 in 1993); and personal current 
transfer receipts were 14.8 percent (compared with 15.2 in 1993). From 2002 to 2003 net 
earnings increased 9.6 percent; dividends, interest, and rent decreased 0.6 percent; and 
personal current transfer receipts increased 3.0 percent. From 1993 to 2003 net earnings 
increased on average 4.2 percent each year; dividends, interest, and rent increased on average 
3.7 percent; and personal current transfer receipts increased on average 3.8 percent. 

EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK 

Earnings of persons employed in Grand Forks increased from $1,932,022 in 2002 to 
$2,110,430 in 2003, an increase of 9.2 percent. The 2002-2003 national change was 4.1 
percent. The average annual growth rate from the 1993 estimate of $1,393,068 to the 2003 
estimate was 4.2 percent. The average annual growth rate for the nation was 5.3 percent. 
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I Polk is one of 87 counties in Minnesota. It is part of the Grand Forks, ND-MN (MSA). Its 200 
population of 3 1,020 ranked 34th in the state: 

I PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME 

In 2003 Polk had a per capita personal income (PCPI) of $25,738. This PCPI ranked 54th in 
the state and was 76 percent of the state average, $34,O3 1, and 82 percent of the national 
average, $31,472. The 2003 PCPI reflected an increase of 8.9 percent from 2002. The 2002- 
2003 state change was 2.6 percent and the national change was 2.2 percent. In 1993 the PCPI 
of Polk was $15,984 and ranked 5 1 st in the state. The 1993-2003 average annual growth rate c 
PCPI was 4.9 percent. The average annual growth rate for the state was 4.6 percent and for the 
nation was 4.0 percent. 

In 2003 Polk had a total personal income (TPI) of $798,399. This TPI ranked 34th in the state 
and accounted for 0.5 percent of the state total. In 1993 the TPI of Polk was $524,018 and 
ranked 30th in the state. The 2003 TPI reflected an increase of 9.3 percent from 2002. The 
2002-2003 state change was 3.4 percent and the national change was 3.2 percent. The 1993- 
2003 average annual growth rate of TPI was 4.3 percent. The average annual growth rate for 
the state was 5.7 percent and for the nation was 5.1 percent. 

Total personal income includes net earnings by place of residence; dividends, interest, and ren 
and personal current transfer receipts received by the residents of Polk. In 2003 net earnings 
accounted for 63.2 percent of TPI (compared with 58.3 in 1993); dividends, interest, and rent 
were 15.6 percent (compared with 19.7 in 1993); and personal current transfer receipts were 
21.2 percent (compared with 22.0 in 1993). From 2002 to 2003 net earnings increased 14.2 
percent; dividends, interest, and rent decreased 2.3 percent; and personal current transfer 
receipts increased 5.0 percent. From 1993 to 2003 net earnings increased on average 5.2 
percent each year; dividends, interest, and rent increased on average 1.9 percent; and personal 
current transfer receipts increased on average 3.9 percent. 

 EARNINGS BY PLACE OF WORK 

E q i n g s  of persons employed in Polk increased from $417,362 in 2002 to $480,908 in 2003, 
an increase of 15.2 percent. The 2002-2003 state change was 4.4 percent and the national 
change was 4.1 percent. The average annual growth rate from the 1993 estimate of $303,026 ti 
the 2003 estimate was 4.7 The average annual growth rate for the state was 5.9 percer 
and for the nation was 5.3 percent. 
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