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FY 98 MILCON PROGRAM 





McConnell KC-I 35 Conversion 5,000 0% D 5,000 Sep-95 

Andrews Consolidated Med Tng Fac 2,300 10% D 2,300 Apr-95 

Homestead Fire Fighter Training Fac 1,150 65%D 1,300 Dec-94 

Maxwell Aircraft Maint Hangar 6,700 90% D 5,500 Dec-94 

Peterson Composite Maint Fac 3,050 95%D 3.1 50 Mar-94 
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SUBSTANTI AT1 EAPRIL 10 SITE BRIEFING TO 
COMMISSIONE LA REGARDING COAI,ITION 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1th 

Questionnalro Worksheot 

10 April 1995 BRAC Briefing 
SUBJECT: w s i o n e r  A. Cornella CRltERIA(3): 

CORRECT ANSWER: 

REFERENCE$: In reference to the subject briefing, the 
attached information is presented in support of the statements 
made by Mr. Charles Holsworth on Page 5 of his presentation to 
Commissioner Cornella regarding the Military Construction Program. 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to 
the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Preparer : f i % A  *ate: /4 A h c / f ~  
RO~ERT F. MOES~EIN 

COHTTNUE ITEMS ON BACK 0 



QI.RST1O.h;: What is the source an11 what we h e  components of the "Manpower 
Pasi:ic:trtr" u d  .-N 93 MKES 530s Cod' figures documented in the fwsirnite m g e  
date MxcS 3. 1995,O'I:ZY EL.( froni Mdjnr Roben C .  Kjchrudson. A F W S  B U C  Action 
0tli-r to HQ AFKES/?(PXP. 

ANSWER: Figures were takcn from a Civilian Manpower Cut Excrcisc hpteadsbeet 
drvtlupcd af HQ AFRES. These nualkrs were not used for thc COBRA cumpuudons. 
The BCEG used only certified data p~.ovitkd by che unit through the Dau Closure 
Quc.\tinnnaire. aad Kc;) USdW/RT. nc.= ~~tlutbers we% not tnc basis fnr my of rhe eight 
a i~cria uud by *e BCEU in maiclng their- rrcommendations. 

QI TSTIOY: Subnantratc thc SECAF a~wi-rion: "Its [Pittsburgh ARS] opaaaeg costs yt 
;he g r a r s r  anone Ar k o ~ e  Rcscrrc C-130 upentions at clvllim ai~firlds ' 

AYSRT.R. Pittsburgh ARS FY94 O&hf was S22.83,M (sixlh bghw of unit3 oa c ; v h  
afieldsl. N94 RPA was S8.67M (highest uf all). Projected MILCON. a 0x1 a v a i u c r  
if Piruburgh ir c loxd,  is S33.58M (highest by OOM of uat). TMndrbe  
ma. Pittsbu yh i q  .%J.OSM. Gen MitchclI at Milwaukee is S30.6LM. Hinn-Si P d  fr 
535.98M. Chicago O ' H m  (host to LWG unit) is .S39.51M, Niagw (host to ANG Mt) io 
SS.34M. and Yi?trngstowa is S31.23M0 



GENERAL MITCHELL 

FY93 MCP COMPOSITE OPS & MAINTENANCE $2,500,000 

FY94 MCP ADD FIRE PROTECTION AIRCRAFT HANGAR 
MCP UPGRADE BASE FUELS COMPOUND 

TOTAL (FY93 & FY94) $6,215,000 

FY95 MCP FIRE FIGHTER TRAINING FACILITY 
MCP HAZARDOUS MATERIAL PHARMACY 

FY97 MCP MEDICAL TRAINING FACILITY 
MCP IMPROVE STORM DRAINAGE 

FY98 P341 SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
MCP VEHICLE OPERATIONS/MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
MCP UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
MCP AERIAL PORT TRAINING FACILITY 

w ~ 3 4 1  CATM/FATS FACILITY 

FY99 MCP ADD TO/ALTER COMPOSITE TRAINING FACILITY $2,000,000 

FYOl P341 INSTALL AIR EMISSION $400,000 

FYXX P341 SERVICES FACILITY $330,000 

TOTAL FY95 THRU FYXX $18,089,000 

TOTAL MCP & P341 FY93 THRU FYXX $24,304,000 



FY93 NO FY93 MCP OR P341 PROJECTS 

FY94 MCP BASE COMMUNICATIONS CENTER 
MCP CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 

TOTAL (FY93 & FY94) 

FY95 MCP REPLACE INTERIOR LIGHTING $440,000 

FY96 MCP FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
P341 ADD TO/ ALTER FIRE STATION 

FY97 MCP FIRE FIGHTER TRAINING FACILITY $1,600,000 

FY98 MCP CONSOLIDATED TRAINING FACILITY 
P341 ADD TO/ALTER SQUADRON OPERATIONS 

w FYOO MCP BCE ADMIN FACILITY $1,100,000 

FYXX MCP VISITING OFFICERS QUARTERS 
MCP AIRMENS LODGING FACILITY 
MCP COMPOSITE MAINTENANCE FACILITY 

TOTAL FY95 THRU FYXX $23,095,900 

TOTAL MCP & P341 FY93 THRU FYXX $25,196,900 



MINNEAPOLIS/ST PAUL 

FY93 NO FY93 MCP OR P341 PROJECTS 
FY94 NO FY94 MCP OR P341 PROJECTS 

TOTAL (FY93 & FY94) 

FY95 P341 CONSTRUCT DE-ICING PAD 
P341 IMPROVE STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM 

FY96 MCP REPLACE INTERIOR LIGHTING 

FY98 MCP CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 
P341 MULTIPURPOSE FITNESS CENTER 

FY99 MCP COMPOSITE TRAINING FACILITY 
P341 ALTER MEDICAL TRAINING FACILITY 

TOTAL FY95 THRU FYXX 

TOTAL MCP & P341 FY93 THRU FYXX 



PITTSBURGH IAP AIR RESERVE STATION 

FY93 P341 AIRCRAFT DE-ICING FACILITY $296,600 

FY94 MCP OFF BASE FIRING RANGE 
MCP JET FUEL STORAGE COMPLEX 
MCP BASE CIVIL ENGINEER COMPLEX 

TOTAL (FY93 & FY94) $14,264,600 

FY95 P341 WATER STORAGE TANK $530,000 

FY96 P341 ALTER AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE B418 $552,000 

FY98 P341 SECURITY POLICE BUILDING 
P341 ADD TO/ALTER VOQ 
P341 ADD TO/ALTER CATM/FATS BLDG 221 

fm FY99 P341 CONSTRUCT CONTRACTING OFFICE $468,600 

FYOO MCP AEROMEDICAL TRAINING FACILITY 
P341 CONVERT OFFICE TO DORM 

TOTAL FY95 THRU FYXX $4,414,500 

TOTAL MCP & P341 FY93 THRU FYXX $18,679,100 



YOUNGSTOWN 

FY93 MCP AERIAL SPRAY MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
MCP MAINTENANCE DOCK HANGAR 

FY94 MCP WIDEN AIRCRAFT PARKING 
MCP SHORTFIELD LANDING ZONE 

TOTAL (FY93 & FY94) $14,322,000 

FY95 MCP INDUSTRIAL WASTEWATER PRETREAT FACILITY $500,000 
P341 ADD FLIGHTLINE FACILITY $600,000 
P341 ADD TO/ALTER VEHICLE MAINTENANCE SHOP $800,000 

FY96 MCP CONSTRUCT AIRCRAFT PARKING APRON 
MCP UPGRADE BASE WATER SYSTEM 
MCP ADD/ALTER ELECTRIC SUBSTATION 
MCP ELECTRIC SUBSTATION? (CONGRESS. ADD) 
MCP ALTER SQUADRON OPS? (CONGRESS. ADD) 
MCP WING HEADQUARTERS (CONGRESS. ADD) 
MCP ADAL ENGINE/AVIONICS SHOP (CONGRESS. ADD) 
MCP ADAL BASE SUPPLY (CONGRESS. ADD) 
MCP ADAL MISC MAINTENANCE FACILITIES (CONGRESS. 
MCP SQUADRON OPERATIONS (CONGRESS. ADD) 

$3,500,000 
$1,000,000 
$4,500,000 
$700,000 

$1,000,000 
$4,500,000 
$3,500,000 
$2,000,000 

ADD) $1,000,000 
$3,400,000 

FY97 MCP FIRE FIGHTER TRAINING FACILITY $1,500,000 

FY98 MCP UPGRADE SANITARY SEWER 
MCP APRON RUNOFF/STORM WATER COLLECTION 

FY99 P341 ADD TO B/510 FOR CONTRACTING $598,000 

FYOl MCP SMALL ARMS MUNITIONS 
MCP SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 

FYXX P341 REFUELER VEHICLE SHOP $392,000 

TOTAL FY95 THRU FYXX $32,990,000 

TOTAL MCP & P341 FY93 THRU FYXX $47,312,000 
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PROGRAMS 
DIVISION 

LTC KEN WERNER 
Ha AFRESICEP 

I 
FY 1996 - 2000 MILCON Program 

Unfunded new mission strategy 
Congressional Add Candidates 

P-341 Program (FY 95 - 98) 
BRAC execution 

BRAC 95 
PCMS Quality Data input 

FY 1996 - 2000 MILCON 
PROGRAM 

ISSUE: Results of command f a d l i  board 
(1 3 DEC 94) 
DISCUSSION: 

Continued cuts in program years 
FY 96 Congressional add being worked 
hard 
DD Fonn 1391 document quality a 
problem 

RECOMMENDATION: Press on with design 
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@[ FY 96 MILCON PROGRAM ] 
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CONGRESSIONAL ADD 
CANDIDATES (FY96) 

DU CQ 
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[ M 97 MILCON PROGRAM ] 
&!m!m!M P I w E a  m 
II NCCWNELL KGIUQWYEI ISOW a 

TOTAL *R* ISSOY 5.0 

QW PtTERSOM C m l A I l T C K  U 
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QIO UXwELL N R C W  IU(T CU: U 
QW ANDMEWS COMSOUDlT€D lED FAC Z 

TOTAL CURIID(T YSSDW 1 u  

EYV HOMESTEU) FIRE- FAC 1.3 
W m RllLTlUrOfK 11 
OIV ~ O W Y  Fu!ETIWIOfK - - *3 
uv m m c n m  - o w r m u m r n  u 

T O T U ~ U r n O Q U I  5.3 

TOTAL n n mco* at 
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cw D O I ~ S  ~ ~ A L R E S ~ E C T C O Y C A C  
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TOTAL CURRENT USSlOM 
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@[ FY 2000 MILCON PROGRAM I 
!MmaM . -  rn 
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[ P-341 PROGRAM (FY 95-98) ] 
ISSUE: AFRES Facility Panel ranking of 
P-341 PROJECTS 
DISCUSSION: 

$20 - 26M requirements 
S4.SMlyear funding avenge 
MlSSlON CRITICAL needs to come 

RECOMMENDATION: Work all 
programming avenues as necessary ( W M  
revitalization) 

WORKMOUND) 

t!i%iY-Rm- 
S 3 U O U R J  BASE WAREHOUSE WES) 
RTTSIIURGH A L l E R M C I W T Y U C T W l 4  SO 

DEC Y FAC DO 
" F K L I T Y  PANEL RANKED PROJECTS TO BACK-UP ANY B R W G E  
CAT % AND USORE TYELI EXECVTI)N 

a 
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@ [ FY 95 - P-341 PROGRAM ] 
SaEGQUl 

fDNIIK)NMENTK CONTRAClUIUL 0BUOITY)NS. UNFUNDED NEW- 

DSN M 

*it m - D m  
tE*YOUR4 SQUIDOPShLUJROOYS 

9 %  
t m  30s 

S E ~ O U R J  ADU m a w  z m 
5 RTTSWRGH WATEll STORAGE T#NK 100 530 

m m ? I U L  QWITDClQOPrn (0 m 
Y m P I U L  ~~~ 10 m 
LUKE- AEROYED FAEIUTY 100 JSO 
I W Y I . ~ ~ ~ * A D ~ N T D M I I T L W E F A C  o m 
YWN- AWMMCLE W P M  8 

TOTAL 4,QI 
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@[ B W C  EXECUTION ] ' 

ISSUE: Executing BRAC 95 actions 
MSCUSSION: 

An bases considered 
Worked base capacity analysis 
User inputs 
Best fit missiin 
M o s t  economical match 
Financial constraints at announced bases 

RECOMMENDATION: Work programs to 
maximize resources available 

UNPRIORITKED P-341 

,!I![ l l tm~  
- -urn PROGRAM m w 
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f \ 

CONGRESSIONAL ADD CANDIDATES 
i (FY96) J 

DSN PGM 
BASE PROJECT m u  R E M A R K s  
TINKER AIRCRAFT HANGAR 3.2 3s X Falled 95 NM Add 
TINKER FUELS MAlNT HANGAR 4.0 3s X Falled 95 NM Add 
TINKER SQUAD OPS 2 4  35 X Falled 95 NM Add 
KELLY AERlAL PORT TRAINING 2 1  100 98 Removed From % 
S C O n  CONSOLIDATED MED TRNG U 30 98 Removed From 96 
ANDREWS ALTER WING HQ 3.3 3 98 CM Projecto 
DOBBINS SECURIN POUCE 1.5 95 98 CM ProJect 
YOUNGSTOWN WING H a  4.6 0 Ol Falled 96 Insert 
Y ~ S T O W N  ALTERSQOn 1.0 0 Ol F W W h s e I t  
YOUNO- SURVIVALEQUIPMENT 1.0 0 Ol F.lkd#In..rt 
-TOWN ADA1 ENGlNE/AVIONlCS SHOP 0 Ol FaUed W b r a  
KEESLER MAINTENANCE HANGAR 4.0 10 99 CM ProJect 
GEN MITCHELL AER~AL PORT TRAINING FACY~O-H 4 9s CM Project 
KELLY WING HQ 3.0 35 99 CM Project 
GEN MITCHELL ADAL COMPOSm TRNG FAC 20 0 X O'HARE Personnel Omce 
MARCH ELECTIFY RAMP 15.3 0 X Env law (NLT 99) 
ROBINS RENOVATE AFRES HQ BLDG (LO 20 99 CM ProJect 

ALTERNATIVE STRATEGY: REPROGRAM TO OLM AFTER DESIGN COMPLETION 

LOC))lU m m  ? 7 

r \ 

CONGRESSIONAL ADD CANDIDATES 
(FY96 CONT) 

L J 

DSN PGM 
PROJECT Uy Fv REMARKS 

YOUNGSTOWN ELECTRICAL SUBSTATION 0.7 1 X Rephce96PDB Cut 
YOUNGSTOWN ADAL BASE SUPPLY 2 0  0 01 h l c d ~ l n r r c t  
YOUNGSTOWN ADAL MISC IIUINT FACS 1.0 0 x Congreulond~equest 
MAXWUL COMPOSITE MAJNT FAC 0.7 95 95 Replace 96 PBD Cut 
MAXWELL LG COMPLEX 3.9 15 98 CM Project 
EGLlN AUX 3 RENOVATE AIRMEN LODGING 3.8 0 X Failed 95 Add 
NUGARA NRMEN LODGING FAC 4 3  0 X Falkd W Add 
NIAGARA VoQ 3.9 0 x FaUd %Add 
NIAGARA CONSOUDATEDtRAMMG FAC 12 2 Falkd 95 Add 
NlAOARA COMPOSITE MINT FAC 3.1 0 X Falled 95 Add 
HILL MUNITIONS MAlNT FAC 1.5 35 00 Failed 95 Add 
PORTLAND STRUCTURAL MAlNT FAC 0.8 0 X Failed 95 Add 
GEN MITCHELL VEHICLE OPYMAlNT FAC 3.3 60 96 CM Project 

CONSTRUCTION TOTAL 94.8 
DESIGN TOTAL 8.4 

GRAND TOTAL 1039 

-.m Lnm ? e 









I 1 

FY 96 P-341 PROGRAM 
L I 

CATEGORY 2'. 
(MISSION ESSENTIAL, NO VIABLE WORK-AROUND) 

DSN PA 
BASE PROJECT &) @loJg 
STOVER CONST A G W E H  REFUELER 35 400 
SEYMOURJ* BASE WAREHOUSE (AFRES) 0 850 
PITTSBURGH ALTER AIRCRAFT MAINT (8418) 90 552 

TOTAL 1,802 

DEC 94 FAC BD 
** FACILITY PANEL RANKED PROJECTS TO BACK-UP ANY BREAKAGE IN 
CAT 1 AND INSURE TIMELY EXECUTION 

LBCIYW Inw, P IY 

/ 

UNPRlORlTlZED P-341 PROGRAM] 
, 

BASE - 
BERGSTROM 

PITTSBURGH 

WESTOVER 
NlAOARA 

DOVER 
DOBBINS 
EGLlN 

PORTLAND 
GEN MITCHEU 

!i!m?mc- -. -- 
PITTSBURGH - - 
YOUN~STOWN 

MlNNlST PAUL 
PITTSBURGH 

DOBBINS 
PORTLAND 
PITTSBURGH 

PROJECT 
REPLACEUSTs 

ALTER AIC MAINT B1418 

ADD TO METALMELDING SHOP 
ADDIALTER FlRE 

ADAL RESERVE OPS 
ADAL FlRE STATION 
ADD TO ICLR 
CONST AERIAL DELIVERY FAC 
SURWAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 

REFUELER M H  SHOP 

MULTlPURPOSE FITNESS CENTER 
ADAL VOQ 
ADAL SEC POLICE OPS 
STRUCTURAL METAL SHOP 
ALTER CATM 8/221 
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MILCON AND P-341 REVIEW AND CALL LETTER 



RPR-87-1995 11:44 FROM 

QI F-STION: Wbat is tht source and what ;rre the wmponcnts of the "Manpower 
Pnsitiot~s" aad "FY 93 MHES DOS Cost'' figum documented in the facsimile w e  
&c. Mearch 3, 1995, (TI:23 AM from Mirjrx R o b  C. kchardson. A m  BBAC Action 
Oflicer to HQ AFRES/XPXP, 

ANSWER: Figures were takm from a Civilian Manpower Cut hcrcisc spreadsheet 
developed at HQ AFRES. These numb w e n  not used for tbc COBRA (x,mpuudoss. 
W. BCEG used only certificd data p v i r l P d  by the unit thm& thrt base Closure 
Qwxlinnnaln, and HQ USAF/RT. These nt~mbcrs wen aot thc bash hr my of the f ght 
a ik r ia  used by the B W  in makrng their. rrronmmdaionfi. 

Qi.TESTION: Substantiuc thc S K A F  axsertion! '71 [Pittsburgh ARS] operaiag costs yt 
rhr: ynatcsr among Au Force Rcscm C-130 operations at avilian aiffnldr." 

ANSWER; Pinsburgh ARS C'YN O&M war Si22.83M (sixtb higbcd of unirs oa tiv- 
airfields). IT94 RPA was S8.67M (highat of all). Projected MILCON, a c ~ i  uvd- 
if Pittsburgh is dosed, is 533.58M (highest by SOM of u y  unit). Totalindtbr: Uuce 
arcas. Pittsbul yh is .%S.OSM. Gea Mitchcll at Milwaukee Q S30.PiW. Minn-Si Prul fr  
535.98M. Chbgo O'HZ~O (host to ANG unit) is $39.51M, Niagm (host to ANG Ur) is 
S45.34M. d Ynttngstown i6 $3 l . 'SM, 





911 "$FlU#Q1? mmi 
DEPARTMENT OF TI 

WI HMCI nu I 

= MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: HQ AFRES/CE 
155 Second St 
Robins AFB GA 3 1098-1635 

SUBJECT: MILCON and P-341 Review and Call Letter 

1. Late this fiscal year we will be doing our annual updating of projects that should 
be considered for the MILCON and P-341 funds. We feel this is pdcularly timely 
given your recent completion of the Commanders' Facility Assessment, which may 
have identified new priorities in your facility investment plans. 

2. Attached is a list of all MILCON projects for your base that are currently in our 
Project Design and Construction (PDC) data base. Also attached is a list of P-341 
projects submitted through the Project Construction Management System (PCMS). 
We request that you review these lists and update them as follows: 

a. Indicate which projects are still necessary or duplications. 

b. Check Programmed Amounts (PA) for accuracy. 

c. Verify canceled projects (CNX). 

d. Provide separate lists in priority order for both your MILCON and 
P-34 1 programs. (See Attachment 2 for list format.) 

e. Include al l  new projects. 

3. Please provide front page DD Forms 1391 for all projects in your MILCON and 
P-34 1 programs excluding projects under construction (CNS). Also, be sure your 
civil engineer updates the PDCmCMS by transmitting new projects andlor projects 
that are not on the attached lists. 

w - - 4. Ensure that any MILCON project that requires Comprehensive Interior Design 
(CID) is indicated under the "Additionaln paragraph on the DD Form 139 1. 
Prewired workstations require a separate line item in Block 9. (The current cost for 
prewired workstations is $4000 each.) 



RUCTION PROGRAM 
MCPPIll/PDRRPT/SYS 

PIllSBURGH MCP 

FY BASE PDC NUMBER TITLE PA SCOPE UM1 0 X C X B CWE STATUS 

1994 PIUSBUR 'JLSS880002Rl WATER TANK 530 1000 LS CPD ' 
1994 PITTSBUR JLSS949004 JET FUEL STORAGE COMPLEX 4.300 0 L S l O O O O O  6485 B I D  
1995 PIrrSBUR JLSS919005Rl 4 ,400 19700 SF CPD 
1995 PITTSBUR JLSS919995 OTR-BCE COMPLEX 3,100 27600 SF LRF 
1995 PIITSBUR JLSS949004R2 JET FUEL STORAGE CPX (REVISED) 5 ,900 0 LS CPD 
1995 PIlTSBUR JLSS95 APRON REPLACEMENT C-  17 0 175000 SY APG 
1996 PIlTSBUR JLSS969001 RENOVATE ADMIN OFFICES 1.600 13500 SF LRF 
1996 PITTSBUR JLSS969002 REPLACE WEST APRON PAVEMENT 2,400 27400 SY L R I  
1997 P ITTSBUR JLSS979001 GROUP HEADQUARTERS FACILITY 3,350 22000 SF LRF 
1997 PIlTSBUR JLSS979002 AFFF SYSTEM 750 1 EA L R I  
1998 PIrrSBUR JLSS989001 AEROMEDICAL TRAINING FACILITY 1 ,100  7900 SF APG 
1998 PITTSBUR JLSS989002 OVERLAY BASE ROADS 2 .750 206300 SY L R I  
1999 PIrrSBUR JLSS009001 SECURITY POLICE BUILDING 400 2200 SF LRF 
1999 PITTSBUR JLSS019001 RES FORCES GEN TRAINING 1 ,800  13500 SF LRF 
1999 PITTSBUR JLSS999001 EXTERIOR RENOVATIONS 1 .200  61200 SF LRF 

( 1  PAGE 



1391 BASE - PJ # DESCRIPTION 

AA ANDREWS ,929003 MOB. WHSE ADDIT TO BLDG 3756 
RR BARKSDAL 949301 CONSTRUCT WING EDUCATION FAC 
RR BARKSDAL 949302 CONSTRUCT AIC MAINT TRNG OFF 
NR DOBBINS 910019 MUNITIONS STORAGE FAC(P341) . 
AA DOBBINS 910027C ADDIALT FIRE STATION 

DOBBINS 930057 CONSTR BIOENV ENG FAC, P341 
DOBBINS 930058 A IRL IFT  CONTROL FLT FAC 
DOBBINS 930059 ADDITION TO BCE COMPLEX 
DOBBINS 930060 COMPR NATURAL GAS SVC STATION 
DOBBINS 940052 CONSTRUCT TPC FACILITY 
DOBBINS 950032 CONSTRUCT SERVICES FACILITY 

AA DOVER 939000C ADD TO AND ALTER RESERVE OPS 
CA EGLIN 890259R1 ADAL AIRCRAFT ENG I&R SHOP 
RR GEN B M I  940020 CATS FACILITY 
NR GEN B M I  959003 DEICING FLUID COLLECIRECYC FAC 
A4 GEN B M I  969001 ADDIALTER SURVIVAL EQUIP SHOP 
AA KELLY 930101 CNST STORAGE FAC 
AA KELLY 930124 RPR MEDICAL TRNG FAC 
CA MCCHORD 959001 ADD TO 1210 AEROMED TRAINING 
A4 MCCHORD 979003R1 SECURITY POLICE FACILITY 
NR MCGUIRE 949999 MEDICAL TRAINING FAC 
AA MINNIST 940040 DEICING RUNOFF COLLECTION SYS 
CA MINNIST 950055 MULTIPURPOSE FITNESS CENTER 
AA NIAGARA 910236 ADD TO AND ALTER FIRE STATION 
AA PATRICK 899000 CONSTRUCT MEDICAL TRAINING FAC 
AA PETERSON 959004 AVIONICS SHOP ADDITION 
M *PI l lSBUR 910007B ALTER SPSICATM BLDG 2 2 1  
CA P I l lSBUR 940006C ADD TOIALTER VOQ 8 -206  
AA PITTSBUR 940014 A IR  CONDITIONING - 8208 
AA PITTSBUR 940022 SECURITY POLICE BUILDING 
UR PIITSBUR 940036C ALTER AIRCRAFT MAINT. 8418 
AA PITTSBUR 950006 CONSTRUCT CONTRACT1 NG OFFICE 
UR P I l N B U R  950009C ALTER FITNESS CENTER 8-120 

' PITSBIJR 960013 MED TNG BLDG ADDITION B220 
CA PORTLAND 900111 CATM TRNG FACILITY 
CA PORTLAND 940019 CONST AERIAL DELIVERY OPS FAC 
AA PORTLAND 940046 STRUCT MAINT SHOP ADDITION 
AA ROBINS 946002 ADDIALTER BLDG 222  
AA SEYMOUR 959301 ALTER FACILITY FOR CONVERSION 

D AA 'Tf NKER 940427 ALT FACILITY FOR COMMAND POST 
? AA WESTOVER 940056 CONSTRUCT DISASTER PREP FAC 

CA WESTOVER 940067 CONST AGE & VEH REFUEL 
\r3 

U J l X  I-UNU31HI N t  A&I- 

PA UR'LNY CWE A P P M  D I MFY PFY 



a 
WESTOVER 950079 ALTER BLDG 3 1 0 2  FOR SIMULATOR 

NR WESTOVER 960036  ADD TO METAL I WELDING SHOP 
WESTOVER 960038  F IRE  STAION RENOVATIONS B 7084  

AA WRIGHT P 940159  ALT 814022 FOR AGS 
CA YOUNGSTO 940047 ADDITIONS TO CE BLDG. 510 
CA YOUNGSTO 949012  ADDITION TO FLIGHT LINE FACIL 
CA YOUNGSTO 949014  ADDITION TO ALTER VEH MAINT 
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EXHIBIT 1.4. 

MILCON AND P-341 LISTS 



- _ - - -  

A m . S / C B  .. .. +++ PITT BGB 

I I 

ATTENTION WICE NO. 

b OSN 1 COMMERCUL 

I .  . . FACSlWlE ELECTRO W L . T R m A L  . 
t l h b I n l o m w & n c P Q r r ( k n h n o l ~ b Q l V B m ~ m k r P & a ~ ~ ~ ~  

'SECWUI-TO B E C X M ~  ~YORK#NATWR 
CUSSlFlCATlON TRANSUtSSKW( 

p m o = -  I PAGES 6 nlwaE nRw 
T O ( ~ b b n M d ~ M d n a r S y m b o l J  FAX NO. 

b e  ~ o c s c c ~ u  
SUBJECT 

DSN 

FROM (Op&ti28lin nd 

COMMERCUL 

FAX NO. 
DSN 

VdlCE NO. 
DSN 1 COMMRCIAL 

RELEASER'S SIGNATURE 

OAT€ TRANSMlmD 

0 G ,  @#a, 
S E C ~ O N  n - TO BE COMPLETED BY ECECTRO MAIL O P E R ~ R  

n w  TRANSMI~EO 

L I I I 
AF Form 3535, SEP 91 

DATE ADDRESSEE CONTACTED 

t 

DATE 

27b4wCts 
nm 

TIME AODRESSEE CONTACTEO 

TRANSMITER'S SIGNATURE 

CONTACTOR'S SIGNATURE 



AFRES/CE +++ PITT BCE 

t * 

CFB ACTION ITEM REVIEW 
& 8 

TASKING: NAFs and Wing CC8 Insure that CFA 
correlates to pmJect prlorltierr in MILCON & P-341 
programs 

OPR: NAFICCs, WinglCCs 

STATUS: (OPEN) CFA Host base data received. 
Acme duty delayed final report to 16 APR 95. 
Waiting for tenant data from hos t  MAJCOMs. 

RECOMMENDATION: Continue analysis 
(ECD 31 May 95) 

-M'mr.7 

# 1 

FY 96 MILCON PROGRAM 
b I 

-&BSE PROJECT BQQa 

NU YOUNQSTWN URCRAFT PARKING APRON &= 
NU Y0U)IKUTOWW ADALUE- SUBinATKM 

TOTAL NEWMISSION 7,580 

CMIl MAXWELL COMPOSITE WNT FAC 3,600 
C W  NUQARA FUELS SYS UAINT HANGAR dgpp 

TOTAL CURRENT MISSKMI &m 

ENV MARCH FIRE TRAINING FAC 1.550 
ENV GRlSSOM FIRE TRAINING FAG 1- 
E W  YOUNOSTM UPGRADE BASE WATER #ST 8YS l,QQQ 

TOTAL ENVlRONMENTAL d m  

TOTAL M 96 MKCON 20.130 

-bYn5*.s 



+++ PITI' BCE Bolo 

. . 

- 
1 

FY 98 MILCON PROGRAM 
4 

iwu?€u BBQE PROJECT UPPP2 

CMIl MAXWELL AIRCRAFT MAIM HANGAR 7m 
GMn NIAGARA CONSOLIDATED TRNQ FAC 4 w x J  
CM13 GEN MITCHELL AERIAL PORT TRAININQ FAC 4,oOO 
CMl4 MAXWELL LO COMPLM 3,- 
CMI5 LITTLE ROCK AERIAL PORT TfWNlNG FAC L,zw 

TOTAL CURRENT MISSION ru8m 
CU TOA SHORTAOP al.2 
CU TOA 9 7,938 

ENV BERGSTROM FIRE FIGHTER IRAININ0 FAC 1 ,Ow 
ENV WILLOW GROVE STORM DRAINAGE 2,100 
ENV YOUNOSTOHM APRONRUNOFF G!QQ 

TOTAL ENVlRONMENTAL 4 , m  

TOTAL FY W MILCON 12338 

- m r  11 

FY 99 MILCON PROGRAM 

ClWl ANDREWS ALTER Wl NG HQ 3,700 
CMlZ ROBINS RENOVATE AFRES HQ (BLDG 220) 7,300 
CW3 GEN MITCHELL ADAL COMPOSITE TRAINING FAC 2,000 
CM14 D088lNS AERW PORT TRAINING FAC 3,330 
CMK M l N N m  PAUL COMPOSITE TRAININ0 FAC 4,000 
CM18 KEUY WINO HO FAC 2.sQ 

TOTAL CVRi?ENTMlSSlON 2 3 , a  

I CII TOA SHORTAGE 
CM TOA 

bpi 
22.w 

ENV DOBBINS UPGRADE STORM SEWER 1,100 
ENV WILLOW GROVE UPGRADE SANITARY S m  

TOTAL ENWRoNMENTAf 
m 
28- 
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EXHIBIT 1.5. 

MILCON: FY 90 TO FY 01 

I 



REPORT DATE 01/19/95 

w 
FY BASE PDC NUMBER TITLE 

90 CHARLEST DKFX889040 ADDIALTER OPERATIONA 
DOBBINS FGWB869001 ADD/ALTER DISPENSARY 
DOVER PJXT880005L ADD TO RES FORCES 01 
ELMENDOR FXSB909405 CIVIL ENGINEER TRAIN 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ830023P2 IMPROVE WHERRY (215) 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ850050 TEMPORARY LODGING FA 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ910027 COMMAND POST 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ920015 SURVIVAL TRAINING DO 
GRISSOM CTGC880016 WASTEWATER TRMT PLAN 
GRISSOM CTGC89HCPOl HOUSING COn#UNITY PL 
HOMESTEA KYJL903001 CIVIL ENGR TRAINING 
LUKE NUEX909004 ADD FIRE PROTECTION, 
MAXWELL PNQS882065 CONPOSITE TRAINING ? 
MCGUIRE PTFL909001 ADD/=- OPERATIONA 
MINN/sT QJKL890050 ALTER ACFT NAINT FAC 
WILLOW O ZAWA890001 sP/coMBAT ARMS TRAIN 
WILLOW G 2AWA919002 ELECTRICAL DIST SYS 

91 DAVIS-WO PBNV919001 CIVIL ENGINEER TRAIN 
DOBBXNS FGWB869004 BASE SUPPORT ADDITIO 
EGLIN NR FTFA919001 NEDICAL TRAINING FAC 
FAIRCBIL QJK2830023P3 IMPROVE )(FH (PHASE 3 
FAIRCBIL WKZ8600062 ALTER AIRCRAFT lIAINT 
FAIRCBIL OJK2860035 ADD/ALT PARXINO APRO 
GTR PITT JLSS909001 RESERVE NEDICAL TRAI 
EICKAW KNMD909001 AERIAL PORT TRAINING 
HOMES- KYJL909003 ADD FIRE PROTECT, AC 
KEESLBR XAEG909905 WKDICAL TRAININO/ADW 
KELLY MBPB909001 COMPOSITE TRAINING 
K X L Y  MEPB909002 RBiO BORSE VEHICLB NA 
MIXWELL PNQS909001 SURV EQUIP/LIPE SUPP 
MCCHORD PQWY919002 ADD/ALTBR OPERATIONA 
MCCONNgL PRQE909015 CIVIL ENGINEER TRAIN 
OPFUTT SGBP909912 ADD/ALTER CIVIL KNGI 
POPE -890457 CB TRAINING FACILITY 
WILLOW G ZAWA909OOl MEDICAL TRAINING (JO 
WRIGHT P 3ETV909001 UPGRADE HANGARS 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MCP/CECRPT/SYS 

AFRES MCP 

PA STA DSN D % C % EST CON AW 

( S K I  TO 

1,650 CNS 100 100 100 
725 CNS 100 100 100 

1,600 CNS 100 100 100 
1,400 CNS 100 100 97 
12,162 CNS 100 100 57 
1,500 CNS 100 100 100 
2,700 CNS 100 100 100 
10,000 CNS 100 100 100 
4,650 CNS 100 100 62 

120 DSG 002 001 
800 CNS 100 100 100 
650 CNS 100 100 100 

1,770 CNS 100 100 100 
1,050 CNS 100 100 99 
370 CNS 100 100 100 

1,800 CNS 100 100 20 
1,400 CNS 100 100 99 

900 CNS 100 100 100 
2, 900 CNS 100 100 7 
1,600 CNS 100 100 100 
11,559 CNS 001 100 73 
9,600 CNS 100 100 100 
1,600 CNS 100 100 100 
1,900 CNS 100 100 100 
1,200 CNS 100 100 100 
2,400 CNS 100 100 91 
600 CNS 100 100 100 

1,400 CNS 100 100 100 
2,300 CNS 100 100 100 
1,025 CNS 100 100 100 
1,500 CNS 100 100 100 
1,000 CNS 000 100 100 
800 a s  100 100 100 
790 CNS 100 100 100 

1,250 CNS 100 100 100 
'3,781 CNS 100 100 100 

92 ANDRBWS AJl[F909000 COMPOSITE TRAINING ? 1, 550 M S  100 100 100 92/04/17 
DOBBINS PGWB889005 BASE CIVIL ENQIMRKRI 3,890 CNS 100 100 94 92/06/22 



REPORT DATE C1/19/95 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MCP/CECRPT/SYS 

AFRES MCP 

FY BASE PDC NUMBER 

EGLIN 3 XPRF92900161 
PAIRCHIL GJKZ830023P4 
PAIRCHIL GJKZ870009 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ870075 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ920027 
PAIRCHIL GJKZ920074 
HOMESTEA HACC939000 
BOMESTEA EACC94305 1 
HOMESTEA HACC943052 
HOMESTEA HACC943054 
EOHESTEA BACC943056 
HOMESTEA HACC943057 
HOMESTEA ~ ~ ~ ~ 9 4 3 0 5 8  
HONESTEA HACC943059 
HOMESTEA HACC943061 
EOHESTEA HACC943062 
HOMESTEA EACC943063 
HOMESTEA HACC943064 
HOElESTEA EACC943065 
HOMESTEA HACC943067 
HONESTEA HACC943068 
HOWBSTEA HACC943069 
HOMESTEA RACC943070 
HOMESTEA HACC943071 
HOHESTEA HACC943072 
HOMESTEA HACC943073 
HOMESTEA HACC943074 
HOMESTEA HACC943075 
HONESTEA HACC943076 
HOblSSTEA HACC943077 
HOMESTEA HACC943079 
HONESTEA HACC943080 
EOWBSTgA HACC943081 
HOMESTEA EACC943082 
HONESTEA KYJL933084B 
HOMESTEA KYJL949002 
MCCHORD PQWY899007 
NESH ORLE RQNA889715 
NIAGARA RVKQ890001 
PBTBRSON TDKA909002 
PORTLAND TQKD929001 
TI- WWYK929044 
YOUNGSTO 2QEL9 19005 

TITLE 

ADD/ALTER MUNITIONS 
IMP WHERRY HSG (415) 
CHILD DEVELOPNENT Cg 
PARACHUTE TRAINING F 
ALCM FUEL STORAGE TA 
REGIONAL SEWER C O W  
REP VAR FAC 482 PW I 
BASE CIVIL ENGINEER1 
SMALL ARMS TRAINING 
HC-130 FUELS MAINT H 
AIRCRAPT GROUND EQUI 
SQUAD OPS/AIRCRAFT n 
LIQUID OXYGKN STORAO 
SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT S 
CObfPOSITE XAINTENANC 
BSE SUPP C WHSE/BAS 
RBPAIR/ALTER VEHICLE 
ADD/ALTER CONNUNICAT 
SECURITY POLICE PAC1 
PARARESCUE FACILITY 
301ST EEADQUAWEERS/s 
HE-60 HELICOPTER X A I  
HC-130 NAINTEHANCE H 
AVIONICS/EQI SHOP 
EN0 INSPECTIOH & REP 
AIRCRAFT RINSE RACK 
INPRASTRUCT/~IR co 
BASE O P S / ~ S I R N T  M 
REP/ALT WING ERADQTJX 
REPAIR DORMITORY 
ACMI POD SHOP 
POL OPBRATIOHS/REFLJB 
UNDERGRNDJO ' BEAD KLB 
HANGAR APPROACH 
CONTROL TOWER EQUIP 
ALTER HANGAR LBAN-TO 
MEDICAL TRAINING/ADN 
ADD/ALT WEDICAL T R N ~  
UPGRADE HGR FIRS PRO 
SURV EQUIP/LIPE SUPP 
JET PUgL STORAGE COW 
ADD/ALT HED TRWO/MW 
ADD AVIONICS/WAINTEII 

' PA STA DSN D % C % EST CON AW 

($K) TO 

2,400 CNS 100 100 6 
9,598 CNS 100 100 10 
4,550 CNS 100 100 99 
2,200 CNS 100 100 67 
300 CNS 100 100 100 

4,100 CNS 035 100 100 
2,250 DSG 001 001 
2,100 DSG 100 095 
1,850 DSO 100 100 
4,550 DSO 100 090 
1,450 DSG 100 095 
2,600 DSG 100 095 
1,000 DSQ 100 095 
970 DSG 100 090 

3,350 DSQ 100 095 
3,250 DSG 100 095 
2,300 DSO 100 100 
1,250 DSQ 100 100 
940 DSG 100 035 

1,850 DSQ 100 090 
3,100 DSG 100 090 
3,050 DSQ 100 090 
3,250 DSG 100 090 
1,150 DSG 100 090 
910 DSG 100 090 
300 DSO 100 002 

7,000 DSO 001 002 
1,150 DSO 100 095 
3,850 DSa 100 100 
2,300 DSG 100 100 
390 DSQ 100 095 
900 DSG 100 095 

1,000 DSO 100 100 
350 DSG 100 090 

1,500 DSO 100 001 
1,700 DSG 100 100 
600 CNS 100 100 99 
450 CNS 100 100 1 

1,810 CNS 100 100 95 
1,150 CNS 100 100 100 
1,100 CNS 100 100 99 
500 CNS 100 100 70 

1,450 CNS 100 100 100 



REPORT DATE 01/19/95 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MCP/CECRPT/SYS 
AFRES MCP 

FY BASE PDC NUMBER T I TLE PA STA DSN. D % C % EST CON AW 

(SKI TO 

93 DAVIS-MO FBNV939001 MUNITIONS MAINTENANC 
DAVIS-MO FBNV939002 ADAL AIRCRAFT MAINT 
FAIRCHIL GJK2920037 MFH BOUNDARY FENCES 
FAIRCHIL GJK2932500 UNDERGROUND FUEL ST0 
FAIRCHIL GJK2920042 FIRE TRAINING FACILI 
GEN B MI BTUI939002Rl COMPOSITE OPS AND MA 
HILL KRSM899003 CORROSION CNTL/FUEZ 
BOMESTEA HACC933084 CONTROL TOWER 
HOMESTEA HACC933085 REPAIR AIRCRAFT S&BL 
BOMESTEA HACC933085C ANG - ALTER SHELTER 
HOMESTEA KYJL933086B REPAIR HANGAR 741 
NEW 0R.U XPRF92900107 AIRCRAFT HANGAR FIRE 
NEW 0R.U XPRF92900207 ADD/ALT FACILITIES F 
NEW 0- XPRF92900307 COMPOSITE MAINTBNANC 
NEW ORLg XPRF92900507 AVIONICS SHOP 
NEW ORLE XPW92900607 SOUND SUPPRESSOR PAD 
PETBRSON TDKA939001 AVIONICS SHOP 
SELFRIDG VGLZ930005 ADD/ALTER HYDRANT PU 
SELFRIDG VGL2930003 ADAL FACILITIES FOR 
WILLOW G aAWA949001 KNGINE INSP & REPAIR 
WILLOW O ZAWA949002 ALTER ACFT MAIN- 

- .  p r i ~ -  - -mu SPIUT -d- 
TOUHGSTO %QEL949010 C-130 MAINTEWANCB HA 

930 CNS 100 100 
1,500 CNS 100 100 
145 CNS 100 100 

1,550 CNS 100 100 
960 DSG 100 100 

2,500 DSG 100 065 
1,000 CNS 100 100 
3,500 CNS 100 100 
2,000 CNS 100 100 
2,000 CNS 095 100 
3,800 DSO 100 001 
1,000 CNS 099 100 
2,300 CNS 100 100 
2,600 CNS 099 100 
2,300 CNS 099 100 
1,100 CNS 099 100 
1,300 CNS 100 100 
2,500 CNS 100 090 
1,650 DSG 100 002 
1,800 CNS 100 100 
1, 700 CNS 100 100 
2,800 - C!m 'XQV =-ZOC) 
4,500 ms 100 100 

94 ANDREWS AJXF929001 
ANDREWS XPRF92900351 
BARKSDAL AWUB919801 
DOBBINS FGWB939002 
DOBBINS FGWB949010 
FAIRCHIL OJK9920029 
FAIRCHIL CXnt2930038 
FAIRCHIL GJK2940047 
GKN B MI HTUX939001 
GEN B MI ETUX929001 
GTR PITT JLSS919005 
GTR PITT JZSS919004 
BOMBSTEA EACC943060 
KELLY WBPB929201 
KI- HBMV919000 
l4ACDILL NVZR870503 
IIAOAIU RVKQ919002 
MIA- RVXQ959002 
PgTKRSON TDKA929202 
PITTSBUR JLSS949004 

REPLACE AIR- PAR 
UPGRADE AIRCRAFT PAR 
WELDING AND MACHIWE 
FIRING RANGE 
EASTERN REGIONAL K I  
INTELLIGENCE TECH TR 
REPLACE GILNERAC OFF1 
HOSP UTIL/LIFB SAFBT 
UPGRADE BASE C 
ADD FIRE PROTBCTIOII, 
BASE CIVIL ENGINEER 
OFF BASE FIRING RAHO 
MEDICAL TRAINING PAC 
RED HORSE sTRUCTL/DT 
CIVIL m a I m  mxx 
AEROUEDICAL EVACUATI 

CO)Q(Vllfm1m 

C06LROSIQ19 CmTROL FA 
OMS FACILITY 
JlLT FUEL STORAGLI cac 

13,373 CNS 100 100 20 
8,000 CNS 100 100 20 
600 CNS 100 100 6 

1,900 CNS 100 100 1 
6,000 MS 100 100 1 
3,500 CNS 100 100 1 

184 DSG 100 060 
8,250 DSG 100 095 
1,800 CNs 100 100 83 
1,500 DSO 100 035 
3,100 BID 100 100 
1,300 DSG 100 065 
2,750 DSO 100 090 
2,300 CNS 100 100 39 
900 CNS 100 100 23 
750 CNS 100 100 80 

1,300 QQS 100 100 20 
800 -8 100 100 15 

1,200 CMS 100 100 64 
4,300 BID 100 100 



REPORT DATE 01/19/95 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MCP/CECRPT/SYS 
AFRES MCP 

FY BASE PDC NUMBER TITLE PA STA DSN D % C % EST CON AW 
(SK) TO 

TRAVIS XDAT943017 ALTER RESERVE OPS & 4,000 CNS 100 100 78 93/12/01 
TRAVIS XDAT949001 AERIAL PORT TRAINING 3,050 CNS 100 100 48 94/03/15 
WESTOVER YTPM929001 MEDICAL TRAINING FAC 2,600 CNS 100 100 9 94/07/15 
YOUNOSTO ZQEL850026 SHORTFIELD LANDING 2 6,400 CNS 100 100 13 94/06/03 
YOUNGSTO ZQEL929001 WIDEN AIRCRAFT PARK1 1,450 CNS 100 100 99 94/03/0Y 

95 BARKSDAL XPRF949052 
DOBBINS FGWB949003 
EGLIN NR FTEP949902 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ920016 
FAIRCHIL GJKZ920035 
FAIRCHIL OJK2950024 
FAIRCBIL GJX2982500 
C3IM B MI BTU1959001 
GEN B MI BTU1999005 
GRISSOM CTGC959001 
HOMESTEA HACC943053 
BOMESTRA BACC943066 
HOMESTEA HACC943078 
BOMESTZA KYJL949475 
LUKE NUEX923014 
LmtE NUEX923015 
MARCH PCZP930813 
NIAOARA RVKQ940426 
TINKER WWYK979044 
WESTOVER YTPM940022 

WESTOVER YTPM959002 
WESTOVER YTPH950035 
WESTOVER YTPH959003 
YOUNGST0 2QEL979003 

96 DOBBINS FGWB940004 
FAIRCHIL OJKZ963500 
GRISSOM CTGC979002 
MARCB PCZP932502 
HAXWgLt PNQS919002 
MINN/ST QJICfr940017Rl 
NIAQARA RVKQ979001 
OHARE DPNg950004 
TornoOSTO 4QEt949011 

ADDIALTER FACS FOR C 
FIRE FIGHTER TRAININ 
RENOVATB AIRMEN DIN1 
BAZARWUS MATERIAL S 
IMPROVE SENIOR OFFIC 
REPLACE SENIOR OFFIC 
UPG STORN DRAINAGE F 
FIRS FIGHTER T E U I l I N  
wmuumus WATBRIAL P 
CAN'roNMFm! AREA ENV 
HYDRANT/HoT PIT FUEL 
PHYSICAL FITNESS CISN 
MOBILITY PROCESSING 
RENOVATE BARRACKS 47 
COMPOSITE llAIWTENANC 
SQUADRON OPBRATIONS 
REPLACE 34.5 KV SUBS 
REPLACE INT LIGETINQ 
UPGRADE W/BYDRAWI! 
-LACE TAXIWAY "0" 
UST BASBWIDE UPGRADE 
RgpL LIGHTING BASBWI 
ENERGY MGT SYS - FEW 
INDUST WASmATER PR 

RePL IrnRIOR LGBTIN 
KC-135 SQ OPS/AWU 
FIRE TRAINING FACILI 
FIRE TRAINING PACILI 
~ O S I T E  MAINTKNAMC 
REF% UST LIOEFTIm, B 
PVKf. B Y S T g i e  m#T II 
REPLACE INTKRIOR LIO 
COYSTRUCZ AIR- P 

5,000 DSG 100 002 
1,100 DSG 100 035 
2,650 DSG 100 001 
1,400 DSG 001 015 
471 DSG 003 001 

1,035 DSG 100 060 
2,450 DSG 100 015 
1,450 DSG 100 065 
750 DSO 100 095 

2,200 DSG 100 090 
2,000 DSG 100 002 
1,400 osa loo 035 
1 , 150 osa loo loo 
2,550 DSG 100 004 
1,800 DSG 100 050 
1,900 DSG 100 050 
3,900 DSG 002 001 
440 D(iO 100 001 

10,200 DSO 100 015 
5,100 BID 100 100 
1,000 a s  100 100 
990 DSG 100 001 

1,200 DSG 100 001 
500 DSO 100 010 

910 DSG 100 001 
6,300 DSO 035 030 96/01/09 
1,500 DSO 100 035 95/12/10 
1,550 DSG 100 065 96/01/15 
3,600 DSG 100 100 95/12/01 
500 DSO 100 001 

4,900 DSO 100 095 95/12/15 
990 080 100 001 

3,350 DSO 100 001 96/01/01 



REPORT DATE 01/19/95 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MCP/CECRPT/SYS 
AFRES MCP 

PY BASE PDC NUMBER TITLE PA STA DSN.D % C % EST CON AW 

( S K I  TO 

YOUNGSTO ZQEL959002 ADAL ELECTRIC SUBSTA 4,230 DSG 001 001 96/07/01 
YOUNGST0 ZQEL969015 UPGRADE BASE WATER D 1,000 DSG 100 004 96/02/01 

97 ANDREWS AJXF949003 
BERGSTRO BJHZ949048 
FAIRCHIL GJ'KZ958101 
FAIRCBIL GJKZ960002 
FAIRCHIL oJKZ963501 
GEN B MI ETUX979003 
GEN B MI ETUX979004 
HOMESTEA HACC963025 
MAXWELL PNQS959004 
WCCONNEL XPRF949135 
NIAGJLRA RVKQ9790 17 
PETERSON TDKA949001 
YOUNGST0 2QEL999004 

CONSOLIDATED MEDICAL 
REPLACE UNDERGND S M  
KC-135 HYDRANT FUEL1 
UNT)ERGROUND FUEL ST0 
KC-135 SQ OPS/AMU 
MEDICAL TRAINING FAC 
IXPROVE STORM DRAINA 
FIRE TRAINING FACILI 
AIRCRAPT MAINTENANCg 
KC-135 OPERATIONS AN 
FIRE TRAINING FACXLI 
COMPOSITE MAINTENANC 
FIRE TRAINING FACXLI 

98 ANDREWS AJXF969000 
BERGSTRO BJHZ949008 
DOBBINS FGWB939001 
DOBBINS WWB949008 
FAIRCHIL aJKZ920011 
GEN B MI ETUX909001 
GKN B MI ETUX969001 
GSN B MI ETUX989004 
GXN B XI R!CUX999003 
KEESLER MAHG963006 
KKLLY HBPB919001 
KEL6I.Y MBPB9391099 
LITTLE R NKAK939100 
MAXWELL PNQS959001 
MINN/ST QJKL940010 
NIAGARA RVKQ969003 
ROBINS UHHZ939100 
SCO!lT VDYD979001 
SELFRID43 VGLZ930063 
SgLFRIW VOL2930784 
SgLFRlOa VGL2959001 
SBYMOUR VKAG959000 
SEYMOUR VKAO959001 

ALTER WING HEADQUART 
FIRE lPRAININO FACILI 
ADAL SECURITY POLI- 
ADAL 94TH COMM FACfL 
SURVIVAL TRAINING S13 

VEHIcm OPS & MAIlsT 
ADAL SURVIVU EQUIP 
UNDBROROUND sTORAa 
AKRIAL PORT TRAIN- 
C-130 MAINTENANCE Ha 
AERIAL PORT TRAINRSG 
WING HEADQUARTERS FA 
AERIAL PORT TRAIN- 
M COMPLEX 
CORROSION CONTROL FA 
COlfSOLIDATED TRA- 
REMovm BLDO 220 - 
MEDICAL TRAININO/AIY 
FUgLS SYSTEMS MAIN!X!E 
XKDICAL TRAINING (W/ 
DINING HALL (w/-) 
ADAL FACILITIES POP 
SQUADRON OPERATIOBS 

2,300 DSG 100 004 
550 DSO 100 001 

10,900 DSG 035 002 
1,600 DSG 002 002 
6,300 DSG 035 002 
2,300 DSG 100 090 

950 DSO 100 035 
1,300 DSG 100 065 
5,500 DSG 100 090 
5,000 DSO 100 002 
1,600 DSO 100 065 
3,150 DSG 100 100 
1,500 DSO 100 001 

1,950 DSG 100 035 
1,000 osa ooi 002 
1,500 DSG 100 095 
880 DSG 100 035 

5,000 DSG 001 035 
3,300 DSG 100 060 
750 D S 0  100 004 

1,200 DSO 100 015 
4,000 DSG 100 010 
4,050 DSG 100 015 
2,100 DSG 100 100 
2,950 DSG 100 035 
2,150 DSO 100 035 
3,900 DSG 015 015 
1,050 DSG 100 100 
1,200 DSO 100 002 
5,580 osa loo 01s 
1,950 DSG 100 015 
6,000 DSG 100 002 
1,350 DSG 100 010 
1,400 DSG 100 001 
3,100 DSG 100 001 
3,400 DSG 100 003 



REPORT DATE 01/19/95 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MCP/CECRPT/SYS 

AFRES MCP 

PY BASE PDC NUMBER TITLE PA STA DSN.0 % C % EST CON AW 

(SK) TO 

SEYMOUR VKAG9 5 900 2 
TINKER WWYK969054 
TIHKER WWYK979042 
TINKER WWYK979043 
WESTOVER YTPM930500 
YOUNGSTO ZQEL009003 

ADD TO BASE SUPPLY W 650 DSO 100 003 
ADD/ALTER AIRCRAFT H 3,200 DSG 100 015 95/12/29 
FUEL MAINTENANCE HAN 4,000 DSG 100 015 97/02/01 
SQUADRONOPERATIONS 3,500DSO 100015 95/12/29 
JET FUEL STORAGE 2,450 DSG 100 100 96/12/15 
UPGRADE SANITARY SEW 600 DSG 035 002 96/10/01 

99 CHARLEST DKFX923023 AERIAL PORT SQUAD (G 2,450 DSO 001 002 
ROBINS UEHZ939210 RENOVATE APRES BEADQ 5,850 DSG 100 01s 

00 DOBBINS FGWB979001 INDUSTRIAL WASTE WAT 2,750 DSG 000 002 
PAIRCBIL GJX2870011 WATER SURVIVAL TRAIN 5,000 DSG 001 001 
BILL XRSM923008 MUNITIONS BAND EQUIP 1,500 DSG 015 015 

01 OBN B XI ETUX969005 
HCCHORD PQWY979002 
OHARE DPNB909005 
OHARE DPNB909000 
OHARg DPNB909001 
Y O U N G S ~  ZQm949013 
YOUMGST0 IQEL919006 
YOUNGST0 IQEL949012 
YOWMGSn, SQEL949014 
YOUNGST0 XQQ;959004 

INSTAL& AIR BNISSION 
WINO ESADQUARTBRS FA 
WATER S!CORAGE/PUWPIN 
SECURITY POLICE OPER 
AGE SHOP/STORAGB 
SlULL ARWS NuxeIT10198 
soRV EQUIP SHOP & A .  
ADD ILIOETLINE FACIL 
ADD TO/ALTER VEHICLE 
SQUADRON OPBRATIOMS 

400 DSO 001 002 
2,800 DSO 001 002 96/12/01 
3,600 DSO 100 100 95/12/01 
1,400 ELD 100 100 93/05/01 
1,700 BLD 100 095 93/12/01 
700 CNS 001 100 1 94/08/07 

1,000 DSO 001 001 
600 DSO 001 001 
750 DSO 001 001 

3,400 DSG 001 001 



Western Pennsylvania Coalition 
for the Defense of the 91 lth Airlift Wing and Pittsburgh IAP ARS 

References to the Executive Summary and the May 4, 1995 Regional Presentation 

EXHIBIT 1.6. 

SUBSTANTIATION OF DE-ICING SYSTEMS WITHIN THE 
AIR FORCE 



western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1N 

Quertlonnrln Wor)tahaot 

10 April 1995 BRAC Briefing , 
SUBJECT: Commissioner A. Cornella CRITERw$): 

REFEREKE$: In reference to the subject briefing, the 
attached information is presented in support of the statements 

1 made by Mr. Charlss Holsworth on Page 9 of his presentation 
Commissioner Cornella regarding the de-icing facility. 

9 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN $UPPORT OF ANSWER: 

1 certify that the above Information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. 

Preparer : , Date: /37&&25d I 



VS OFFICE Thursday 04/13/95 09:20 am Page: 1 

To: Mr Robert F Moeslein PITTSBURGH IAP 
From: Mr Richard Feid Security: Limited 
C * * b  ject : DEICING SYSTEMS Date Received: 03/28/95 

w ............................................................................... 

JAY SHAH CALLED: 

TO HIS KNOWLEDGE, THERE ARE TWO AF BASES THAT HAVE DEICING FACILITIES: 
* OFFUTT AFB, NEBRASKA 
* McCONNELL AFB, KANSAS 

RICH 

Mr. Jayant Shah 
HQ USAFICE 
Pentagon 
CEVC 



r)\ ~ ~ L + A L  DEPARTMENT COMMONWEALTH OF ENVIRONMENTAL OF PENNsY LvANlA RESOURCES 

m 400 Water f ront  D r l v e  
P l t tsburgh,  PA 15222-4745 

March 31, 1995 

(412) 442-4000 
Southwest Regional O f f i c e  

Col. Thomas W. Spencer 
USAFR Comnander 
91 1 AW/CC 
P l t t s b u r g h  IAP-ARS 
316 Defense Avenue, S u l t e  101 
Coraopol i s ,  PA 15108-4403 

Oear Col. Spencer: 

My s t a f f  has advlsed me t h a t  your a l r c r a f t  d e - l c l n g  f l u i d  c o l l e c t i o n  
system was completed I n  December, 1994 and operated success fu l l y  throughout 
t h i s  pas t  w i n t e r ,  p reven t i ng  the  r u n o f f  o f  p o l l u t i n g  m a t e r i a l s .  I n  a d d i t i o n  
t o  p reven t i ng  stream p o l l u t i o n ,  t h i s  opera t ion  w l l l  a l s o  r e s u l t  I n  b e n e f l c l a l  
reuse o f  the  spent f l u i d s  when they a re  sent ou t  f o r  recyc l l ng .  To our 
knowledge, you r  c o l l e c t l o n  system I s  among the very  f l r s t  I n  t h l s  country  t o  

(Ip become opera t 1 onal . 
We were p a r t l c u l a r l y  impressed w l t h  the  vo lun ta ry  measures taken by the 

911th t o  p revent  p o l l u t l o n  d u r i n g  the design and c o n s t r u c t l o n  o f  the 
c o l l e c t l o n  system. Th i s  k l n d  o f  a t t l t u d e  and w l l l l n g n e s s  t o  go the  e x t r a  
d i s tance  I s  unusual today and says a g rea t  deal about your  organizat ion.  

On beha l f  o f  the  Department o f  Envlronmental Resources, I ' m  tak ing  t h l s  
opportunity t o  thank t h e  911 A i r l I f t  Wing f o r  I t s  successfu l  e f f o r t s  toward 
envlronmental Improvement I n  Western Pennsylvanla. We look forward t o  
continued coopera t ion  w l t h  you and your  s t a f f  I n  t he  f u t u r e .  

n  e r e l y ,  

(J a r l e s  dl% A. (< D u r l t s a  LLJk- 
Regional D l r e c t o r  
Southwest Reglonal O f f i c e  

cc: Governor Tom Ridge 
The Honorable A r l e n  Specter 
The Honorable Rlck Santorurn 
The Honorable W l l l l a m  J .  Coyne 
The Honorable Michael Doyle 
The Honorable Ron K l i n k  
The Honorable Frank Mascara 
The Honorable John Murtha 
C o a l l t l o n  t o  Preserve H l l l t a r y  Presence 

I n  Western Pennsylvanla 

CAD:  T P :  j m t  
A n  E t l i ~ a l  O p p n r t ~ l r i ~ c v  A t f ~ r n ~ l f ~ v e  A c t ~ o r i  E ~ i i p l n y p r  Recycled Paper 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
Air Force Reserve 

9 March 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR 911 AW/CC 

FROM: 911 AW/FM 

SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 1993 Base Operating Support (BOS) and 
Manpower Costs 

1. Using the guidelines furnished by HQ AFRES/XPXP the Base 
Operating Supporting (BOS) and manpower cost for FY93 should have 
been $10,169,196.00. The amount reported by HQ AFRES/XPXP 
($22,230,000.00) is incorrect. 

2. Total number of manpower positions were 121; total cost for 
manpower positions was $5,053,694.00; and the total cost for BOS 
was $5,115,502.00. 

3. Supporting documentation for these figures are maintained in 
the Budget Office. POC for this matter is Richard J. Cherpak at 
(412) 474-8523. 

~~~/~ L 
WADE HOBBS 
Financial Manager/Comptroller 

cc: 911 AW/PA 
911 AW/XP 
Mr. Charles Holsworth 
Mr. William McQuade 



BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT (BOS) COST ANALYSIS 
FY-93 COST COMPARISON 

MILLIONS 
$25.00 

HQ AFRES/XPXP 
F I N D I N G S  

911AW F I N D I N G S  DIFFERENCE 

The above figures represent the BOS Support Costs to operate 
the 911th Airlift Wing Command. 





COBRA Summary Page 1 o f 3  

Summary of AFItES "Level Playing Field" Deficiencies, 
Corrections, and New COBRA Results 

COBRA is a computer program which predicts Base closure costs and savings based 
on certain input data; it is the primary determinant of Base ratings in Criteria IV and V. 
As noted on page 28 of the Air Force BRAC Analysis and Recommendations, a COBRA 
"Level-Playing Field" analysis was conducted for each Base in the Category being 
analyzed. The Western PA Coalition has uncovered serious errors and substantial 
deviations in the the Air Force COBRA Analysis process. These errors, their 
rdcatons, and the impact of employing corrected data and COBRA analyses are 
briefly described in this summary and are detailed in Exhibits A through E (attached). 
Full backup documentation from Air Force sources is available for all source data 
used herein. 

SIGNIF'ICANT AIR FORCE ERRORS: 

Minn-St. Paul Ovelhead Cost Data Erroneouslv Used for Three Other Bases 

When Air Force performed the so-called "Level-Play" analysis in November 1994, it 
made a serious error by mistakenly applying critical costs figures for Minneapolis-St. 
Paul to three other candidate Bases -- O'Hare, Pittsburgh and Niagara. For Pittsburgh, 
this Air Force error overstated the communications cost element by 170 percent and 

(I) the Base Operating Support cost element by 118 percent. In response to a 
Congressional Inquiry, the AK Force has admitted to this major error. 

Missinq and Partial-Year Data Accepted and Used for Other Bases 

Some of the important cost drivers were based on missing or partial-year FY94 figures. 
For example, the Youngstown actual Non-Payroll RPMA cost is at least 12 times 
greater than the figure used in the AFRES Level-Play Scenario. While Pittsburgh's 
actual costs were overstated by 1 1 percent, costs were significantly undezshted for 
other Bases. For example, Youngstown's total annual Non-payroll overhead costs are 
actually 237 percent of the value used in the "Level-Play" Scenario; Niagara's actual 
costs are 166 percent of their "Level-Play" value; and Milwaukee's actuals are 165 
percent of "their "level-Play" value. In response to a Congressional Inquiry, the Air 
Force has stated that the COBRA input data for AFRES Bases is "under review" 

More importantly, when the Level Playing Field Scenarios are re-run with 
CORRECTED input data (extracted from the f i r  Force MICRO-BASS Financial 
Database), the relative standing of the candidate C-130 Bases on civilian Mields 
changes dramatically. Specifically, Pittsburgh moves from second best closure 
candidate (for Selection Criteria lV and V) to the wow closure candidate (out of six 
Bases). The best closure candidate switches from O'Hare to Niagara Falls. 
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Substantial Savings ham MILCON Cost Avoidance were b r e d  

The AFRES analysis also failed to fully consider the savings benefits of MILCON cost 

w avoidance at the candidate closure Bases. Pittsburgh has the lowest projected 
MILCON budget over the six-year COBRA Analysis period (FY1996-2001). By contrast, 
the projected MILCON budget at Youngstown is 775 percent of Pittsburgh's over the 
same six-year period. When MILCON Cost Avoidance is included in the COBRA 
"Level-Play" scenarios, Pittsburgh remains the worst closure candidate (out of six). 
The top closure candidates are Niagara, O'Hare, Youngstown, and Milwaukee. For 
three of these Bases, the one-time closure cost payoff is IMMEDIATE, due in large 
part to MILCON cost avoidance. 

FOCUSED SCENARIOS YIELD SIMILAR RANIUNGS: 

The same relative standings and similar financial relationships are seen when the so- 
called "FOCUSED" COBRA scenario (A/C to Dobbins and Peterson) is executed using 
CORRECTED overhead cost data and MILCON cost avoidance dollars. COBRA 
"focused" results confum that the Commission can save the nation an additional $7 
Million to $60 Million by closing an AFRES Base other than Pittsburgh 

A complete package of supporting documentation is available, along with floppy 
diskettes containing COBRA scenario and report files. The Western Pennsylvania 
Coalition's points of contact for COBRA matters are: 

Patrick J. Litzinger, PhD 

11111 Professor of Economics 
Robert Moms College 
Work: (4 12) 262-8438 
Home: (412) 264-9195 

Joseph F. Ikapick, Fellow Engineer 
Westinghouse Electric Corporation 
Work: (412) 829-8326 
Home: (4 12) 863-2206 

SUPPOKL'ING DOCUMENTS: 

Exhibit A -- A Summary of the Original (flawed) AFRES "Level Playing Field" 
Scenarios. This spreadsheet also quantifies the relative errors in 
non-payroll overhead costs for the Air Force "level-Play Scenarios. 

Exhibit B -- A bar graph illustrates the magnitude of the errors in non-payroll 
overhead costs for each Base. Pittsburgh's actual costs are 89 
percent of the "Level-Play" values, while Youngstown's actual costs 
are 237 percent of the "Level-Play values. 

A detailed spreadsheet is included comparing COBRA Input Data 
with corresponding information on questionnaire responses (used 
by AFRES to generate input). This spreadsheet clearly shows that 
Minneapolis-St. Paul cost and facilities data were erroneously 
used in the O'Hare, Pittsburgh and Niagara Level-Play scenarios. 
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It also illustrates the significant degree (percentages) to which the 
data for these Bases was corrupted by this error. 

In addition, in certain cases, missing or partial-year FY94 data was 
incorrectly used in the Level-Play scenarios, invalidating basic 
COBRA model assumptions. 

A summary (by PEC code) of actual FY93 and FY94 actual cost 
data is also provided for each candidate Base. Source documents 
are available for all FY93 and FY94 cost information (from the Air 
Force MICRO-BASS Financial Database). 

Exhibit C -- A Bar Chart illustrates the great differences in MILCON cost 
avoidance potential among Bases over the COBRA analysis period 
of FY 1996 through FY 2001. Pittsburgh's projected MILCON 
during this period ($3.9M) is by far the smallest of the six AFRES 
Bases on civilian a ~ e l d s .  By contrast, Niagara's MILCON is 
$22M and Youngstown's is $30.1 M. A spreadsheet containing a 
by-yearby-Base summary of MILCON cost avoidance is also 
included. The MILCON information (by project) was obtained 
from HQ AFRES Civil Engineering. 

Exhibit D -- This Spreadsheet summarizes CORRECTED COBRA "Level-Play" 
scenarios when actual overhead costs (from Exhibit B) and 
projected MILCON (from Exhibit C) are applied to the original Air 
Force scenario. Pittsburgh now ranks as  the worst closure 
candidate. Additional 20-year savings of $6M to $59M are realized 
if an AFRES Base other than Pittsbuyh is selected for closure. 
For three Bases (Niagara, Youngstown and Milwaukee), the 
Return on Closure Investment is immediate, due in large part to 
MILCON cost avoidance. 

Exhibit E -- This Summary applies the so-called "Focused" scenario (A/C 
relocation to Dobbins and Peterson) to all candidate Bases, not 
just Pittsburgh. Rankings are the same as  the Exhibit D results, 
and two Bases (Niagara and Youngstown) show immediate return 
on the closure investment costs. COBRA predicts an additional 
savings of up to $60 Million if a Base other than Pittsburgh is 
selected for closure. 

COMPLETE SUPPOKPING DOCUMENTATION AVAILABLE: 

A complete package of supporting documentation, including the COBRA Scenario and 
Report files, is available upon request. 

w 



a 
EXHIBIT A 

AFRES "LEVEL-PLAY" COBRA RESULTS ARE INVALID 
[Grossly Incorrect O.H. and MILCON Cost Inputs Used] 

Rank 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

NOTES: 

- -- 
BASES 

YOUNGSTOWN 

MINN-STPAUL 

NIAGARA 

MILWAUKEE 

PITTSBURGH 

O'HARE 

- -- .- 

<--------------------- COBRA LEVEL-PLAY RESULTS ( I N V A L I D )  ..................... > 

[ I  I All INPUTS and RESULT~ are from Air Force-generated "Level-Play" Scenarios (I 1-1 7-94) 
-- 

[21 Minn-St. Paul costs erroneously applied to  three other Bases [PITTSBURGH, Niagara & O'Hare]. 
[3] Some inputs are partial-year only, also rendering the "Level-Play" analysis INVALID. I 

[ 4 ]  AFRES MILCON Costs shown above and used in "Level-Play" scenarios are also seriously in error. 
[ 4 ]  Includes AFRES Bases Located on Civilian Airfields. -- - - - 

IzIlL- 
BOTTOM LINE: Grossly INCORRECT cost inputs render the AFRES "Level-Play" scenarios INVALID! 

af-lvl-e.xls (4-30-95) 

NPV thru 
2015 (SKI 

(1 07,149) 

(1 18,953) 

(1 23,259) 

(1 24,5 17) 

( 1 37,420) 

(1 52,865) 

6-Year Net 
Cost (SKI 

(25,382) 

(27,935) 

(32,686) 

(30,922) 

(33,978) 

(38,814) 

1 -Time 
Cost (SK) 

13,018 

13,707 

13,689 

- 
12,950 

13,921 

14,249 

ROI 
Year 

1 9 9 9  

1 9 9 9  

1998  

1 9 9 8  

1998  

1 998  

Steady-State 
Cost (SKI 

(8,582) --- 

(9,552) 

(9,512) 

(9,831 1 

(1  0,865) 

(1 1,984) 

Actual vs. Lvl 
O.H. Cost (%) 

237% 

116% 

166% 

165% 

89% 

124% 

Net MILCON 
Cost (SKI 

5,500 

5,500 

6 0 0  

5,500 

5,500 

5,500 





4 
-- - 

FY93 and 
MICR~BAS-XLS -- 

FY94 BASE OPERATING COSTS (NON-PAYROLL)--from MICRO-BASS Reports (April 
< ----HIGHEST NON-PAYROLL COSTS--------- BASES------LOWEST NON-PAYROLL COSTS----- > 

(4-8-95) 
--A 

-- 

E ~ V I ~  Compl 

l ~ ~ C x x 5 6 1  

Mtnor Construct - 
IPEC xxx761 

Real Prop Maint - 
IPEC xxx781 

Communicat~ons - 
IPEC xxx951 

~ a s e  Oper Sppt 
lPECxx961 

TOTAL (w/o  xxx56 
- 

'TOTAL ( w l  xxx56) 
- 

I 

95) 

AVERAGES 
FY93 

276.9 
Avg: 

407.0 
Avg: 

1545.4 
Avg: 

808.9 

2949.4 
Avg: 

5710.7 
Avg: 

5988 
Avg: 

FY94 

447.6 
362.2 

p- 

702.3 
554.6 

1344 
1445.0 

656.0 
732.4 

2929.4 
2939.4 

5632.3 
5671.5 

6079.9 
6033.7 

I 
COBRA INPUT DATA 

NIAGARA 
FY93 

349 
Avg: 

387 
Avg : 

1302 
Avg: 

562 
Avg : 

5300 
Avg: 

7551 
Avg: 

7900 
Avg: 

used 

WILL-GR 
FY93 

49 
Avg: 

0 
Avg: 

667 
Avg: 

504 

2427 
Avg: 

3598 
Avg: 

3647 
Avg: 

(FY93194 

FY94 

222 
285.5 

-- 

338.5 

3343 
2322.5 

763 
662.5 

6065 
5682.5 

10461 
9006.0 

10683 
9291.6 

FY94 

56 
52.5 

529 
264.5 

465 
566.0 

151 
327.5Avg: 

2680 
2553.5 

3825 
371 1.5 

3881 
3764.0 

~n the COBRA analysis. I 
I Z ~ A I I  - -- data were extracted from MICRO-BA~S databdse repo!ts generated in !he first Leek  of h p r i l  19 i5 .  Thislwas nedessary 

AVO WITH 

O'HARE 

because 

879 

346 

2702 

FY93 

481 
Avg: 

5.8 - 

PEC xxx76 + xxx78 

PEC xxx95 

PEC xxx96 

NOTES: 

FY94 

268 
374.5 

MINI-ST.PAUL 

PERCENT TWO-YEAR INFLATION FACTOR) 

Operating 

I 

FY93 

335 
Avg: 

290- 
Avg: 

1596 
Avg: 

375 
Avg: 

4979 
Avg: 

7207 
Avg: 

7688 
Avg: 

---- 

117 B a s e s  are l~s ted  in order of decreasing Non-Payroll 

281 5 

701 

601 2 

I 

questionnaire responses supplied by AFRES were incomplete, and in some cases contained only partial-year information. 
- -- -- - -- - - - - 

FY94 

564 
449.5 

MILWAUKEE 
FY93 

331 
Avg: 

131 All costs In S K . ~  

21 69 

358 

4563 

2758 

1612 

2275 

.- 

FY94 

131 
231.0 

Avg: 

613 
Avg: 

2178 
Avg: 

2095 
Avg: 

5205 
Avg: 

5536 
Avg: 

451 
354.0 

1796 
1696.0 

301 
338.0 

3647 
431 3.0 

6195 
6701.0 

6463 
7076.5 

547.0 

600 
606.5 

1088 
1633.0 

2170 
21 32.5 

4633 
491 9.0 

4764 
6150.0 

GR-PITT 
FY93 

185 
Avg: 

Costs (w lo  PEC xxx56). These are the non-payroll costs 

1220 

1728 

2256 

FY94 

682 
433.5 

Avg: 

2089 
Avg: 

392 
Avg: 

1852 
Avg: 

4930 
Avg: 

51 15 
Avg: 

Y-TOWN 
FY93 

208 
Avg: 

495 
Avg: 

2820 
Avg: 

1437 
Avg: 

1990 
Avg: 

6742 
Avg: 

7077 
Avg: 

763319)775TT794789-p 
958.0 

1025 
1557.0 

483 
437.5 

1841 
1846.5 

4668 
4799.0 

5350 
5232.5 

FY94 

1210 
709.0 

Avg: 

1731 
Avg: 

214 
Avg: 

2003 
Avg: 

4742 
Avg: 

4950 
Avg: 

629.0 

1135 
1977.5 

1611 
1524.0 

231 1 
21 50.5 

5820 
6281.0 

6384 
6730.6 

2661 

463 

1954 

791.5 

1048 
1389.5 

195 
204.5Avg:  

1792 
1897.5 

3824 
4283.0 

5034 
4992.0 

2307 

216 

2008 
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MCP COST AVOIDANCE FIGURES FOR COBRA ANALYSES 

COST AVOIDANCE--MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS [MCP/P3411-- FY 1996 through FY2001 

MCPAVOID.XLS 
(4-8-96) 

YOUNGSTOWN 

NIAGARA 

MILWAUKEE 

MINN-ST. PAUL 

O'HARE 

PITTSBURGH 

-- 

WILLOW GR. 

NOTES: 
[I I The above information 

at the 19 & 20 January 1995 AFRES Civil Engineering Conference. 
. . . 

-- 

-- 

FY 96 

22,700,000 

18,645,000 

9,300,000 

2,018,000 

990,000 -- 

552,000 

0 

is from slides 

FY 97 

1 ,500,000 

1,600,000 

4,234,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

presented by 

- 

FY 98 

1 ,800,000 

61 1,000 -- 

- -- 
1,575,000 

974,400 

0 

1,430,900 

0 

AFRESICEP (Programs) 

FY 99 

-- 
0 

0 

- 

0 

-- 
4,453,100 

0 -- 

468,600 

0 

- 

and AFRESICEC 

FY 00 

0 

1,100,000 

0 

0 

0 

1,432,900 

0 

(Construction) 

- 
FYOl 

4,100,000 

0 

400,000 

0 

6,700,000 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

30,100,000 

21,956,000 

1 5,509,000 

7,445,500 

7,690,000 

3,884,400 

0 



(t 
EXHIBIT D 

PITTSBURGH MOVES TO TOP OF CAT IVIV RANKINGS WHEN 
CORRECT "LEVEL-PLAY" COBRA O.H. and MILCON COSTS ARE USED! 

- 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

NOTES: 

-- 
BASES 

PITTSBURGH 

MINN-ST PAUL 

MILWAUKEE 

YOUNGSTOWN 

O'HARE 

NIAGARA 

[I I All Overhead Cost INPUTS are from Air Force MICRO-BASS Financial Database. 
[21 MILCON Cost Avoidance Figures are from the January 95 AFRES CE Conference and 

< ..................... CORRECTED COBRA LEVEL-PLAY RESULTS--------------------- > 

cover 

NPV thru 
2015 (SK) 

(1 33,471) 

(1 39,294) 

(167,954) 

(1 72,643) 

(1 78,822) 

(1 92,579) 

COBRA Analysis years FYI  996 through FY 2001. 
[3] Includes AFRES Bases Located on Civilian Airfields. 

BOTTOM LINE: Using CORRECT overhead and MILCON costs significantly alters "Level-Play" Rankings! 
Pittsburgh advances from FIFTH place to FIRST place for 20-year NPV and Total 6-year Net Cost. 

6-Year Net 
Cost (SK) 

(36,610) 

(40,167) 

(55,461) 

(67,125) 

(52,886) 

(66,490) 

1 -Time 
Cost (SK)  

12,771 

- 
1 3,385 

1 2,987 

13,103 

14,031 

1 3,696 

- 

R01 
Year 

1 998 

1998 

Now! 

Now! 

1 998 

Now! 

MILCON Cost 
Avoidance (SKI  

(3,884) 

(7,446) 

(1 5,509) 

(30,100) 

t7,690) 

(21,956) 

Steady-State 
Cost (SK) 

(1 0,209) 

(1 0,463) 

(1 1,874) 

(11,201) 

(1 3,340) 

(1 3,306) 

Net MILCON 
Cost (SK)  

1,615 

( 1,945) 

(1 0,009) 

(24,600) 

2,190 

(1 6,456) 







An Assessment of 
the Economic Value of the 

9 11th Airlift Wing 
to the Greater Pittsburgh Economy 

Introduction 

The 9 11th Airlift Wing has played a critical role in stabilizing the Pittsburgh 
economy in the wake of ongoing economic restructuring. The closure of the 
base would contribute sigmficantly to the cumulative impact of the continued 
decline of manufacturing and emerging job losses in the health care industry- 
-the region's only growth industry in the 1990's. Moreover, closure of the 
base would further weaken business vitality and development in the area 
surrounding Greater Pittsburgh International Auport. 

The Cobra analysis failed to adequately reflect the conditions of the 
Pittsburgh economy and thus, the cumulative impact of the closing. The 
following analysis will review the primary impacts of the base and review the 
performance of the regional economy. 

'II, 
Based upon the economic changes of the last two decades, the Greater 
Pittsburgh economy is far less capable of absorbing the loss of the 911th 
Airlift Wing than any major economic region. 

Personnel 

Direct Employment 433 
Indirect Employment 268 

Total J o b s  70 1 

Annual Payroll $11,391,477 
Annual Reserve Payroll 4,3 18,663 
Average Annual Procurement in Pittsburgh MSA 4,660,115 

Grand Total Impact $20,370,255 



The Role of the 91 1th 
in Stabilizin~ the Greater Pittsburgh Economy 

The 911th Airlift Wing is an economic asset for the entire Pittsburgh 
metropolitan statistical area (MSA). The 911th employs workers and 
procures products in each of the six counties which constitute the Pittsburgh 
MSA (Allegheny, Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Washington and Westmoreland). 

The Cobra report on employment and income for four of the six counties in 
the MSA suggested that the Pittsburgh economy has performed better on 
average than the other base economies. However, a deeper assessment of 
performance of the Pittsburgh MSA reveals the importance of the 911th to 
the region's economic future. 

Between 1970 and 1990 the Pittsburgh region experienced the steepest 
decline in jobs and population of the top 25 metropolitan regions. The region 
also experienced a decline in average wages in the same period. (See tables) 

These conditions have only moderately stabilized in the 1990's. For example, 
in 1993 the region's unemployment rate was .9 higher than the average U.S. 
metropolitan region. This means that the Pittsburgh region had on average 
10,000 more unemployed workers than other metropolitan areas. 

A critical challenge for the Pittsburgh region is the maintenance of jobs 
paying above average wages--jobs with salaries above $27,000 per year. In 
the 1 9 9 0 ' ~ ~  only one industry with above average wages, the health care 
industry, has added jobs. The health care industry faces many of the same 
pressures for restructuring which the region's manufacturing base faced in 
the 1980's. Within the last month, one of the regions largest health care 
employers, the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center, announced the 
elimination of 800 jobs. 

Between 1990 and 1993, the Pittsburgh region had a net loss of 1,416 jobs 
with above average wages. The average salary of employees of the 91 1th is 
$34,000. Fully half of the direct jobs lost as a result of the closing of the 
9 11th provide wages in excess of $27,000. Thus, the closing of the 91 1th will 
represent a 16% increase in the net above average wage jobs lost in the 
region in the 1990's. 

The 911th also represents an important anchor for the Greater Pittsburgh 
International Airport. Commercial development surrounding the new 
airport, which opened in 1992, has proceeded slowly. The slow pace of this 
development is symbolized by the lack of reuse of the old airport terminal. 



Given these development trends, it is unlikely that commercial re-use of the 
base site will occur in the short term. Moreover, indirect job loss may be 
greater than estimated given the likely impact of the base closure on the 
cluster of restaurant and entertainment enterprises located in the Airport 
area. 

Summary 

The closure of the 9 11th Airlift Wing will add sigdicantly to the cumulative 
negative impact of job and population loss in the Greater Pittsburgh region. 
The closure will particularly exacerbate the loss of above average jobs in the 
Greater Pittsburgh Region. 

Key elements of these findings include: 

The 911th provides a $20 million boost to Pittsburgh regional economy 
annually. 

The Pittsburgh MSA experienced the most extensive job and 

qlr population losses of the top 25 metropolitan regions in the 1970's and 80's 
and continues to have unemployment rates in excess of metropolitan 
areas. 

The 911th is an important source of above average wage jobs. The 
elimination of the base would produce a 16% increase in the net loss of 
above average wage jobs in the 1990's. 



I 
. . I .  

Manufacturlnqas a Percent of All Jobs 
' ' 

Fur the 25 Largest Ud. Metro Regions, 1990 
1 

Manufacturing 
as Percent 

Rank Metro Region of Total Jobs 

1 Milwaukee 20.6 % 

2 Detroit 19.9 

3 Cleveland 19.6 

4 Cincinnati 17.1 

5 Los Angeles 16.0 

6 Chicago 15.8 

7 Seattle 15.3 

8 Dallas / Fort Worth 14.7 

9 Philadelphia 14.3 - 
10 Portland 13.9 

11 New York 11.9 

12 Pittsburgh 11.7 

13 Denver - 10.4 

14 Houston 9.4 

15 Miami 7.9 

U.S. National Average 14 2 

Production Organization of 13County 
Region Manufacturers 

Total 
Number of Number of 

Percent Firms Respondents 

30% 1: i3 10 - 24 38 161 

25 + 161 

Self Managlng 32 51 159 
Teams 

Just-In-T~me 45 67 148 
Product~on 

Statcst~cal Process 52 8 1 156 
Control 

Per Capiia Total P m a l  Income 
For the 25 Largest U.S. Metro Regions, 1990 

1 Total Personal I 
Income 

Rank Metro Region Per Capita 

I 1 Washington. D.C. $25.515 1 
2 New York 

3 Boston 

I 4 San Francisco 24.340 1 
5 Chicago 

6 Philadelphia 

7 Denver 

/ 8 M~nneapolls 1 St Paul 21.257 1 
9 Baltimore 

10 Los Angeles 

11 Seattle 

12 Detro~t 

13 St. Louis 

14 Atlanta 

2 2  Pittsburgh 18,826 

Change h Total Eamii 
Fur the 25 ImyA U.S. ~ ~ R & i o n s ,  

1970-1990 - 
(In Millions of 1990 Dollars) 

Increase In 
Rank Metro Region Total Wages 

1 Los Angeles $108.372.7 

2 New York 92.620.7 

3 San Francisco 56.570.3 

4 Washington. D.C. 40.424.8 

5 Dallas / Fort Worth 35.669.4 

6 Houston 33.693.9 

7 Chicago 31 -559.3 

8 Boston 27.798.0 

9 Philadelphia 24.779.8 

10 Miami 20.579.1 

11 Seattle 20.509.6 

12 San Diego 19.307.3 

13 Phoenix 18.029 8 

14 Minneapolis / St Paul 17.600.8 

15 Denver 15.854.1 

25 Pittsburgh 1,956.4 





FISCAL YEAR END STRENGTH 
(MANNING FIGURES FOR 91 1 AW) 

AUTH ASGD 

(AS OF 13 APR 95) 

CERTIFIED TRUE AND CORRECT: 
&A 
c&da R. ~fi iot t  
Chief, Personnel Employment & Relocations 
9 1 1 MSFIDPMA 



MILITARY PERSONNEL 

MANAGEMENT BRIEFING 
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TOTAL MANNING AS OF 28 SEPTEMBER 1994 

OFFICER AIRMEN TOTALS PERCENT 
UNIT AUTH ASGN AUTH ASGN AUTH ASGN OVERALL EFFECTIVE OWERAGXa 

AG 
OG 
OSF 
AS 
APS 
AES 
LG 
LSS 
MXS 
SUG 
MSF 
CES 
SPS 
SVF 
cs 
MDS 

TOTAL 169 192 1105 1157 1274 1349 105.98 

MILITARY PERSONNEL BRIEFING PRESENTED 1 OCT 94 CERTIFIED TRUE & CORRECT: 







UNIT 

A 0  
00 
OSF 
AS 
APS 
AES 
LG 
LSS 
MXS 
SUG 
MSF 
CES 
SPS 
SVF 
CS 
MDS 

TOTAL 

TOTAL MANNING AS OF 28 SEPTEMBER 1994 

OFFICER AIRMEN TOTALS PERCENT 
AUTH ASGN AUTH ASGN AUTH ASGN OVERALL EFFECTIVE 

MILITARY PERSONNEL BRIEFING PRESENTED 1 OCT 94 CERTIFIED TRUE & CORRECT: & 
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FY 93 REENLISTMENTS 

A C D L M M  
G S E S A S  

T S I S  
1 N 

T 

M C A A M  
A E S E E  
P S S D 
S 

AS OF 30 SEPTEMBER 1993 
MILITARY PERSONNEL BRIEFING PRESENTED 2 OCT 93 CERTIFIED TRUE & CORRECT: 





Western Pennsvlvania Coalition for the 91 1 th 

Questionnaire Worksheet 

SUBJECT: BOS MANPOWER FIGURES CRITERIA(S): NONE 

QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(S): NONE GRADE: NONE 

CONFLICTS NOTED: YES (explain) NO 

The Base Operating Support (BOS) manpower figure reflected on the AFRES 
BOS COST COMPARISON chart (atch 1) is 243 for Greater Pittsburgh ARS. 
This figure is not correct according to a Unit Manpower Document dated 
July 1993. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
The actual~BOS figure is 121 in accordance with the Air Force Cooporate 
Data Dictionary, AFR 700-20 dated 20 March 1995, Program Element Code (PEC) 
55396. (Atch 2). 

REFERENCES: 

Unit Manpower Document dated July 1993. 
AFR 700-20, ~ i r  Force Corporate Data Dictionary dated 20   arch 95. 

ADDITIONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

None 

I certify that the above information is 
accurate and complete to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

Civilian Personnel Officer 

CON77NUE ITEMS ON BACK 





w"""mm""""" FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY AIR FORCE CORPORATE DATA DlCTlONA 
AFR 700-20 DATA ELEMENTS, CHAINS, AND CODES 20 Mar 95 
55398 

GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Base Operations - Other (AFR): Manpower 
authorizations, mobilization augmentees, peculiar and support equipment, 
necessary facilities and the associated costs specifically Mentified and 
measurable to base operations support for Air Force Reserve activities, 
including: Administration installation headquarters administration and 
command (including squadron level responsible for base operations) 
installation comptroller services installation ADP services installation 
information activities installation legal activities installation civilian 
personnel administration installation military personnel administration 
installation printing and installation airfiewair base operations (mntrol 
tower, weather, flight services, etc.) installation restoration bachelor 
housing operations and furnishings (management; housing assignment; care of 
quarters; provisions, care, presenration and maintenance of furnishings, 
etc.)other personnel support food service social action community services 
chaplains bands morale welfare and recreation excludes the following 

functional categories which are a part of the standard definition of base 
operating support but are reported under separate PE's. Maintenance and 
repair of real property minor construction operation of utilities other 
engineering support base communications commissary operations: retail and 
troop issue station hospitals, medical and dental clinics and dispensaries, 

Family Housing Military Construction Program. 

GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Base Operations USAFR. 

553968 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Met USAFR. 

55396E 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: CAFO USAFR. 

553966 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Computer Spt USAFR. 

55396H 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Misc Spt USAFR. 

5 5 3 w  
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Base Caretaker USAFR (Historical). 

55396K 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: USAF Band USAFR. 

55396L 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Base IMA Administrator. 

55396P 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Base Operation Other AFR. 

w~~~",%D AND RESERVE FORCES: Base Operations AFRESIMA. 

Atch 2 
(pg 1 of 3) 



Maint of Utilities - AFR. (HISTORICAL) 

170 
AIR FORCE CORPORATE DATA DICTIONARY """"""""""" FOR OFFICIAL 

Atch 2 
(pg 2 of 3) 



wp FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY -AIR FORCE CORPORATE DATA DlCTlONA 
AFR 700-20 DATA ELEMENTS, CHAINS, AND CODES 20 Mar 95 
55396v 

Civ Engrg Svcs - AFR. (HISTORICAL) 

553962 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Bos Non USAF Spt-reimbursable. 

55853G 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 

55854G 
POLLUTION PREVENTION 

55894A 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Real Property Maintenance. 

55896A 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Base Operations. 

55979U 
RPS- OPS OF UTILITIES 

RPS-OTHER ENGINEERING SERVICES 

561 98 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Management Hq (Research and Development): 

Manpowerauthorizations, peculiar and support equipment necessary facilities 
and the associated costs specifically identified and measurable to 
mobilization assignees alocated in support of: Hq, Air Force Systems Command; 
Hq, Aeronautical Systems Dir (ASD); Hq, Space Division (SD); Hq, 
Electronic Systems Div (ESD); Hq, Aerospace Medical Div (AMD); Hq 
Armament Div (AD). Excludes: Non-management hqs resources (Ref Dodd 

51 00.73). 

561 98A 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Mgt-HQ-R&D-AFR-IMA. 

561 98R 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Mgt HQ (RD) AFR (Historical). 

56806 
GUARD AND RESERVE FORCES: Acquisition and Command Support (AFR) - Includes: 

Manpower authorizations, peculiar and support equipment necessary facilities 
and the associated costs specifically identified and measurable to the 

following: mobilization assignees assigned to RDT&E activities in the 

Atch 2 
(pg 3 of 3) 





w commissioner Cornella, the 91 1th Airlift Wing has the 
capability to expand its existing facilities at a cost that cannot be 
duplicated by any other operation of its kmd in the United 
States. It enjoys and utilizes some of the finest airport benefits 
anywhere in the world. Here'sWhy. 

The Pittsburgh International Alrport of which the 91 1th Airlift 
Wing is an integral part, is owned and operated by Allegheny 
County and is the largest land mass airport in the M d  Atlantic 
and North-eastem part of the United States and fourth largest in 
the entire country. It is larger than the combined areas of JFK 
International, Laguardia, Newark, Washington National and 
Boston LoganAirports - the five busiest in terms of passenger 
volume in the north east. It is also larger in area than both 
Chicago O'Hare and Atlanta Hartsfield - The nation's busiest 
airports. It contains more than 12,000 acres of land and much 
of it is still available for airport related development. Pitt is US 
Air's largest hub. This year it will handle over 20 million 
passengers and 450,000 operations. 

w 
Slide 76 - Entrance Sign to Airport 

On Oct 1, 1992 the new Pittsburgh International Alrport opened 
to the public on time and under budget. It took 15 years of 
planning and 5 years of construction, and 1 billion dollars for 
facilities and roadways to produce what many think is the most 
efficient and user friendly alrport in the country. 

Slide 77 - Terminal Complex (aerials) 

This is an aerial view of the terminal complex showing the vast 
parking areas (room for 25,000 cars) parking garage, landside 
terminal building, commuter terminal, and the airside facility 
with its concourse and gates. The complex sits on 
approximately 900 acres. All of LaGuardia Airport could fit 
onthe terminal site. 



Commissioner Comella, the 91 1th Airlift Wing has the 

ilQI) capability to expand its existing facilities at a cost that cannot be 
duplicated by any other operation of its krnd in the United 
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anywhere in the world. Here'sWhy. 

The Pittsburgh International Arrport of which the 91 1th Airlift 
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County and is the largest land mass airport in the M d  Atlantic 
and North-eastem part of the United States and fourth largest in 
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International: Laguardia Newark, Washington National and 
Boston LoganAlrports - the five busiest in terms of passenger 
volume in the north east. It is also larger in area than both 
Chicago O'Hare and Atlanta Hartsfield - The nation's busiest 
auports. It contains more than 12,000 acres of land and much 
of it is still available for airport related development. Pitt is US 
Air's largest hub. This year it will handle over 20 million 
passengers and 450,000 operations. 

Slide 76 - Entrance Sign to Airport 

On Oct 1. 1992 the new Pittsburgh International Alrport opened 
to the public on time and under budget. It took 15 years of 
planning and 5 years of construction, and 1 billion dollars for 
facilities and roadways to produce what many thlnk is the most 
efficient and user friendly airport in the country. 

Slide 77 - Terminal Complex (aerials) 

This is an aerial view of the terminal complex showing the vast 
parking areas (room for 25.000 cars) parking garage, landside 
terminal building. commuter terminal. and the airside facility 
with its concourse and gates. The complex sits on 
approximately 900 acres. A11 of LaGuardia Airport could fit 
onthe terminal site. 



Slide 78 - Landside Terminal 

A closer view of landside which contains 440,000 square feet 
under roof. 

Slide 79 - Airside Terminal 

A more detailed look - 1,500,000 square feet with 4 concourses 
and an ultimate build out of 100 gates. 

L 

Slide 80 - Snow Removal Equipment 

There are many facets to the operation of an alrport of this 
magnitude. Two of the most important services provided and 
which the 91 1th directly benefits from at practically no cost are 
runway construction and maintenance and aircraft rescue and 
flre fighting. I'll cover runway construction when we get to the 
auport master plan. 

In the case of field and runway maintenance Allegheny County 
allocates $6.5 million annually for this service which includes 
120 personnel and approximately 30 pieces of snow clearance 
and removal equipment valued at about $15 million and when 
the snow flies thls operation can go 24 hours around the clock in 
order to keep the runways open and safe. In fact Pittsburgh 
International over the past 12 years has not been closed for even 
1 minute due to snow and ice. There is always a runway open. 
Last year, the third worst winter in history, we were closed for a 
short time primarily because the airlines ceased operations. No 
one was flying. Remember Desert Stonn occurred in January. 
This vast runway and field maintenance operation is a benefit to 
the 9 1 1 at the enormous sum of one dollar a year. 

Uhen it comes to Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting Capability 
(mandato? 24 hour around the clock services) Allegheny 
Coune's annual expenditure is $3.3 million and includes some 

w 68 personnel positions and about 15 pieces of the most up to 
date and sophisticated fire fighting equipment valued at between 



\91) $4.5 to $5 million. The 91 1th contributes $20,000 annually - a 
terrific bargain. Commissioner - you just don't find this type of 
value elsewhere. 

Slide 81 - Future Airport Layout Plan 

The FAA mandates the updating of the Arrport layout or master 
plan every 7 to 10 years. This is the latest master plan 
completed in 1993, for the entire 12,000 + acres. First let me 
point out the location o f  

1. The 9 1 1 th Airlift Wing 
2. The now abandoned and former terminal 

complex 
3. The new 900 acre landsidelairside midfield 

terminal complex 

0 4. A future international or expanded terminal 
building 

5. The roadway system of Rt 60 and the new Southern 
expressway which forms a virtual beltway around 
the airport. The Main Entrance to the Arrport 

6. PANG 
7. And perhaps what may well be the auport's most 

important resource and most vital to the 9 1 1 th 
operation - The Runway System - one of the 
finest anywhere. 

There are now four runways operating 
28R/ 1 OL 10,500 ft  
28C/ 10C 8.100 fi to be extended to 9.700 ft this 

summer 
28Lj 1 OR 1 1,500 ft and 2/3  of a football field wide - one of the 
few runways in the country designated as an emergency landing 
site for the space shuttle. 
14/32 8,100 ft cross wind runway 



More significantly we have the ability to build two additional 
runways -- the northern parallel and the southern parallel 
without the need to purchase one additional acre of land. 

We currently are able to handle simultaneous arrivals and 
departures on runways 28R and 28L when the southern parallel 
is built -- it is the next slated runway for construction with 
environmental review underway and proposed construction in 
1997/98. We will have the capability for simultaneous triple 
anival and departure capability -- only Dallas Ft Worth and New 
Denver International can perform this type of sequence. 

You just can't do this kind of an operation on a one 7,500 fi 
runway airport llke Youngstown. If you blow a tire on a one- 
runway aupon. you're out of business. At PIT, if this happens, 
you instantaneously move to the 2nd runway, or the 3rd runway, 
or the 4th runway, or after 1998, the 5th runway. Try doing that 
at Youngstown. The cost of building a new runway can be 
staggering -- $15,000 to $20,000 a running ft of 24 inch thick 
concrete or anywhere from $150 million to $200 million for an 
8,500 fi runway. This is a cost the 91 1th or anv military air 
base should not have to bear. This is an advantage and 
phenomenal benefit the DOD gets as a result of the 91 1th 
location at Pittsburgh International. Is this significant dollar 
value something we want to give up or bear the cost burden 
elsewhere? I certainly hope not. 

Slide 82 - Existing 91 1 Airlift 

This is the current 9 1 1 th base occupying 1 15 acres. It also 
shows the new interchange opened several years ago at Thorn 
Run that greatly improved vehicular access to the base. 

Slide 83 - Future Airport Layout Plan 

w We return again to the future Airport Layout Plan to put the 
9 1 1 th future gon th  and expansion in proper airport contest. In 
July of 1987 ground was broken fbr the neu midfield tenninal 



w complex. That reality provided the 91 1 th the opportunity to 
develop its own future base comprehensive plan -- This is the 
result of the effort. 

(Hold Plan Up) 

When the old terminal was in operation there was some 
operational congestion due to the closeness of the 2 facilities 
with very little potential for expansion by the 91 lth. However, 
when the new midfield terminal opened, all civilian commercial 
aviation activity ceased at the old terminal thus providing the 
ideal opportunity to carry forward the recommended expansion 
of the 9 1 lth master plan. 

You now have excellent uncongested access to the airport's 
runways. You now have the opportunity to handle any 
configuration of current and future aircraft. There is now a 
perfect synergy and a virtual seamless coexistence due to the 

w separation of the new midfield terminal and the 91 lth. You 
couldn't ask for a better situation. 

Slide 84 - Future 91 1th Plans 

These are four different configurations of number and type of 
now and future aircraft recommended in the future plan. 

Slide 85 - 911 th Long Range Plan 

The ultimate plan which encompasses the addition of 77 acres 
that were formally part of the old terminal site --the concrete is 
already there. You can park planes tomorrow. In fact the 9 1 1th 
has been parking plans there for 2 years. I am also pleased to 
say the Allegheny County Board of Commissioners have offered 
the 77 acres at the budget busting amount of $1 dollar -- Thats 
the ultimate real estate bargain. It is very difficult to acquire 
land for Airport expansion - it is either too costly or non- 
existent. Her the land exists and at only one dollar! 



In conclusion commissioner Cornella, I am familiar with the 
capabilities of many commercial airports in the United States. I . 

can tell you that there is no way that closing the 91 1th and ' 

dispersing it piecemeal to other airports is going to save our 
country and money or improve the posture of our military. 
Keeping the 91 1th at Pitt will save the United States money and 
will provide militay benefits that cannot be obtained anywhere 
else. 

Slide 86 - Lance Shaeffer 

I would now lke to introduce Lance Shaeffer, Executive 
Director, Pittsburgh Chamber of Commerce. 





Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 911Q 

10 April 1995 BRAC Briefing 
SUB JEC~:  Commissioner A. Cornella CRITERLA(~: 

QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(8): O W .  

CORRECT ANSWER 

REFERENCE$: In reference to the subject briefing, the attached Joint-Use 
Agreement is provided in support of the statements made by Col Thomas Spencer on 

* Page 2, para 2 of his presentation and also by Mr. Charles Holsworth, on Page 10, 
. pa+a 2 of his presentati%n. Statements addressed to Commissioner Cornella were 

regarding the S20,000 per year cost for services provided by Allegheny County which 
include aircraft fire a d  crash rescue, structural fire protection, landing and 
take-off fees, runway maintenance and repair, emergency ambulance/medical services, 
control tower services and runway snow removal. 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and kelief. 



ALLEGHENY COUNTY AND 
ALLEGHENY COUNTY INSTITUTIOM DISTRICT 

O f f i ce  o f  the Chief Clerk 
101 Courthouse 

Pittsburgh, PA 15219 
412-355-4750 

RE: 958-87-A 

DATE R E C E I V E D  BY COMMISSIONERS: 9/22/87 1 4/25/89 

DATE FORWARDED TO CONTROLLER: 

TO: Scot t  O'Donnell 
Av ia t ion  

FROM: SALVATORE M. SIRABELLA 
REFER TO AGREEMENT#: 

CHIEF CLERK CONTRACT #: 

SPECIFICATION Y: 

RE: USE AGREEMENT - UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

For the term e f fec t i ve  through June 30, 2001 o r  and extension granted 
under Land Lease Agreement No. DA-15-029-ENG-7929 which provides f o r  
the lease o f  land and use i n  common f a c i l i t i e s  a t  Greater Pi t tsbugh 
I n te rna t i ona l  A i r po r t  by A1 legheny County t o  the Uni ted States Govnt. 
- payment w i l l  be i n  the amount o f  $20,000.00 per annum, and as more 
f u l l y  s e t  f o r t h  i n  the submission. I . C .  090423. 

DATE AUTHORIZED: 7/23/87 

Proper ly executed copies of the above-referenced agreement are re turned 
herewith. You are requested t o  d i s t r i b u t e  those re turned t o  you. 

cc: Con t ro l le r  
Law Department 

w \u n i t e d  States of America 



JOINT USE ACREEMENT BEXWERd 
?WE AIR POKE RESERVE AMD COUMIY 

THIS ajde a d  -red into this /G* day of &.wh t lgp 
by and bet ieen the County of Allegheny, Cammwealtb of Pennsy a ia (he ein 
after referred to as the Tomtya), atld the United States  of America, acting 
by a d  through the Air Force Reserve (herei~fter referred to as the 
'Y;ovenmretltn) : 

WI'LNESSEIW: The parties hereto enter into a joint use agreeent for 
Greater Pittsburgh International Airport (bereinafter referred to as the 
"Airportn), co-t a d  agree as foil-: 

1. JOIHP AND CONCURRWP USE:' The Go\renment shall have the right to 
use jointly with the County, its officers, -ies, assignees, pedttees, 
licensees, or other lessees, the landing field area of said Airport and 
appxtenmces necessary thereto, in the take-off aad landing of aircraft, and 
provided further that the rights of the Govemmmt set forth herein shall 
include the use of all additions, extensiorrs and iqprovanents to the existing 
runways, taxiways land aprtenances thereto, together with the right of 
ingress and egress thereto. 

2. Subject to a~ilabiliw of app~opriatiOnS therefore, the -t 
will reimburse the County $28,000 per year for a portion of the cost of 
maintaining and servicing the joint use areas of the Airport land for giving 
the G o v e m t  structural fire protection, aircraft fire and crash resme 
services land enrergency anbulance/kdical servioes. 

a. Paymnt under the tenns of this agr-t shall be effective 
1 January 1989 and sball provide for two $16,008 paymnts per year. Tbe first 
S10,QflB payment is due 1 January and the sem& 1 July. niture payments 
are due rn those sarne dates for future years as loog as this agr-t is in 
effezt. Such payments shall be made upon submission of appropriate bills to 
the Goverrmrent. 

b. Ibe reimbursenrent rate is subject to remqotiation d year 
during a 9B4ay period prior to 30 June bqinniq w i t h  30 June 1998, The 
f i x e d  annual charge m y  be renegotiated upoa 30 days notice by the Goverrmrent 
provided that a substantial w e  (programd or actual) occurs in the Air 
Force missions located at Greater Pit- Internati-1 Airport. 

3. The County agrees to keep records a d  books of account, showing the 
acbxd oost to it of all itans of labor, mterials, equipent, supplies, 
services, a d  other expenditures made in fulfillig the obligations of this 
Agr-t, and the Ccmptroller General of t2u= United S t a t e s  or any of his- 
duly authorized representatives shall, until the expiration of three (3) 
years after final payment, have - at all t k  to such records a d  books 
of account, or to any directly pertinent books, dommmts, papers, and 
records of any of the County's contractors or  tractors engaged in the 



performance of and involving transactions related to this Agreement. The 
County further agres that representatives of the Air Force Aodit Agency or 
any other designated representative of the Goverrmmt shall have the same 
right of access to such records, books of account, doammts and papers as is 
available to the Ccuptroller Ckneral. 

4. Ihe G o v e m t  by giving written notice to the ColPlty my tednate 
the right of the County to proceed under this Agreaaent if it is found, after 
notice and hearing by the Secretary of the Air Fore or his- duly 
authorized representative, that gratuities in the form of entertai-t, 
gifts, or otherwise, were offered or given by the Cumty, or any agent or 
representative of the County, of any officer or -loye? of the Gave-t 
with a view toward -ing this Agr-t or -in9 favorable treatment 
with respect to the awarding or amending, or the making of any determinations 
with respect to the performing of sud agreepult, prwided that the exis- 
of the facts upon which the Secretary of the Air Force or his/her duly 
authorized rqrsentative makes sud~ fidings shall be an issue and m y  be 
reviewed in any carpetent court. 

a. In the event this Agr-t is tenni~ted as provided in sub- 
paragraph 4 above, the Goverant shall be entitled to ptrsue the sam 
remedies against the County as it could pursue in the event of a breacb of the 
Agreerrrent by the County, and in addition to any other damges to which it m y  
be entitled by law, the Coverrnrtnt shall be entitled to ex.enplary danages in 
an amount (as determined by the Secretary of the Air Force or his/her duly 
authorized representative) which shall be not less than three nor more than 
ten t h z s  the cost incurred by the County in providing any such gratuities to 
any sucfi officer or erpployee. 

b. Tbe rights and raPedies of the Govermmnt provided in this 
paragraph 4 shall not be exclusive and are in addition to any other rights 
and ranedies providd by law or llbder this Agreement. 

5. The County shall ca~ply with all federal, state and local laws, 
rules and regulations applicable to the activities d u c t e d  under this 
Agreanent . 

a, me County shall neither transfer nor assign this Agr~~nrnt 
without the written consent of the Govenment, whicf! shall not be 
unreasonably wi t h k l d  . 

b. Neither party shall be liable for damges to property or 
injuries to persons arising frcxn acts of the other in the use of the Airport 
facilities or -ing as a of the perfo- of responsi- 
bilities under this agr-nt. 

c. No m r  or delegate to Coogress shall be arkitted to any share 
or part of this Agreanent or to any benefit that may arise therefran, but 
this provisim shdll not be construed to extend to this Agreanent if made 
with a corporation for its general benefit. 



d. It I s  expressly agreed t ha t  t h i s  w r i t t e n  instrument embodies 
the e n t i r e  f inanc ia l  arrangement of the par t ies  regarding the use o f  the  j o i n t  
use areas o f  the A i rpor t  by the Government, inc lud ing the p rov is ion  o f  f i r e  
p ro tec t  i on, crash rescue and emergency ambul ance/rned i c a l  serv ices by the 
County, and there are no understandings o r  agreements, verbal o f  otherwise, 
between the par t ies  i n  regard thereto  except as expressly set  f o r t h  hereln. 
Speci f  i c a l l y ,  no landing fees o r  o ther  fees not  provided i n  t h i s  Agreement w i l l  
be assessed by the County against the Government i n  such use o f  such j o i n t  use 
areas dur ing the term o f  t h l s  Agreement. 

e. The Agreement may only be modified by mutual agreement of the 
; p a r t i e s  i n  w r i t i n g  and signed by each o f  the pa r t i es  hereto. 

6. This Agreement w i l l  remain I n  e f f e c t  u n t i l  t he  e x p i r a t i o n  date o f  
Lease No. DA-15-029-ENG-7929 between Allegheny County and the Government. Any 
extension o f  the Lease automat i c a l  l y  extends t h i s  Agreement t o  t he  extensdon 
date of t he  Lease. 

7. This Agreement was authorized by the Board of Comnissioners o f  
Allegheny County on July 23, 1987, a t  Agenda No. 958-A-87. 



Agreement between the  County o f  A 1  leghe and the United States 
of America duly authorized by the  Board& County Commissioners 
on July 23, 1987, a t  Agenda No. 958-A-87. 

h 







DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
n m m u m T E R s  AIR FORCE CIVL ENOINEER SUPPORT A~ENCV 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 91 1 AWICE Tdb-, 
FROM: HQ AFCESA/DM 

139 Barnes Drive Suite 1 
Tyndall AFB FL 32403-53 19 u 

33 

SUBJECT: Pavement Evaluation Report, Pittsburgh IAPIARS, Pennsylvania 

1. Attached is a copy of our Pavement Evaluation Report for Pittsburgh IAPIARS, 
Pennsylvania. The report is based on tests and observations made by our pavement 
evaluation team during their visit to Pittsburgh IAPIARS, 4-5 May, 1994, 

0) 2. As a means to better meet our customers' needs, we encourage you or your 
representative to complete and return the attached feedback form. If you or your statr 

(o f y  
have questions concerning the report, please contact Maj Joe Prendergast at DSN 523- JF 
6337. 

Attachments 
1. Pavement Evaluation Report 
2. Feedback Form 



? . 
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE 

form A p ~ r o v c d  

OM6 No 07@6.01g8 
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'1 .  AGLHCY U S t  0h.Y ( L r r v c  blrnr j  3 .  RLPOK: T Y P L  A H 3  D A T L S  C O V i R L 3  
Bovember 1994 F i n a l  Report 

4. TITLL A h ' 3  S U B T ~ T L E  5. F U N 3 I h G  HUNaBfRS 

A i r f i e l d  Pavement m l u a t i o n  
P i t t s b u r g h  IAP/ARS, Pennsylvania 

6. AUTUOR,S)  

Major Joseph E. Prendergas t  SSgt Kichael G .  Geer 
Wgt David J. Mams SrA Timothy P. Leno 

1 I 

7. ? L R F 3 w l h G  O R G A H i Z i T l O H  NAM! ;S I  A H 3  A 3 3 X L S S i E S )  8 .  P i R F 0 F N . l h . G  o a G A h . : l 7 1 3 h  
R L P O R T  N U M B t R  

HQ Ai r  Force C i v i l  Engineer Support Agency 
139 Barnes Drive S u i t e  1 
Tyndall AFB F'L 32403-5319 

j 
9 .  S P D U S O R l h G ,  M z h  T a R d h 6  A G L h c I  h A N , l ; j :  A h 3  & 3 3 R L i S ( f S )  16. S P 3 h S Z R . h ;  H Z \  ' C i  % G  

A G L h C r  R i P 2 R T  k . N 6 E R  1 
HQ Air  Force Reserve 1 
155 2nd S t r e e t  
Robins AFB GA 31098-1635 

t 
11. SUPPLE U 6 i h 7 A R I  h 3 7 E S  

1 2 ~ .  D!S:R;6,l iOh li A:.LB4, ,TT  S T A - E M E h 7  12t ,":S:R!3,713+ C 0 3 E  
1 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  l i m i t e d  t o  U . S .  Government agencies  on ly ;  
i 

t h i s  report documents test and eva lua t ion .  D i s t r i b u t i o n  t 
l i m i t a t i o n  a p p l i e d  November 1994. Other r e q u e s t s  fo r  t h i s  
document must be r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  performing o rgan iza t ion  
shown i n  block 7. 

w 

13. ABSTKAC: ( W ~ L  - ~ m 2 3 ;  w3rasJ 1 
A pavement eva lua t ion  team from HQ Air Porce C i v i l  Engineer Support Agency conducted a 
nondes t ruc t ive  s t r u c t u r a l  a i r f i e l d  pavement eva lua t ion  a t  P i t t s b u r g h  IAP/ARs, 
Pennsylvania, 4-5 May 1994. The in-place p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  pavement s t r u c t u r e  were 
es t imated  f o r  each f e a t u r e  by performing Heavy Weight Deflectometer  tests and labora-  
t o r y  tests on cored concre te  pavement samples. Based on t h e  test results, al lowable 
g ross  loads  and pavement c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  numbers were c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  each pavement 
f e a t u r e .  Tbese results i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a l l  a i r f i e l d  pavement f e a t a r e s  are capable of 
suppor t ing  long-term opera t ions  of ass igned and t r a n s i e n t  a i r c r a f t ,  vith same weight 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  on Feature  A04B. A v i s u a l  survey was conducted t o  r a t e  t b e  condi t ion  of 
t h e  pavement, i d e n t i f y  causes  f o r  e x i s t i n g  pavement d i s t r e s s e s ,  and recommend mainte- 
nance and repair procedures. Surface  cond i t ion  r a t i n g s  v a r i e d  betveen PAIR and 
KXCELUWT. Camon d i s t r e s s e s  included j o i n t  s e a l a n t  damage, j o i n t  and c o m e r  s p a l l s ,  
and patches  a long  j o i n t s  and in corners. There were a l s o  numerous unsealed long i tu -  
d i n a l ,  t r a n s v e r s e ,  and diagonal  cracks .  

- 

I 
14. S U l l t C T  T L R M S  11s. ~ J W L R  C! P P G i S  

A i r f i e l d  Pavement Pavement C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  iha.ber 
A i r f i e l d  Pavement Evaluat ion F a l l i n g  Weight Deflectameter  16, PKiCt C O D E  
Allowable Gross Ir>ads mndestrnc-tive Pavemen+ .r9=+inn 



1. A Headqusr~ers Air Fsrce Civil Engineer S~pport Agency 
(HQ AFCZSA) pave-ent evaluation team conducted a nondestructive 
structural airfield pavemenc evaluation at Pittsburgh IAP/ARS, 
Pennsylvania, 4-5 May, 1994. 

2 .  The structural capacity of airfield pavement features ar 
Pittsburgh IAI/A?S is szffic~ent ts support anticipated mission 
and trazsiezz airsrafz traff~c. Feazure A 0 4 B  is somewhat 

3 .  weakar azd riy reqsire we1gzz res:rlcii3ris f3r SOP-? cy-pea sf 
airzraf z at ?-.ig?.ar pass levels. 

3. The pa-~erent s~rfazs condlticn varies f r ~ m  FAT?. to . , 
EXCELLEST. The r,ss: common clstresses observed were joint 
seaiant damase, ;sint and ccrner spalls, and pazches along 
joirts azd ~z ccmers. These are probably the res-dl: of 
expa~sizx aci cszrrazz:cn of the slabs d~ricg seasonal 

*---e T - - v -  - -  7 r n - -  . - temper--1.- r - = - - b . r ~  poss:=,y aggravated by i~,cro_csr 2 ~ i - z  
2e-- -- - z-~.. z r  ccXst r . ,c t lc - .  Tk?r? were also numerous . x s e a l e d  

- v = -  lzzq:zx~:xa~, - --  --.s:-ersz, are Aia.lc,-.al crazks . 
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i. A pavement evalzation team from HQ Air Force Civil 
Engineer Support Agency (AFCESA) conducted a nondestructive 
structural airfield pavement evaluation at Pittsburgh IAP/L?S, 
Pennsylvania, 4-5 May, 1994. The primary objectives of the 
evalcation were to: 

a. Deter~.ixe in-place phys;cal Frzpercles sf ~ k i e  
pavex?rt strcctxre for each feature, 

. Compute allowable grsss loads (AGLs' azd caver~,e-t 
classif~catlon numbers (PCNs) for those fearures, 

c. Rare the surface conditior, of each f e a ~ ~ ~ r e ,  azd 

4 - ,  . Icsntify causes fcr exlstlnq or Fctentlal cave-exr 
5:s:r~ssts azi ~,aXt s&s?qce~t rec~rnmendazlc~s. 

-. 2 .  LA;l~ reporc gr~vldes air? :el3 pa7Jer,ext srrtn~zh- azS 
-.---- - - _- - - -  --..;---I.. lnfarmatisn thar car, be used to mazags ax a-rrie-2 
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w SECTION 11: BACKGROUND DATA 

1. The airfield at Pittsburgh IAP/ARS consists of a large 
parking apron, some hangar access aprons, and one taxiway 
leading to the runways and taxiways of Pittsburgh International 
Airport. 

2. The airfield layout and feature designations are 
presented in Appendix A, page A-1. The type of pavement and 
pavement thicknesses are also listed here. This layout or 
"feature plan" was updated from the one in the 1981 Airfield 
Pavement Evaluation Report (Reference 1). Features were 
identified from discussions of the construction history with 
the base pavements engineer, visual observations of the 
airfield surface, and from data gathered during the field 
testing phase of the evaluation. 

3. Airfield designations (Taxiway K, West Apron, etc.) are 
shown on page A-2. 

B. Aircraft Traffic: The primary aircraft operating at 
Pittsburgh IAP/ARS is the C-130. 

C. : Appendix B presents a complete * c o n s : ~ ~ X ~ T ~ ~ t ~ P ~ t ~ : ~ t ? ~ ~ t e d  by feature. It includes pro j ecc 
numbers. 

D- prpvious Eval~ariQXlS: A comprehensive airfield pavemer.t 
evaluation was performed in 1980. The main finding noted ar 
that time was that the primary airfield pavements were 
structurally insufficient to support the mission. An airfield 
pavement evaluation and condition survey was also conducted in 
1976 (Reference 2 )  . 

tic Data: 

1. A summary of climatic data is presented in Appendix G. 
A narrative and climatological chart are provided. 

2. Field testing was conducted under cool, cloudy 
conditions. 



SECTION IV: METHODOLOGY OF ANALYSIS 

A. ~hvsical Pr-tv Data: The parameters used for this 
evaluation in computing AGLs are summarized in Appendix E. The 
data presented here were selected as the most representative 
values of thicknesses and strengths for each feature. One such 
strength parameter of each layer is the calculated modulus of 
elasticity, E, used in the layered elastic theory. This 
modulus was determined f o r  each layer based on a computer model 
of the in situ pavements. Pavement systems were modeled based 
on the assumed profile of layers, material types and 
thicknesses, and also to best fit the deflection response 
measured in the field. Pavement load-carrying capacities were 
then calculated. Failure criteria used in the allowable load 
analysis are different for rigid and flexible pavements. Rigid 
(and composite) pavement failure criteria are based on a 
limiting tensile stress of the concrete. Conversely, 
compressive subgrade strain and limiting AC tensile strain are 
failure parameters used in the AGL calculation of flexible 
pavement systems. 

1. The AGLs were compiled by computer program based on 
procedures in AFM 88-24, Chapter 1 (Reference 4 ) ,  and are 

II, 
listed in Appendix F. 

2. The traffic designator at the end of each feature number 
(A ,  B, or C) indicates the normal type of traffic. " A "  is for 
channelized traffic, fully loaded aircraft. B is for 
nonchannelized, but full loads, such as aprons. C is for less 
than full loads, such as runway interiors where the wings carry 
some of the load. The l1Bn designator raises AGLs approximately 
5 percent while the "CN designator raises AGLs approximately 2 5  
percent .  This should be considered when comparing AGLs or PCNs 
of a feature with A traffic to those with C traffic. 

3. The "Related Datar1 sheet in Appendix G aids in reading 
the AGL chart in Appendix F. Listed are the different pass 
intensity levels, aircraft group indices, and gross weight 
limits for those aircraft groups. An example of how these data 
can be used to determine the AGL for any pass level is shown on 
the next page. In similar fashion, the life of a pavement 
feature, or number of passes to failure, can be determined for 
a given aircraft weight. 





an ultralow strength subgrade. For a C-141 at the same weight 
on a flexible pavement, the ACN ranges from 51 to 82 depending 
on the subgrade category. For lower aircraft weights, the ACNs 
are lower. When analyzing the effect of an aircraft on a 
specific pavement feature, the appropriate ACN must be 
selected. For example, from Appendix F, the PCN for Feature 
A03B is 86/R/B/w/T. To determine the effect of a 345,000 pound 
C-141 on Feature A03B, the correct ACN to compare with the PCN 
is 60/R/B. More details on the PCN nomenclature are provided 
in Appendix F on page F-4 and in the examples below. 

4. A pavement will support operations of an aircraft if the 
PCN is equal to or greater than the ACN. If the PCN is less 
than the ACN, the pavement will be overloaded. There may be 
situations when operators decide it is acceptable to overload a 
pavement. Examples are emergency landings, short-term 
contingencies, exercises, and air shows. Pavements can usually 
support some overload, however, pavement life is reduced. As a 
general guide, ACN/PCN ratios of up to 1.25 have minimal impact 
on pavement life. If the ACN/PCN ratio is between 1.25 and 
1.50, aircraft operations should be limited to 10 passes, and 
the pavements inspected after each operation. Aircraft 
operations resulting in an ACN/PCN ratio over 1.50 should not 
be allowed except for emergencies. Below is an example of how 
to use the ACN/PCN method to determine if an aircraft will 

9 overload a given pavement. 

The East Apron will be used for C-141B operations on a 
temporary basis. Assume an operating weight of 300 kips. Find 
the weakest feature on the East Apron and determine if this 
feature can support C-141B traffic. 

SOLUTION 

From Appendix F, Feature A05B is the weakest feature (lowest 
PCN value) on the East Apron with a PCN of 81/R/A. The PCN 
code also indicates Feature A05B is a rigid pavement over a 
high strength subgrade. From page F-13 of Appendix F, the ACN 
of a 300 kip C-141B on a rigid pavement of high subgrade 
strength is 42, resulting in an ACN/PCN ratio of 0.52. 
Therefore, the East Apron is structurally adequate to support 
unlimited C-141B operations. 



iii. Feature A04B is a PCC pavement rated FAIR. It 
contains numerous low, medium, and high severity patches along 
the joints, in the corners, and in the interior of slabs 
(photo 6 ) .  Some of these patches break the slabs into more 
than one piece. There was one high severity transverse crack 
and one shattered slab (photos 7 and 8). Several of the 
approximately 12.5 ft X 20 ft rectangular slabs had unsealed, 
low severity transverse cracks that broke the slab into two 
square-shaped segments. There were also some unsealed, low 
severity diagonal cracks. The joint sealant was deteriorated. 

iv. Feature A05B is a PCC pavement in VERY GOOD 
condition. There are some low, medium, and high severity 
patches (photos 9 and 10). There are also a few unsealed low 
and medium severity transverse and diagonal cracks along with 
some corner breaks (photo 11). Some of these are located along 
the taxi line, indicating that aircraft traffic may be 
overloading this area (photo 12). There were several areas 
where the joint sealant had lost bond with the slab edges and 
was lying in pieces on the pavement (photos 13 and 14). 

c. U a a r  Access AD-: Features A06B and A07B are 
both PCC pavements in EXCELLENT condition. The joint sealant 
is in moderately good condition. 

al d. North a n :  

i. Feature A08B is a PCC pavement rated GOOD. 
There are low, medium, and high severity patches in the slab 
corners, and there is low and medium severity joint and corner 
spalling (photos 15 and 16). There are also a couple of 
unsealed, medium severity transverse cracks. The joint sealant 
is deteriorated and missing in some places. 

ii. Feature A09B is a PCC pavement in VERY GOOD 
condition. There are some unsealed, low and medium severity 
transverse cracks in the longest slabs, which measured 
approximately 14 ft X 28 ft (photo 17). There is a small 
amount of low severity joint spalling, and the joint sealant is 
deteriorated in some places. 

iii. Feature AlOB is a PCC pavement in EXCELLENT 
condition. The joint sealant is deteriorated with some pieces 
lying on the pavement surface (photo 18). 

B. Summarv of U o w U e  Gross Tloa&: The AGLs are listed in 
Appendix F for those features shown in Appendix A, Airfield 
Layout Plan. The Related Data Table in Appendix G is needed to 
read and understand the AGL table. It describes the different 
aircraft group indices and pass intensity levels. An "A" in 
the AGL table indicates the AGL is below the lowest possible 

(I) gross weight of any aircraft in that respective group. The "+" 
in the AGL table indicates no weight restrictions apply for 



SECTION VI: 

1. The airfield pavements at Pittsburgh IAP/ARS are in 
moderately serviceable condition with ratings ranging from FAIR 
to EXCELLENT. There was minimal evidence that current mission 
aircraft are overloading the pavement structure. Most of the 
distresses observed appeared to have been caused by either 
environmental factors, such as seasonal temperature variatims, 
or by poor construction practices, such as not properly 
cleaning joints before placing joint sealant. 

2. A common distress observed was deteriorated joint 
sealant. There were many areas where the joint sealant was 
brittle, separating from the slab edges, pulling out of the 
joints, or missing altogether. Deteriorated joint sealant 
allows incompressible materials such as stones or gravel tc 
lodge between slabs. When the slabs expand in warm weather, 
the joints could spa11 as the slabs press against the 
incompressible materials. Joint spalling was noted on some 
features. Deteriorated joint sealant also allows water t~ 
infiltrate and degrade the base and subgrade layers. As 
support from these layers is diminished, there is a greater 

II) chance of the slabs cracking and failing under the load cf 
passing aircraft. There was some evidence of structural 
overloading on the East Apron. Regular inspection, 
maintenance, and repair of joint sealant goes a long way tcxard 
extending the serviceable life of PCC pavements. 

3. Another common problem that may possibly be relate5 co 
the deteriorated joint sealant is the prevalence of patches 
along the joints and in the corners of many of the slabs. It 
appears that these patches repaired previously spalled joizzs. 
Joint spalling is mainly caused by expansion and contracticn of 
slabs during seasonal variations in temperature. It can bs 
aggravated by such factors as poor design and/or construccl3- 
of joints, poor materials, or deficient joint sealant. 

4. There were some features where the use of rectans~~lar- 
shaped slabs may have contributed to the formation of 
transverse cracks. This is a common problem in rectangular 
slabs and is caused by differential stresses in the slab d~ring 
seasonal variations in temperature. As a slab expands a ~ d  
contracts with temperatures changes, thermal stresses alons the 
length are greater than the stresses along the slab width. The 
slab tends to alleviate this stress difference by breaki-g 
itself into two square segments. Many of the approximatel>. 
12.5 ft X 20 ft slabs on the East Apron and the 14 ft X 2E ft 

II) slabs on the North Apron had transverse cracks that had brzken 
the slabs in half. To help prevent these problems, slabs 
should be constructed in a square shape with a maximum 
dimension of 20 ft. 



GLOSSARY 

Allowable Gross Triad (AGL) - The maximum aircraft load that can 
be supported by a pavement feature for a particular number of 
passes. 

Base or Subbase Courses - Natural or processed materials placed 
on the subgrade beneath the pavement. 

mSubarade - The upper part of the subgrade, which is 
compacted to a density greater than the portion of the subgrade 
below. 

- A unique portion of the airfield pavement 
distinguished by traffic area, pavement type, pavement surface 
thickness and strength, soil layer thicknesses and strengths, 
construction period, and surface condition. 

Frost ~valution - Pavement evaluation during the frost-meltinq 
period, when the pavement load-carrying capacity will be 
reduced unless protection has been provided against detrimental 
frost action in underlying soils. Pass Intensity Levels V and 
VI are used with reduced subgrade strengths to determine the 
maximum allowable loads during the frost-melt period. 

II) P m  - Or, a runway, the movement of an aircraft over an 
imaginary line 500 feet down from the approach end. On a 
taxiway, the movement of an aircraft over an imaginary line 
connecting an apron with the runway. AFR 93-5, Chapter 2. 

Pass ~ntensity Ilevels (PITI) - Specific repetitions of aircraft 
over a pavement feature, regardless of time, that are dependent 
on aircraft design category. AFR 93-5, Chapter 2. 

. . 
Pavement C o m t l o n  Index (PC11 - A numerical indicator between 
0 and 100 that reflects the surface operational condition of 
the pavement. AFR 93-5, Chapter 3. 

v Pavements - Those features that are absolutely 
necessary for mission aircraft operations. AFR 93-5, Chapter 
4. 

,Suburad~ - The natural soil in-place, or fill material, upon 
which a pavement, base, or subbase course is constructed. 

re- - Type A Traffic Areas are those pavement 
facilities that receive the channelized traffic and full design 
weight of the aircraft. AFM 88-6, Chapter 1. 

-?- - Type B Traffic Areas are considered to 
~ ? ~ h ~ s ~ - ~ : : ~  :izE traffic is more nearly uniform over the 
full width of the pavement facility, but which receive the full 
design weight of the aircraft. AFM 88-6, Chapter 1. 



CONDITION 
RATING 

VEMENT CONDITION EVAJ,UATION TERMINOT ,OC,Y 

DEFINITION 

EXCELLENT PAVEMENT HAS MINOR OR NO DISTRESS AND WILL REQUIRE 
ONLY ROUTINE MAINTENANCE. 

VERY GOOD PAVEMENT HAS SCATTERED LOW SEVERITY DISTRESSES 
WHICH SX3ULD NEED ONLY ROUTINE MAINTENANCE. 

GOOD 

FAIR 

POOR 

PAVEMENT HAS A COMBINATION OF GENERALLY LOW AND 
MEDIUM SEVERITY DISTRESSES. MAINTENAVCE AND REPRI? 
NEEDS SHOULD BE ROUTINE TO MAJOR IN THE NEAR-TERY. 

PAVEMENT HAS LOW, MEDIUM, AND HIGH SEVERITY 
DISTRESSZS WHICH PROBABLY CAUSE SOME OPERATIONAL 
PROBLEMS. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR NEE3S SHOULD 
RANGE FROM ROUTINE TO RECONSTRUCTION IN THE 
NEAR - TEKY . 
PAVEMENT HAS PREDOMINANTLY MEDIUM AND HIGH SEVFXITY 
DISTRESSES CAUSING CONSIDE-LE MAINTZNANCE AN3 
OPEFGTIOXAL PROBLEMS. NEAR-TERM MAINTENANCE LVD 
REPAIR EEDS WILL BE INTENSIVE. 

VERY POOR PAVEMZNT HAS MAINLY HIGH SEVERITY DISTRESSES WHICE 
CAUSE 0E.RATIONAL RESTRICTIONS. REPAIR NEEDS A.2 
IMMEDIA'TZ. 

FAILED PAVEMEKT DETERIORATION HAS PROGRESSED TO THE POIKT 
THAT SAFS AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS ARE NO LONGER 
POSSIBLE. COMPLETE RECONSTRUCTION IS REQUIRED. 
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* D a t a  taken £ran April 1981 report and construction drawings obtained from resident pavement engineer. 

SUMMARY OF PHYSIC PROPERTY DATA 

FEAT 

TOIA 

FACILITY 
IDENT 

TAXIWAY K 

OVERLAY 
THICK 

(in) 

A010 

A020 

A03B 

A048 

A058 

A068 

A070 

A080 

A09B 

A100 

LOTH 
(ft) 

210 - 

DESCRP THICK 
(in) 

12.5 

WEST APRON 

EAST APRON 

EAST APRON 

EAST APRON 

EAST APRON 

HANGAR 
ACCESS APRON 

HANGAR 
ACCESS APRON 

NORTH APRON 

NORTH APRON 

NORTH APRON 

PAVEMENT 
FLEX 
(psi) 

11 

11.5 

12 

6.5 - 
11.25 

1 0  

12 

11 

11 

1 0  

11 

WDTH 
(ft) 

75 

PAVEMENT 
DESCRP 

PCC 

THICK 
(in) 

8 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

SANDY 
SILT 
(ML) 

SANDY 
SILT 
(ML) 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

1000 

110 

120 

360 

720 

165 

1 16  

500 

140 

425 

COND 

EXCL 

FLEX 
(psi) 

835 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

RPCC 

PCC 

PCC 

RPCC 

RPCC 

'4 

8 

8 

6 

6 

'4 

6 

800 

727 

810 

726 

724 

746 

656 

766 

769 

655 

BASE 
DESCRP 

POORLY- 
GRADED 
GRAVEL 

(GP) 

THICK 
(in) 

'24 

KlCBR 

'SLAG 
(SM) 

w m -  
GRADED 
GRAVEL 

(GP) 
POORLY- 
GRADED 
GRAVEL 

(GP) 
WELL- 

GRADED 
GRAVEL 

(GW) 
WELL- 

GRADED 
GRAVEL 

(GW) 

'SLAG 
(SM) 

POORLY- 
GRADED 
GRAVEL 
(GP-GM) 
POORLY- 
GRADED 
GRAVEL 

(GP) 

SUBORADE 
DESCRP 

'SANDY 
SILT 
(ML) 

300 

120 

300 

300 

300 

137 

150 

290 

70  

50 

'105 

'100 

SUBBASE 
DESCRP 

'SANDY 
CLAY 
(SC) 

KICBR 

'45 

FAIR 

EXCL 

EXCL 

FAIR 

VERY 
GOOD 

EXCL 

EXCL 

GOOD 

VERY 
GOOD 

EXCL 

KICBR 



FEATURE 

TOIA 

AOlB 

A028 

A03B 

A048 

A050 

A08B 

A070 

A08B 

A098 

AlOB 

Layer Types: AC - Asphrhk Concrete UN - Unstabilized BaselSubbase SG - Subgr.de 

PCC - Portland Cement Concrete HQ - High Quality Stabillzed Base 

NOTE: Thls tabb contahs the WESDEF layered system models whkh were used, dong with fbxwal strengths for PCC layers, to compute the AGL's 4 EN'S  ushg WESPAVE. T h e r  models 
do not necesrrrWy colnckle with tho ectual pavement layer structure as presented in t b  Physical Property Data Summary, but are those where the computed deflections mol t  cbsdy 
approximated those measured in the field. 

LAVER 1 
THICKNESS tin) 

12.5 

11 

11.5 

12 

10 

10 

12 

11 

11 

10 

11 

TVPE 

FCC 

FCC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

FCC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

PCC 

1 OOOE 

4547 

3522 

4227 

5000 

4001 

4317 

3574 

3358 

4470 

1728 

3938 

LAYERED ELASTIC MODEL DATA 
FLEXURAL 

STRENGTH Ipsl) 

035 

800 

72 7 

810 

728 

724 

748 

858 

788 

769 

855 

LAVER 2 
THICKNESS (In) 

0 

TVm 

SG 

SG 

SG 

UN 

SG 

SG 

SG 

SG 

SG 

SG 

SG 

1000E 

33 

2 1 

41 

819 

20 

20 

35 

39 

25 

18 

29 

LAYER 3 
THICKNESS (in) 

nPE 

SO 

1000E 

25 
-- - 



L 

CONSTRUCTION HISTORY 

PllTSBURGH IAPIARS, PA - APPROXIMATE TYPE AND REMARKS 
CONSTRUCTION THICKNESS 

eERlOD UnJ 

TOlA TAXIWAYK 1945 12.5 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COE 

1993 12.5 PCC RECONSTRUCTION 

A01 B WEST APRON 1945 11 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COE 

1982 11 PCC RANDOM SLAB REPLACEMENT 

AOZB EAST APRON 11.5 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
UNKNOWN 

A03B EAST APRON 1945 6.5 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COE 

1993 12 PCC RECONSTRUCTION 

AWB EASTAPRON 1945 6.5 - 1 1.25 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COE 

A05B EAST APRON 1945 6.5 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COE 

1980 10 PCC RECONSTRUCTION 

A06B HANGAR ACCESS 1951 11 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
APRON COE 

1986 12 RPCC RECONSTRUCTION 

A078 HANGAR ACCESS 1945 8 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
APRON COE 

1982 11 PCC RECONSTRUCTION 

AO8B NORTH APRON 1951 11 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COE 

A098 NORTH APRON 10 RPCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
UNKNOWN 

A1 OB NORTH APRON 1951 11 PCC ORIGINAL CONSTRUCTION 
COE 

1982 11 RPCC RECONSTRUCTION 



This page intentionally left blank. 



PITTSBURGH IAPIARS 
PENNSYLVANIA 

PAVEMENT CLASSIFICATION NUMBERS (PCNs)* 

FEATUEE BX 

TOlA 126AUA/W/T 

AOlB 1 14/R1Afw/T 

A02B 1 ~OAUANIT 

A03B 86/R/B/W/T 

111, A04B 46AUCfWE 

FEATURE 

A05B 81/R/A/W/T 

A06B 125/R/A/W/T 

A07B 97/R/Afw/T 

AO8B 107/R/A/W/T 

A09B 1 04AUA/W/T 

AlOB 85lWA/W/T 

* BASED ON GROUP 9 AIRCRAFT 50,000 PASSES 



A brief explanation on the PCN code is shown below for PCN = 
31/F/A/W/T. 

PCN FIVE-PART CODE 

EXPLANATION OF TERMS: 

Allowable 
Pavement Subgrade Tire Method of 

PCN / De / Strenath / Pressure J PCN Determination 

Subarade Strenath Codes 

Numeric 
Value 

31 

Code Category 

Flexible Rigid 
Pavement Pavement 
CBR, % k, p c i  

F - Flexible 

R - Rigid 

A High Over 13 Over 400 
B Medium 9 - 13 201-400 
C LOW 4 - 8  100-200 
D Ultralow < 4 < 100 

Tire Pressure Codes 

A 

B 
C 
D 

Code 
Allowable 

Category Tire Pressure, psi 

W 

X 
Y 
2 

W High No Limit 
X Medium 146 - 217 
Y LOW 74 - 145 
Z Ultralow 0 - 73 

T - Technical 
Evaluation 

U - Using 
Aircraft 



. . '  'a, ' 

10 I I 

8 -- A WlCW C B R  S 3 1  
I Y ~ D I U Y  CBR r 9 - l a  
C LOW CBR = 4 - 8 
D ULTRA LOW C8R < 4 

6 

1 

2 

0 
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 

AIRCRAFT CRCSS WEICHT, K;PS 
F L E X I B L E  PAVEUENT 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
RIGID PAVCMENT 

1 c I I 
S c C ; . r 3 L  S l R E u t T I 4  . . / *, B, C. D 

8 ,, A nlcn k > 400 ,el 
I u t D I U U  L - 201 - 400 pcl 
c LOW L s 100 - 200 per 
D ULTRA LOW k < 900 pel 

6 

4 

G12 

2 

0 7  I I 
0 25 30 



AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

AlRCRAfT GROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
RIGID PAVEMENT 



AlRCRAn CUSSIFICATION NUMOER (ACN) AIRCRAFT CUSSl~lCAtlON NUMBtR (ACN) 



AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
F L E X I B L E  FAVEMENT 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KlPS 
RIGID PAVE MEN1 



A HIGH k > 400  PC! 
8 U t O l V Y  k m 201 - 400 pet 

3C -- c LOW k - toe  - i c e  pcl 
D u.-RA LCW < 900 pel 

0 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
RIGID PAVEMENT 





A'GCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

L r o o  p c ~  
L r POI - 430 pel 
k r 1 0 0  - 230 pel 

D ULTRA LOW L < 900 pel 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
RIGID PAVEMENT 



I I I 
1 

-- f u D S E A ~ K  STRfNClU  

A nttw CBI s 9s 
,, B YCDIUU cen = m - 1s . 

C LOW C I K  = 4 - 8 
D ULTRA LOW C B R  e 4 

AIRCRAFT GROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

. . 
A HIGH k > 400 pet -- D b L 3 l U U  k r 201 - 400 pel 
c LOW & r (00 - 200 ,*I 
D u,?Rr LCW L c 100 

0 

RIGID PAVEMENT 

SO 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 
AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 





93 

h z 8 0  
0 
e - 7 0  

CSR . 13 

a CSR = * - 1s 
W CBR • 4 -  

D V L T U  LOW t e l l  c 4 
60 

=$ 
2 
g 50  

f 40 
9 
LL - g 30 

20 
t 
4 
a 10 

- .  

0 
0 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

I 9: 

= 8 0 - -  
U 
4 - 7 0 - -  a 
W 

6 0 - 4  
Z 

I sc 
P 
C 

40 
G 

30 
5 

20 
t - g 10 
s 
a o !  

200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 
AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 

RIGID PAVEMENT - 

I I I 
SUL:RA>C S ~ ~ E * G T W  

A Y l t Y  k . A03 pel 
I U f D l U U  k m 2 0 :  - A00 pel 
c LOW L = 7t: - 200 pel 
D UL'RA LCw k c 100 pet 



AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

+ 

C LOW L = 100 - t o o  pel 
D ULTRA LOW b < 100 pel 

. Llrnl - 

AlRCRAFT G R O S S  WEIGHT,. KIPS 
RIGID PAVEMENT 

7--- . . 

110 

= I00  
U 

90  

I I], -- 
-- 

svr;tr3t  STRCU:TM 

A U l t M  k > 100 pel 
r WCPIVM L r 201 - 400 pel 



140 

-1 30 
Z y 120 
Y 

110 
5 g 100 
3 
2 90 

80 

5 70 

E 66 
V) 

g so 
d * 40 

5 30 
P: g 20 

= I 0  
0 

AIRCRAFT CROSS W E I G H T ,  KlPS 
FLEXIBLE PAVEUEH? 

00 

90  

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 
0 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KlPS 
RIGID PAVEMENT 



B YED'UM CBR r • - t S  
CBR r 4 - 8 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KlPS 
FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

AIRCRAFT GROSS WEIGHT, KlPS 
RIGID PAVEMENT 



AIRCRAFT GRCSS WEIGHT. K I P S  
FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

AIRCRAFT CROSS WEIGHT, KIPS 
RIGID PAVEMENT 



PASS INTENSITY LEVEL 

1 300,000 PASSES 50,000 PASSES 

17 50,000 PASSES 15,000 PASSES 
3,000 PASSES 

500 PASSES 

1 300,000 PASSES 50,000 PASSES 

PI: 50,000 PASSES 1 15,000 PASSES 

IN REFERENCE TO THE ALLOWABLE GROSS LOAD (AGL) TABLE : 

A Denotes lowesl possible empty gross weight of any aircraft 
within the group exceeds the AGL of the pavement. Pavement 
cannot supporl aircraft for respective pass intensity level. 

+ Denotes no weight restrictions. AGL of the pavement exceed8 
the greatest possible gross weight of any aircrafi in the group 

Pass intensity levels P and Pl are used with reduced subgrede 



ADDITIONAL DATA 
rIEl.0 E l E V A T l O l l 3 3 1 1 3  FEET us 
MAGNETIC VARllTHm 5 113"Oo'W 
SOURCE W D  FLIP 
YEAR 1994 



TAB A 

GREATER PITTSBURGH IAP PA 

TOPOGRAPHICAL EFFECTS 

The Greater Pittsburgh International Airport is located i n  the  Ohio 
River Valley 15 miles northwest of Pittsburgh. Cold a i r  drainage into 
th i s  valley promotes an ear ly morning fog. Both the  Great Lakes and 
the Atlant ic  Ocean helps t o  influence an already humid climate. Sixty 
miles t o  the e a s t  a re  the Alleghany Mountains. These mountains, w i t h  
e levat ion near 2500 f t ,  enhance precipitation and turbulence. Pittsburgh 
i s  a lso  located along the  winter storm route. Some form of precipi ta t ion 
occurs on about 219 days each year. 

VISIBILITY 

The ea r ly  morning fog wil l  form i n  the valley about 177 days each year 
and normally l a s t s  approximately 6 hours. Since the prevai 1 ing winds 
a re  from the north and west and the industr ia l  sources of pollution 
a re  found 10 t o  20 miles eas t ,  reduced v i s i b i l i t y  from smog doesn't 
occur often. When large scale  stagnation of the  a i r  occurs v i s i b i l -  
i t y  of l e s s  than 3 miles will occur about 37 days per year and v i s i b i l -  
i t y  less than 1 mile on about 7 days. 

SEVERE WEATHER 

Thunderstorms occur on about 36 days each year w i t h  a maximum of about 
7 days each i n  June and July. Associated w i t h  thunderstorms a re  maximum 
wind gusts of 78 knots. Lightning strikes will  occur approximately 5 
t o  10 times per year. Tornados w i t h i n  t h i r t y  miles of the a i rpo r t  
occur about once every four years. Hail i s  an infrequent phenomenon 
but wil l  occur about once every year in ear ly summer. The rainy 
season runs from April t o  September w i t h  about 5 days receiving one 
inch o r  g rea te r  of rain.  Flooding of the Ohio River causes a minor 
inconvenience about once a year w i t h  s igni f icant  flooding occuring 
about once every three years. The snow season runs from November t i l l  
ea r ly  April averaging 85 days of snowfall. About 4 days during the  
season wil l  have grea ter  than 2.5 inches of snowfall. Frost will  
begin t o  penetrate the ground i n  December and will  thaw usually i n  
April. During the colder months mean temperatures i n  the  high 20 's  
a re  recorded. Hotever, winds will  bring about a mean equivalent chil  1 
temperature of 11 F and chil  1 temperatures as  low as  -40 F have been 
recorded. 





Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1Q 

3UB JECT: Airfield Characteristics CRITERWS): 

Primary Pavements 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(S): (11- 2 .J?- 1) thru (II.2.F-8) O w :  - 
Original answer showed that primary pavements (aprons & taxiways) could 
not support ALL the specified aircraft types and number of passes. Reply 
was based on 1981 AFCESA Pavement Evaluation which was outdated due to 
Apron/Taxiway upgrades. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
Questions I'I.2.F.1 thru II.2.F.8 - All answers should be supports now. 
Primary fiavements can support ALL aircraft and ALL passes. 

Correct answer is based on 1994 (Nov) AFCESA Airfield Pavement Evaluation 
Report received a'fter the incorrect reply was submitted. I 

See attached revised pages 22 & 23. 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. 

Preparer: -- Date: 'Q 
F@NK R O ~ A ,  91h AWICEC, (412)474-8574 

CONTINUE m M S  ON BACK 0 



INTERIM DRAFI' - FOUO 

- Use your latest Air Force Civil Engineering Support Agency Airfield Pavement Evaluation Repon 
to determine if your can support the following aircraft for the weights and 
number of passes indicated. Include recent or cumnt projects that havc/will improve pavement 
strength in your evaluation (Do not include unfunded, programmed projects). If your base does not 
have an Airfield Pavement Evaluation Report, then use procedures given in AFM 88-24. Ch 2. 
Airfield Flexible Pavement Evaluation, and Ch 3. Rigid Airfield Pavement Evaluation to perfom 
necessary calculations. 
- An AFCESA Pavement Evaluation Report was used to answer questions in this Section - 

YesINo. YES. Airfield Pavement Evaluation Reported dated November 1994. - Engineering judgement is required when determining if the 'overall' pavement features can 
support the aircraft. NO. 

16 t.r wn- INTERIM DRAR - FOUO 22 

AIRCRAFT GROUP dL 
CRITERIA 

Fighter 
F-IS, 61 kips 
 passes 

Fighter 
F- 16CID. 37 kips 
 passes 

Bomber 
&S2,450 kips 
lwo l== 

h 

' 

J 

PRIMARY PAVEMENTS 

II.2.F. 1 

II.2.F.2 

II.2.P.3 

APRONS 
CAN SUPPORT 

ACFT 
(YESf'NO) 

YES 

YES 

YES 

A 

RUNWAY 
CAN SUPPORT ACFI' 

(Y ESJNO) 

YES 

YES 

YES 

TAXIWAYS 
CAN SUPPORT ACPT 

~ ~ 0 )  

YES 

YES 

YES 



INTERIM DRAFI' - FOUO 

(II.2.F.5) -- If primary pavements cannot support a particular aircraftlaircraft group named in Table U.2.F. 
what work is required to upgrade pavement to required strength? Provide the following for 
each 'NO" answer: 

(II.2.F.5.1 ) --- Unit of measure 
(II.2.F.S.2) --- Quantity 
(II.2.F.S.3) --- Description of work 

Example: SY; 90,000; 4" thick asphalt overlay is required to upgrade apron to support Airlift 

b 

16 r r  WI- INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 23 

II.2.F.4 

II.2.F.S 

II.2.F.6 

II.2.F.7 

II.2.F.8 

li 

AIRCRAFT GROUP di 
CRITERIA 

Bomber 
B-lB, 450 kips 
50,OOo passes 

Tank 
KC-135R, 320 kip 
5 o . m  passes 

Tank 
KC-10,550 kips 
15,000 passes 

Airlift 
C-SB, 8 0  kips 
50,000 passes 

Airlift 
C- 14 1,325 kips 
50,000 passes 

RUNWAY 
CAN SUPPORT ACFT 

(Y ESINO) 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

PRIMARY PAVEMENTS 

TAXIWAYS 
CAN SUPPORT ACFT 

m/No) 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

APRONS 
CAN SUPPORT 

ACFT 
-0) 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 11)1 

Questlonnalre Worksheet 

SUBJECT: Facilities CRITERU(S): 

Airfield Pavements - Aprons 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(8): 11.1 2 -c O M :  

Original answer for Condition Codes for Aprons reported that 82% was Condition 
Code 1 and 18% Condition Code 2. The 18% was reported as Code 2 because it 
was under construction at the time of survey. The construction is complete 
as of Dec 1994 and all pavement is Condition Code 1. 

. 
CORRECT AN$- 
Correct answer for II.l.b.2.c should be: 

Condition Code 1 - 100% 
Condition Code 2 - 0% 
Condition Code 3 - 0% 

4D 
REFERENCE$: 

See attached. 

3 
Real Property reco~ds and Project JLSS 93-0006 Ph 2 & 3 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief 

Preparer : , x 

FRANK ROSE," 91 1 \AW/~~~,(412)474-8574 
Date: 9/+/95 

CONTTNW m M S  ON BACK 





Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1 q  

Que8tlonnaln Workrheet 

SUBJECT: Facilities CRITERWS): 

From In-House Survey 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE($): I1 1. B. 2 b 0- 

Airfield Pavements-Taxiways 

CONFLICTS NOTED: YE8 (rrphin) a NO 0 
Incorrect answer provided for Condition Code of Taxiways - Construction 
of Taxiway K completed in Dec 1993 which upgraded pavement to Condition 
Code 1 but was inadvertantly overlooked and not changed when reviewing 
Condition Codes. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
Correct answer for II.l.B.2.b should be: 

Condition Code 1 - 100 % 
Condition Code 2 - 0 % 
Condition Code 3 - 0% 

See attached. 

REFERENCE8: 
Real Property records and Project JLSS 93-0006 Phl 

I f 

i 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge 

Preparer: Date: 4 + 5 ' '  I 

CON77NUE ITEMS ON BACU 0 



From in-house survey: For the category coda listed below, xxmt bses will need to conduct an 
survey to accurately capture the condition of these fscilities. This survey is required becausa, in most 

Property Records lump all pavements and utility diitribution systems under one facility number. The 
of these facilities is determined by the predominant condition of the entire system. This does not 
indicate the true condition of the entire system and, therefore, necessitates a survey so you can report 
t of the system that is condition Codb 1, 2 and 3. When the bases do these surveys, it is vitally 

t they be auditable. Bases should have hard documentation to show exactly how they arrived at condition 
each segment of the category codes listed below. 

I CODE I DESCRPTION I MEASURE QUANTITY CODE 1 
I 4 I I 

-- 

(U~~.B.L) 113 Airfidd hvamnt-Apm@) SY 
I (Do wt iacludb 8lmdQn) 87,197 82% 
r 

01, I .B.q.d.) 116462 I h r y s r m r a r g o P d  SY 0 0 

I ' L  y t r w  WTERIM D m  - FOUO 18 

I 

(U\l-B-=-a) 
I 

I 

1 
I 

(I1;l.B. f.) 

1 : f 

812 

822 

ElacPIluvlar-Tnar &Dirtrlirw 
(ovaiwud a UIO, Pri & * 
-1 
(DO a Muds 812-921,812-, 
uui 812-928) 

Hat-Tnu & Dircf Liasr 
(h WC id& 822-248 d 622- 
26a 

LP 

3,255 100% 

43 ,374  100% 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1V( 

SUBJECT: F a c i l i t i e s  CRlTERU(8): 

From In-House Survey 
QUESTlONNAlRE REFERENCE(3): 11.1. B. 2 O m :  

F a c i l i t y  su rvey  o f  u t i l i t y  sys tems does  n o t  i n c l u d e  c a t e g o r y  code 824 f o r  
Gas Mains. T h e r e f o r e ,  Gas Mains was o m i t t e d  from t h e  o r i g i n a l  BRAC r e p o r t .  

. 
C O R R E C T A N S ~ I n c l u d e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i n  11.1 . B .  2  Tab le  i n  Pg 18. 

FAC CAT CATEGORY UNIT OF CURRENT % COND % COND % COND 
CODE DESCRIPTIO~J MEASURE QUANTITY CODE 1 CODE 2  CODE 3 

GAS MAINS LF 17,112 100% 0  0 

REFERENCE& 

See a t t a c h e d  pgs  18 & 19 
t f 

Gas Mains s h o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  r e p o r t i n g  o f  u t i l i t y  sys tems  because  
o f  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  q u a n t i t y  of b a s e  owned g a s  mains and t h e  e x c e l l e n t  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  t h e  p i p e l i n e s .  i 

I c e r t i f y  t h a t  t h e  above i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  a c c u r a t e  and complete  t o  t h e  b e s t  
of my knowledge and b e l i e f .  

P r e p a r e r :  L 

(4-~2) '4+744574 

COHnNUE ITEMS ON BACK 0 



(1 
INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 

From in-house survey: For the category codes listed below, most bases will need to conduct an 
survey to accurately capture the condition of these facilities. This survey is required because, in most 

Property Records lump all pavements and utility distribution systems under one facility number. The 
these facilities is determined by the predominant condition of the entire system. This does not 

ly indicate the true condition of the entire system and, therefore, necessitates a survey so you can report 
the system that is condition code 1, 2 and 3. When the bases do these surveys, it is vitally 

t they be auditable. Bases should have hard documentation to show exactly how they arrived at wndition 
segment of the category codes listed below. 

FAC 
CAT CATEGORY 
CODE DESCRIPTION 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

t 
- 

(lli I.B. ...) 111 ' Airfield Pav-t-Runwayr(r) 

1 (Do nd include rbouldsrr or 
i ovanmu) 

I @I I . B . ~ . )  112 A i r W  Rvdmemtr-Tuiwyr SY 
I @o not i ~ c h ~ b  rhoulden) 

I  I3 Airfiad hveumt-Apron(#) SY 
I (Do aot imclude rhoulden) 

% 96 96 
CURRENT COND COND COND 
QUANTITY CODE 1 CODE 2 CODE 3 

INTERIM D M  - FOUO 



al 
INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 

C. Family Housing (Facility Category Code 711): 
I 

I .\. I) - -: List the following: 

l(II11. .lea) -- Numbcr of adequate units from current DD Form 1410, line 18d. 
(nil. .l.b) -- Number of substandard units from current DD Form 1410, line 1 Be. 

I 
I 
1 

I 

! 
I I 

1 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 

l.B.24.) 

l.B.2.i.) 

+ ' 

I 
I 

I 
i 

1 

(II. 
I 

I :  
- --- 
(a.l.B.2.k) 

(It. 
I 

Of.l.0.2.j.) 

I I '  , 

FAC 
CAT 
CODE 

I 

832 

842 

843 

851 

1 

I 1  I 

852 1 . ~ )  , 

1-7 

CATEGORY 
DESCRIPTION 

~ d l o d u r t r i r l W u b -  
Cdb&a (M*) 
@o aOr kluds 832-267) 

W-Dhr Sppoc.ble 
(Do aOr irrClude 842-246) d 642- 
M9) 

W-Fk Protection ( M h )  
DO iDcluds 843-315,8433 16, 
d 843-319 

Rodr 
(DO not &lube 851-1424 
85 1 - 143) 

Vah/Equip Puking 
(Do WC blude 852-282,852-287, 
d 852-289) 

UNIT OF 
MEASURE 

LP 

LP 

LP 

I-------- 
SY 

SY 

CURRENT 
QUANTTTY 

17,033 

26,026 

345 

5 5 , 3 3 6  

55 ,382  

$6 
COND 

CODE 1 

lOOX 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

% 
COND 

CODE 2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

% 
COM) 
CODE 3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1Q 

SUBJECT: F a c i l i t i e s  CRITERIA(S): 

J e t  Fue l  S t o r a g e  
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(3): 11.1 .  B . 1 . s . i O m :  

CONFUCT8 NOTED: YE8 (axplain) a NO 0 O r i g i n a l  answer shows: 
Required Capac i ty  - 5000 BL 
Cur ren t  Capac i ty  - 2979 BL 
Excess Capac i ty  - 0 BL 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
C o r r e c t  answer shou ld  show: 

Required Capac i ty  - 5000 BL 
C u r r e c t  Capac i ty  - 7295 BL 
Excess Capac i ty  - 2295 BL 

II, 

¶ . R e a l  P r o p e r t y  r e c o r d s  and e n g i n e e r i n g  drawings  f o r  F u e l  S t o r a g e  
Tanks # I17  and #118. 

i 

I c e r t i f y  t h a t  t h e  above i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  a c c u r a t e  and complete  t o  t h e  b e s t  
of my knowledge and b e l '  

P r e p a r e r  : /--1a?- Da t e  : /?c 
ROSA, 11 A ~ / ~ ~ C , ( 4 1 2 ) 4 ? 4 - 8 5 7 4  

COMINUE fTEMS ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1fi 

Questlonnaln Workaheat 

SUBJECT: Facilities CRITERU(8): 

Base Warehousing Supplies & Equipment 
QUEST IONNAIRE REFERENCE($): 11- 1 .B .  1 .v- iii O m :  

Original answer shows 0 for column (c), Excess Capacity, as the difference 
between Required Capacity of 32,509 and Current Capacity of 36,736. 

CORRECT ANSWUI: 

Correct answer should be Excess Capacity = 4,227 SF in column ( c ) .  

ADOlT IONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 
Mathematical error. 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 

Preparer : 
5 i  

CONTINUE m M S  ON BACK 0 



Document S eparator 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1fi 

Questlonnaln Work8heet 

QUEST IONNAJRE REFERENCE(S): 11 1 .A. 1 GRAD& 

CONFLICTS NOTED: YE8 (8rpYn) NO 0 
Original answir showed only 9 acres suitable for new development. The 
County had offered to lease the Air Force an additional 30+ acres but 
HQ AFRES declined the offer due to questions of environmental cleanup. 

CORRECTANSWER Allegheny count; has offered 77+ acres for long term 
leasing to the Air Force north and west of the base. Most of the acreage is 
level, paved and easily developable. Required demolition and environmental 
cleanup will be performed by the County and USAir in the future. About 30+ 
acres is presently in use under a Memorandum of Agreement for parking C-130 
aircraft. Because much of the area is paved it is immediately usable as apron 

I., . 
for aircraft parking and operations. 
REFERENCE8: 

. 
t . See attached listislg and map. 

ADOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge 

Preparer : 
F ~ R O S A :  911' ~~/~~~,(412)474-8574 

CONnNUE KEMS ON BACK 



I 1N'I'EKlM DRAFT - FOUO 

- List only acrcagtLder Air Force control. - Include l d  land (identify as such in description). 

i ' - Total acreage should include all remote rites Pad main installations owned by the Air Force. 
! ;  - Acreage "suitablen for new'developmcnt should be consistent with the Base Comprehensive Plan. - 

I a*. Lud 

- (II.1.B.l.ae) use the 28 Feb 94 Real Property Records @o not include I d  facilities). 
d o n  (II. 1 .B.2) in-how surveys will be required so condition codes and capacity for individual components of the hrga 

can be determined (i.e., pavement and utility distribution systems). 
data for base and geographically-separated site facilities for the 3- and &digit category & listed. 

where specifically excluded under category description, include all facilities that fall within the 3 digit f idity category a x k  
m&1 the unit of measure to get a sum total for that particular fpcility category OOdt family (i.~, 41 1-Liquid Fuel 

would include 411-123.127. 128,131, 132,134, 135,137,138,and 139withbPmls (BL) as the unit ofmoun). It 
importance to maintain unit of mwro integrity. 

Pirow& Cm~C@wcity(ColB) and % CutuWn Calc 1Jmd 3faboth thros and sixdigitcuegory coda. ~ ~ I c j  

/ and X cOndi110n Codu for six digit category codes listed should k included in the three digit category cub nun WS. 
I I 4 aVrrrrl Cbpciry ( a l u m  8) equals the sum of fgility capacity in category amdition c a b  1.2 and 3. 

I 

* 
! 

I SrCB 
1 

1 ' 911 Airlift 
1 -  - Group 

Det 1 
1 * 1 * * 2  Morgantown , WV 

INTERIM DRAFT - FOUO 

DBSCRIFIlON 

Main [leased) 
Owned) 

Remote Site 

Total 
I . - 

TOTAL 
ACRBAOE 

103 12 

1 

116 I 107 9 

ACRBAQB 
PRESENTLY 
DEVBU)PED 

106 

1 

ACRRAOB SUITASLB FOR 
NBW DEVELOPMENT 

9 

0 
I 
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Western Pennsylvania Coalition for the 91 1 th 

Questlonnalre Worksheet 

SUBJECT: Force Structure CRITERIA(3): NAF & Non-Air Force Activities 
Additional Activities 

QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(S): 1.1 A. GRADE: 

CONFUCTS NOTED: YES (axphin) NO 0 
Not all additional activities are shown. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 

Need to add all those shown on attachment. See attachment. 

0 
REFERENCES: 

ADDlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the !above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and b- 

<, 

Preparer : .- - e 

mh'K 
4c 

ROS\A, 91Y AW/CEC, (412)474-8574 

CONTlNUE ITEMS ON BACK 
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Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 911q 

OIHare IAP ARS 
3UBJECT: Facilities CRITERU(8): 

From Real Property Records 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(8): I1 1 .B. 1 QRADC: 

CONFUCT3 NOTED: YES (oxplain) a NO 0 
Many discrepancies noted for excess capacity of facilities at this base. 
Required capacities are marked 0 or N/A and the entire facility area shown 
as current capacity is also listed as excess capacity. Refer to following 
items. 

II.1.B.l.c.iii - Air Freight Terminal 
II.1.B.l.e.i - Maint-Hangar 
II.1.B.l.e.v - Acft Maint Duct 
II.1.B.l.e.xii - Fuel Syst Maint Dock 
II.1.B.l.g.i - Equip Maint Facility 
II.1.B.l.j.i - Avionics Shop 
II.1.B.l.cc.i - Airman Dining Hall 

. 1995 Air Force B a ~ e  Questionnaire 
OIHare IAP ARS - AFRES 

ADOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. 

h7- Preparer : Date: ~/+]Y-C 
FPNK ROSA, 911 Aw/CEC, (412)474-8574 I 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 11)1 

Youngstown-Warren MPT-ARS 

3UBJECt: Comvliance/IRP Costs CRITERU(3): 

Expenditure Category 
QUESTIONNAJRE REFERENCE(S): V I I I  .14. A ORAM: 

CONFUCTS NOTED: YES (rxphln) NO 0 
No expenditures are shown for Hazardous Waste Disposal/Remediation 
for current EY through FY+4. 

CORRECT ANSWUI: 

Ir) 
REFERENCES: 

I 1995 Air Force Bage Questionnaire 
Youngstown-Warren MPT-ARS AFRES 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and ,?\ 

Preparer : Date: 
FRANK ROSA, 911 ~~/CEC,(412)474-8574 

CONnHUE f E M S  OH BACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1m 

Questlonnaira Worksheet 

8UB JECT: Water - Ground Water CRITERU(3): 

QUEITIONNAIRE REFERENCE(3): VIII . 3 .  C (Water Wells) 

Original answer shows 15 water wells exist on base. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 

Correct answer is NO water wells exist on base. 

dl 
REFERENCE$: 
Installation worksheet certification shows no potable water wells but 

2 . explains that 15 MQNITORING wells exist for Installation Restoration 
Program (IRP) purposes. These are NOT potable water wells or used 
as such. 

ADOITIONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my 

Preparer : 
FRA* ROSA: 9 1 1 . ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ , ( 4 1 2 ) 4 7 4 - 8 5 7 4  

CONTlNUE m M S  ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1q 

Qurrtlonnalre Worksheet 

Aircraft Maintenance 
SUBJECT: Hangar Facilities CRITERIA@): 

Facility No. 417 - Aircraft Maintenance Hangar 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE($): 11.4. A 6 O m :  - 
Original answer shows the following: 

DIMENSIONS: 

WIDTH HEIGHT LENGTH 

99 FT 28 FT 153 FT 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
DIMENSIONS: 

WIDTH HEIGHT LENGTH 

164 FT 28 FT 135 FT 

Floor Plan - Bldg 417 
t 

i 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. 

Preparer : Date: uj!- 

CONnNUE KEMS ON 8ACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1U\ 

Aircraft Maintenance 
SUBJECT: Ha- Fa-les . . . CRITERU(3): 

Facility No. 416, Fuel System Maintenance Hangar 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(S): I I . ~ . A . ~  0- 

Original answer shows the following. 

DIMENSIONS: WIDTH 
HEIGHT LENGTH 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
DIMENSIONS: 

WIDTH HEIGHT LENGTH 

REFERENCE% 

Floor Plan - Bldg 416 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and be- 

Preparer : 
FRA* ROSA\ 911 \AW/CEC, (412)474-8574 

CON77NUE m M S  ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 911111 

Qurrtlonnaln Worksheet 

Aircraft Maintenance 
SUBJECT: Hangar Facilities CRITERU(s): 

Facility NO. 129 - Nose Dock 
QUESTlONNAlRE REFERENCE(3): 11.4. A. 6 ORAD(: 

CONFLKT3 NOTED: YE8 (explain) NO 0 
Original answer shows the following. 

DIMENSIONS: 
WIDTH HEIGHT 

60 FT 27 FT 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
DIMENSIONS: 

WIDTH HEIGHT 

196 FT 27 FT 

II, 
REFERENCE8: 

LENGTH 

196 FT 

LENGTH 

108 FT 

Floor Plan - Bldg 129 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. 

Preparer : Date: 4/4" /?5 
F R A ~  ROS~;, 91 1- AW/CEC, (412)474-8574 

CONTlNUE KEMS ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for tho 91 1U\ 

Aircraft Maintenance 
SUBJECT: Hangar Facilities CRITERU(9): 

CONFUCTS NOTED: YE8 (mxplaln) a NO 0 
Original answer showed C-130H aircraft as largest plane the nose dock 
can hold. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 

Correct answer is C-141B. 

111) 

REFERENCE$: 

1 - Engineering floorrplans and Aircraft Maintenance Station Diagtams. 

A C-17 can also be enclosed in this nose dock but clearance in front of 
the inboard engine is very tight and would restrict service in that area. 

i 

I certify that the ibove information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and be 

Preparer: ,/ Date: 9 /3 /?~  
ROSAy 911~k/~~~y(412)474-8574 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1V( 

Questlonnaln Worksheet 

8UBJECt: Utility Sytems CRITERU(8): 

Characteristics regarding the utility system that should be considered. 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(S): 11.3 B O W :  

CONFUCTS NOTED: YE8 (explain) a NO 0 
Original answer was NO. 

CORRECT ANSWER: Correct answer is as follows : 
YES. The Base utility infrastructure is in excellent condition and all 
classified as Condition Code I. Excess capacity between 21% and 99% 
exists which would allow base and mission expansion with little or no 
construction cost for utility infrastructure. In addition, a 1.5 million 
gallon elevated water storage tank is under construction that will insure 
current and excess uninterrupted water supply for fire fighting and domestic use. 

REFERENCEI: 

ADDITIONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. /-.&-z 
Preparer: /' Date: -7/4 /$IF 

F ~ N K  ROSA), 911' AW/CEC, (412)474-8574 

CONTINUE m M S  ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalitlon for the 91 1fi 

SUBJECT: Airfield Characteristics CRITERU(3): 

Primary Pavements 
QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(3): 1 1 . 2 .  F .9 GRADE 

Work required to Upgrade Pavements 

CONFUCTS NOTED: YE8 (expkln) a NQ 0 
Original reply showed the areas and depths of overlay (asphalt) required 
to upgrade pavement. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
Correct answer is NONE. All work shown should be deleted as NO work 
is necessary to upgrade pavement. 

REFERENCE*: 

t -  Nov 1994 AFCESA Patement Evaluation Report. 

% 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER; 

. 
I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my 

Preparer : Date: 44 /$5  I 

CONTTNUE ITEMS ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsulvanla Coalition for the 91 1fi 

SUBJECT: Airfield Characteris tics CRlf ERIA(8): 

Excess Aircraft Parking Capacity 

QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE($): 11.2 * G .  1 ORADG 
Total Usable Apron Space 

Original area of 82,622 SY is incorrect. Correct number is 87,197 SY. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 

Correct answer is 87,197 SY. However, an additional 39,000 SY should be 
added to present usable apron space to include the apron space acquired 
through a Memorandum of Agreement with Allegheny County. 

REFERENCEk 

t . MOA on file in CE, (CEER) . 

ADDITIONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knbwledge and belief. 

Preparer: /I ~2 
FRANK 'ROSA, 911 ~G/~~~,(412)474-8574 

Date: + / ~ [ V T  



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalitlon for the 91 1U\ 

8uBJECT: Airfield Characteristics CRITERU($): 

Excess Aircraft Parking Capacity 
QUEStlONWlRE REFERENCE($): 11 2 6 1 a O M :  

Dimensions of A/C Parking Area and Current Use 

Original reply included only Parking Areas A. B 6 C. Reply did not include 
temporary apron parking space obtained under Memorandum of Agreement from 
Allegheny County. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 

Correct answer should add the following: - 

Parking Area T (Temp) 700 ft 500 ft Primary Aircraft Park Five C-130Hs 

MOA on file in CE (CEER) 
f 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. - 
Preparer : Date: - + / + / 0 5  

CON77NUE ITEMS ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsylvania Coalitlon for the 91 11)1 

SUBJECT: Biolo~ical - Wetlands CRITERw3): 

QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE(8): VIII . lo.  A GRAD& 

Original answer inadvertantly stated that wetlands, estuaries and other 
special aquatic features ARE present on the base. - 

CORRECT ANSWUI: 
Correct answer.is that wetlands, estuaries and other special aquatic 
features ARE NOT present on the base. -- 

REFERENCE$: 
Refer to Installation Worksheet certification that shows our answer was 

z - -- ARE NOT present. Our answer was changed by unknown persons or o'rganizations. 

ADDITIONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knowled 

Preparer : Date: 3 / 4  A d  
FRANI( ROSA) 911 \AW/~~C,(412)474 -8574 

CONnNUE m M S  ON BACK 0 



Western Pennsvlvania Coalition for the 91 1Q 

Que~tlonnalro Workrho* 

CONFUCTS NOTED: YE8 (explain) a NO 0 
Original answer sheet states that the base has NOT been surveyed for - 
wetlands. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 
Wetlands survey was performed in summer of 1994  and report received in 
December 1 9 9 4 .  Therefore, correct answer is that the base HAS been - surveyed for wetlands (YES). 

rll, 
REFERENCE$: 
Survey report available from CEV. 

9 .* 

i 

. . 
I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my 

Preparer : Date: 4 / 4 / 7 5  
F R A ~  ROSA,- 9 1 1 ' ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ , ( 4 1 2 ) 4 7 4 - 8 5 7 4  



Doculllent Separator 



Western Pennsvlvanla Coalition for the 91 1tb 

Excess Capacity Template for Base Ref No. 33 
SUBJECT: C-130 Bases CRITERLA(8): 

QUESTIONNAIRE REFERENCE($): A~ron O m .  

CONFLICTS NOTED: YE8 (axplain) NQ 0 
Additional area is currently in use under a Memorandum of Agreement 
for use as aircraft apron. This was not shown in the original 
answer under Notes. 

CORRECT ANSWER: 

Approximately 30+ acres of land, mostly paved aprons and taxiways is 
currently in use under Memorandum of Agreement with Allegheny County. 
About 39,000 SY of this land is currently being used as parking apron 
for five C-130H aircraft. 

REFERENCES: 

AOOlTlONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 

Preparer : 

COHnNUE KEMS ON BACK 0 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

NOT RELEASABLE OUTSIDE AIR FORCE 
- 

3 321 Fac~lltles 1556, 1563, 1659 1 I 
trowlent - D ~ ~ I ~ N A L  ~ ~ , O O O  S y  ~3 

- -  I SE NOMJ T O  ?Auk 
I I I I 1  

BASE REFERENCE 5- C - I 3 0  H A l R C R A f  r. I _ . - _ ^ _ - _ .  I 

Avlmkr Foclllty 78% 217-712 8125 

BASE REFERE'CE 
37.509 442-758 83 12. 8320.84 18 Includes \M7SK Storage- 

4221 Sf 

ossumptlm of 1 PN total) 

--.-- -- BASE REFERENCE 
Dlnlna tiall (83 14482 
rw I 

-- BASE REFERENCE - 
I lyll1>6l/l&R Stlcy) 1 1805 111 157 MI l 

1 1  
11 1 1  - 

1 BASE REFERENCE L - 331 
1 

NOT RELEASABLE OUTSIDE AIR FORCE 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 







9 1 1 th AW Consolidated Communications Center 

Supports over SO Federal Agencies throughout the Tri-State area by means of 24 
hour classified message traffic support, telephone switchboard, and 
Communication Security (COMSEC) receipt and material distribution. 

Has installed (April 1994) a $4.1 million dollar Northern Telecom MSL- 100 
Digital telephone switch and cable distribution system which provides all dial tone, 
DSN Connectivity, local calling, FTS 2000 long distance Connectivity, billing 
and reporting service, and foreign exchange trunking to the Pennsylvania Air 
National Guard. The 91 1th AW assumes all costs incurred except for long distance 
calling. 

The 91 1th AW communication building is the only Class A storage facility located 
m i t h i n  the Tri-State area. 

Is the Demarkation Point between AFRES, PANG,"and the local community. All 
voice and data is routed through the 91 1th AW Communications Center. 

Has installed a (October 1993) $500.000.00 dollar Fiber Optic backbone that 
connects all occupied buildings at the 91 1th with an unlimited expansion capability 
for Data, Voice and Video. 

Has a Local Area Network (LAN) consisting of state-of-the art servers, hubs and 
routers capable of expanding to W r e  network architectures and also capable of 
assuming super highway 2000 test bed. 

Provides casuality assistance support by means of 24 hour a day message traffic. 

Provides PresidentiaWip Support by means of message and voice 
.Eommunications. 









91 lth AW Consolidated Comm Center 
Supported Agencies 

(HIGHLIGHTED ARE COMSEC ACCOUNTS) 
H Q  A F R E S  
9 1 1  A W  
3 2  M A  P S  
7 5 8  A  i r l i f t  S q  
9 1 1  A E S  
3 1 1  R S  
1 7 1  A R W  ( A N G )  
1 4 7  A R S  ( A N G )  
1 4 6  W S ( A N G )  
O L - J  1 8 1 9  R A S  ( A N G )  
9 9 t h  A r m  y  R e s e r v e  C  o m  m  a n d  
3 5 2  M P  C o m p a n y  ( U S A )  
C . E .  K e l l y  S u p p o r t  F a c i l i t y  ( U  S A )  
A  r m  y R  e a d i n e s s  G r o u p  
4 7 9 t h  0 a k d a l e  ( U  S A )  
D . 0  . D .  M E P S  C e n t e r  
N a v a l  R e a d i n e s s  C  e n t e r  
M a r i n e  C o r p s  R e a d i n e s s  C  e n t e r  
U . S .  C  o a s t  G u a r d  
U . S .  A r m  e d  F o r c e s  E x a m  i n i n g  C  e n t e r  
U . S .  M a r i n e  C  o r p s  M o b i l i z a t i o n  S t a t i o n  
3 3 9 t h  M e d i c a l  H o s p i t a l  
1 0 4  t h  A  V B a t t a l i o n  
W e s t i n g h o u s e  B e t t i s  A  t o m  i c  P o w e r  L a b  
F e d e r a l  B u r e a u  o f  I n v e s t i g a t i o n  
C u r r e n t  T e c h n o l o g y  C e n t e r  
3 3 6  t h  M l i i t a r y  P  o  l i c e  
4 5 8 t h  E n g i n e e r i n g  B a t t a l i o n  
8 7 6 t h  E n g i n e e r i n g  B a t t a l i o n  

U . S .  A  r m  y D  i s t r i c t  E n g i n e e r s  
U . S .  M a r i n e  C  o r p s  R  e c r u i t i n g  S t a t i o n  
U . S .  N  a v a l  R  e s e r v e  C  . S  . F  . U  . 
U . S .  A r m  y R  e c r u i t i n g  
U . S  . A  r m  y M i l i t a r y  P o l i c e  B a t t a l i o n  
U . S .  D e p a r t m  e n t  o f  E n e r g y  
N a v a l  C  r i m  i n a l  I n v e s t i g a t i v e  S e r v i c e  
D e f e n s e  S u p p l y  A g e n c y  
D C  M A  0 - D e f e n s e  C  o n t r a c t i n g  A g e n c y  
V e t e r a n s  A d m  i n i s t r a t i o n  
U S A  F S o f t w  a r e  E n g i n e e r i n g  I n s t i t u t e  - C  M U 
C  e n t r a l  I n t e l l i g e n c e  A  g e n c y  
S e c r e t  S e r v i c e  
2 8 t h  S i g n a l  B a t t a l i o n  
U . S .  A  r m  y R  0 T C  - D u q u e s n e  U n i v e r s i t y  
U . S .  B u r e a u  o f  M i n e s  
3 r d  P Y  S O P  C o m  p a n y  
3 0 8 t h  E n g i n e e r i n g  G r o u p  / L e e c h  F a r m  
C  o m  m  a n d e r  H H  B 1  - 1 0 7 F A I H u n t  A r m  o r y  
W  h i t e  H o u s e  C o m  m  u n i c a t i o n s  S u p p o r t  
D r u g  E n f o r c e m  e n t  A  g e n c y  
W e s t i n g h o u s e  E l e c t r i c  C  o r p o r a t i o n  
3 0 2 n d  M e d i c a l  B a t t a l i o n  
4 2 0 t h  E n g i n e e r i n g  C  o m  p r n y  
4 7 5 t h  Q u a r t e r m  a s t e r  G r o u p  
1 2 8 t h  M i i i t a r y  B  a t t a l i o n  
2 8 t h  S i g n a l  B a t t a l i o n  
S S O  9 9 t h  A R C  0 M 
U S A  E D  P i t t s b u r g h  



911th AW Consolidated Comm Center 
Outside Customer 

Non-Reimbursable Expenditures 

Message Support 3/94-2195 Switchboard Support 
Overtime for callbacks - Operator Assisted calls per year 
$6,000.00 per year 90,000 
Total messages received - 57,733 70% outside customers per year 
70% outside customers - 37,613 63,000 
20% classified - 7,522 Local Telephone Trunking and 

Support - $25,000 per year 



Sen. Men Specter 
w 530 Hart Building 

Washington D.C. 20510 

3 March 1995 

Dear Senator Specter: 

The reason I am writing this letter to you is to express my concern and displeasure 
as a taxpayer regarding the base closure and realignment recommendations forwarded by 
the armed services to the Secretary of Defense. I was at Pittsburgh International Airport 
Air Reserve Station doing communications engineering work when the announcement 
came that the recommendation was to close Pittsburgh ARS and transfer the planes of the 
91 1th Airlift Wing to other bases. 

I believe this recommendation was made without taking into account several con- 
siderations, specifically those that have to do with communications support. My concerns 
also have to do with the politics of the realignment and closure process. I want to bring 
this to your attention because I am the communications systems engineer who is assigned 
to do consulting work and oversee the communications systems integration effort for 
Pittsburgh ARS. 

a In May of 1994, a brand new telephone system at a cost of between $10 and 12 
million was put into operation at this base. This system included the telephone switch, all 
new cable plant and, in some cases, infiastructure in the form of manholes and ducts, to 
provide state-of-the-art telephone communications for all present and future buildings. 
This telephone system also provides service to the Pennsylvania Air National Guard Base 
at the other side of the Pittsburgh International Airport. Furthermore, a brand new fiber 
optic cable plant was installed that will allow the connection of all computers in a Local 
Area Network (LAN) covering 30 buildings at the Air Reserve Station. The complete 
cable system has enough expandability potential built-in so that no additional costs have 
to be incurred for any future building construction. The Air Resewe Station also provides 
vault services for classified material for a number of Federal Government agencies in the 
Pittsburgh Metropolitan Area, is the main node for the Defense Data Network (DDN) 
circuits which serve the Pennsylvania ANG Base, and provides communications support to 
the President of the United States when visiting the Western PA area. A brand new 
system called Command and Control Information Processing System (C2IPS) is being 
installed this month to serve the PA ANG and the 91 1th Air Wmg. Around $200,000 
have already being invested to connect the 9 1 lth Air Wing and the PA ANG Base 
together without taking into account the costs for the system itseK 

Other Air Force Reserve Bases around the country do not have the advantages 
that Pittsburgh has in terms of communications systems. Examples are Westover in 
Massachusetts, Youngstown in Ohio and Niagara Falls in New York. The communica- 

w tions systems upgrade information is not included as part of the questionnaire that the 



bases have to answer in order to be evaluated properly. Also, no questions are asked 

ulJ regarding the hidden costs of transferring the communications support from one unit to 
another when the supporting base closes. If Pittsburgh ARS closes, somebody must 
finance the transfer of these services to the Pennsylvania ANG and the other agencies of 
the Federal Government. 

Westover ARB has been designated one of the first bases to have a state-of-the- 
art telecommunications systems installed under the Air Force's SuperHighway 2000 (SH- 
2000) initiative. About $10-20 million will be invested in this base to modernize its 
communications infrastructure. Pittsburgh ARS has all the infrastructure in place and 
would be the ideal place to have the SH-2000 testbed for the Air Force Reserve. I 
strongly object to the fact that we have a base where a lot of money and effort has been 
invested, have it closed by the DoD, and then expend and exorbitant amount of money at 
another base to modernize its communications system. The recommendations made by the 
DoD to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission are based only on the operational 
budget of the base without taking into account other factors, like the ones I mention here. 
You might also want to know that Pittsburgh ARS was about to start the construction of 
two new buildings for the Security Police and the Base Contracting Offices. Final design 
was also done for a new Civil Engineering building. The money for construction was 
assigned and then pulled back pending the recommendations to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

I strongly suggest that you bring this information to the attention of the Base Clo- 
.) sure and Realignment Commission. I also encourage you to compare the data submitted 

by the Pittsburgh ARS personnel and what actually appeared in the report submitted to the 
DoD by the Air Force Reserve Headquarters and the Air Staff. During the fight for the 
realignment of my home base, Griffiss AFB in New York, I did some research and found 
that the data that the base submitted was altered in order to make another base look more 
advantageous for the Air Force to keep open. I have a suspicion that this is the case with 
Pittsburgh ARS and the 91 lth Airlift Wing. In other words, the process is supposed to be 
alien to any politics, but we know that it is political anyway. 

Please feel free to contact me at any time if I can be of help. Good luck in your 
efforts to save the 9 1 lth Airlift Wing. 

Cordially yours, 

Alberto L. Rodriguez 
P.O. Box 186 
Old Forge, NY 13420 
Telephone: (3 15)33049 17 Griffiss AFB NY 









THE 911 AW CAN PARK UP TO 13 AIRCRAFT WITH NO ADDITIONAL 
CONSTRUCTION 

There was no consideration given to the fact that there are additional aircraft parking spaces at the 91 1th AW above 
what was reported in the BRAC QueStio~aire. A review of the overhead diagram of aircraft parking spaces 
indicates that there are aircraft parking spaces in the following buildings; Bldg. 129, known as the nose dock , Bldg. 
116, known as the fuel cell hangar and Bldg. 41 7, known as the phase dock. There is also an aircraft parking spot at 
the north side of Bldg. 418 and another spot on the concrete area behind Bldg. 417. Finally there are eight aircraft 
parking spaces on our main ramp. This makes 13 total parking spaces available to the 91 1 AW without A m  
additional construction. 

The above statements are true and correct 

illaihenance Officer 





911 AW SUPPORT OF LOCKHEED AVIONICS MODIFICATIONS FOR AFRES 
AIRCRAFT 

For the past two years and programmed for the next 18 months the 91 1 AW has supported AFRES avionics 
modifications for all AFRES C-130 aircraft in need of particular modifications. Attached is a list of the support 
equipment that has to be supplied by the 91 1th and contract statement for doing so. In addition to the equipment 
there are costs that cannot be recovered such as fuel for the powered support equipment, wear and tear on the 
equipment that will sometimes run for two, eight hour shifts a day, the lighting in Building 129 for a two shift 
operation, heating for the operation, 91 Ith manpower involved in Quality reviews of the accomplished work and 
other factors such as the use of shops which may delay 91 Ith work. These factors have been absorbed in the 0 &M 
costs of the 91 Ith. These costs have not been incurred by the other units that have had their aircraft modified at the 
91 lth. 

The above are true statemenpi 

Maintenance Officer 
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TAB A ( C o n t i n u e d )  

QTY 

F L U E  7 7  
HS22520/5-GI  
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304C-OO-ll7-a5 i 0  
30 iO-01- JS2-5671  
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2 G a l .  K i t  
? / N  ZCCOBOND 37-HNP ( X d h e s i - ~ e  1 G a l . )  
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P/N TT-i-Sa ( ? a h = ,  T:zpe 2 ,  C l a s s  2 ,  G r e e n ,  C3:cr ::o. 2;:;: 
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N U M ~ Z R :  v m / ~ ~ 3 0 / ~ ~ ~ / 9 4 - o o ~  
PREPARE3 3Y: K e i t h  A l i e n ,  WR-ilLC/SBLH, DSN 558-5687  
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References to the Executive Summary and the May 4, 1995 Regonal Presentation 

EXHIBIT T. 

CERTIFICATION OF NO WETLANDS 



GEGiiEX - 
GEONEX North Arner~can Operal~ons, Inc 

89k7 N r q t l  S~reel Nafh Sl Pc.lerstlt~rcl FL 337c2 

w September 6, 1994 
e k  - 

Mr. Richard Fled 
911 AG/CEV 

Am2 ~ A v  / - 
Pittsburgh IAP-ARS d 4 6  - 
316 Defense Ave, Ste 101 
Coraopolis, PA 15108-4403 

Dear Mr. Fied: 

As discussed during the initial visit to Pittsburgh TAP-ARS, the 
enclosed draft products are provided for your review. 

The plots include a USGS ~opographic 1:24,000 Scale plot without 
I wetland attributes and a 1:12,000 scale plot with wetland 

attributes. Please review for accuracy. The photos and copies of 
the plots were forwarded to the U . 8 .  Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Wetland Inventory's National Quality Review Office for 
their review. 

i If you have any questions concerning this or any other matter, 
please feel free to contact me. Wy telephone number is (813) 578- 
0100. -03348 

We look forward to working with you and your staff. w 
Sincerely, 

5 

Jeffrey <%IF- Yo g 
Photogrammetry Manager 

enclosure (s) 

cc: L, Lyons, U . S .  Fish and Wildlife Service 
E, Aler, U.S. Air Force 
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O A K D A L E .  P A  GREATER P 1 T TSBURGH A F B  



GEONEX North Amerlcan Operat~ons.  Inc. 

rill 
8950 Nlnth Street North. St. Petersburg. FL 33702 

October 6, 1994 

Mr. ~ichard Fied 
911 .AG/CEV 
Pittsburgh' IAP-ARS 
316 Defense Ave, Ste 101 
Coraopolis, PA 15108-4403 

Dear Mr. Fied: 
In reference to the Geonex field team that was to visit your 
facility for a draft map review on October 3, 1994, I can only 
humbly apologise for their absence. I have only just been made 
aware of this situation and feel we may have caused you a 
considerable inconvenience. My field team's travel was delayed but 
that is no excuse for not contacting you to inform you of this. I 
can only hope this error did not disrupt your plans entirely. *A. we 
discussed on the phone, prior to the visit, there welt. no4tetrrriiids 
apparent--*at' .yo& instalaation. If you feel we should make a return 
trip anyway, I will see to it that it gets arranged. 

If you have any questions concerning this or any other matter, 
please feel free to contact me. My telephone numbar is (813) 578- 
0100, extension 3348. 

Sincerely, 

4$J%- 
Jeffrey Young 
~hotogrammete Manager 



U - Uplands / No Wetlands Present 







class. This makes us one of the top four sites in the entire country to deliver patients 
when a large scale disaster strikes. The 91 1th AW has the expertise from these medical 
complexes for both an Aeromedcal Evacuation Squadron, which is the medical flight w crew for the patients on the C-130's; and an Aeromedical Staging Squadron that off loads 
and processes the patients when they have arrived in Pittsburgh. 

There have been many exercises with the 91 1th AW, other Joint Services, to include the 
Civil Air Patrol, U.S. Navy Reserves, PA Air Nation Guard, U.S. Army and U.S. 
Marines, in addition the VA, Pittsburgh Hospitals, and Ambulance Semices. Huey and 
Chinook helicopters and C- 14 1 aircraft, along with combat drop zones have been utilized 
in these exercises. The last exercise specifically was preparing to receive patients from 
an overseas conflict. The local hospitals are notified of the anticipated disaster, and the 
number of bed spaces are given from each area hospital. The patients are taken from the 
aircraft, to a hanger, triaged and emergency care provided. The patients are then sent via 
ambulances and helicopters to area hospitals minutes away for treatment and admission. 

During Desert Shiel&IStorm, the 9 1 1 AW at Pittsburgh was desi-mted as one of the 
nation's primary areas for receiving casualties from the war. Pittsburgh has a great wealth 
of melcal centers and trauma centers capable of receiving the most critical patients. 
The destination hospital of the patient would be based on the patients needs. A patient 
with chemical burns would be taken to one of the City's two premiere burn unit's. The 
Chef Medical Officer for the NDMS stated during Desert StomlShield that the local 
response team was ready. 

rll One could argue that the NDMS might utilize the National Guard Base at Pittsburgh 
International Airport or the Allegheny County Airport as a reception site for C-130 planes 
full of patients from a war or national disaster. However, those airports do not have the 
proper maintenance crews, spare parts, special equipment, medical crews, etc., needed to 
service the C-130 aircraft as the 91 1th Base has. Youngstown could service (2-130 
aircraft but it would not be in the patient's best interest to be transferred for a two or 
three hour ambulance drive fiom Ohio to the extensive civilian medical complex in 
Pittsburgh. 

Since I am the NDMS Area Manager for Western Pennsylvania and Northern West 
Virginia and have the history and the knowledge of the importance of our area to this 
program, I would be most will to testify to the need of the 9 1 lth Air Wing to remain in 
Pittsburgh. 

Respectful I!, 



Western Pennsylvania Coalition 
for the Defense of the 91 lth Airlift Wing and Pittsburgh 1A.P ARS 

References to the Executive Sunimay and the May 4, 1995 Regional Prese~itation 

EXHIBIT U. 

NON-DEVELOPMENTAL AIRCRAFT ACQUISITION 



A CASE STUDY 
FOR 

NON-DEVELOPMENTAL AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT 

The Air Force and Congress have been attempting to define the airlift needs of the country 
for a number of years. The Air Force's answer for the potential airlift shortfall was the 
production of the C-17. Since the workhorse C-141 is in its final days there is currently a 
significant airlift shortfall. The C- 17 is in trouble. It is over budget, delayed, and of a 
poor enough quality as to have special emphasis placed on how the aircraft is to arrive for 
testing at the delivery base. Add to this is the fact that the C-141 will not be replaced. 

The Congress has had it with the C-17 and has authorized and appropriated 97.9 million 
dollars to acquire what is called Non-Developmental Airlift Aircraft (NDAA). These are 
"Off the Shelf' aircraft, usually cargo versions of commercial liners. Some of the aircraft 
that have been mentioned for the NDAA are the Boeing 747-400F, 767 cargo version and 
other wide body aircraft. 

Right now there are studies being conducted that may refine what the mix of C-17 and 
NDAA will be. But the bottom line is that there will be NDAA in the inventory soon. 
The advantage of NDAA at the 91 1 AW is that there is currently enough parking area for 
ten 747-400F's , if the 91 1th is able to a c c e ~ t  the offer from Alle~henv Countv of 77 
acres of concrete ~arkinp ramp at NO cost to the countrv. The Air Force is going to 
have to place the aircraft somewhere. The 91 1 AW is the perfect spot. 

Here's why. 

- The recruiting area is terrific. The 91 1th currently is manned at nearly 103%. 
No other C-130 Reserve Base can match this. 
- Since Pittsburgh is a hub for USAir and many of their pilots are qualified in large 
commercial aircraft, the possibility of recruiting pilots is great. 
- With large numbers of aircraft come large numbers of mechanics to fix them. 
They're here. Some of them work for the airlines at Pittsburgh. 
- Simulators and classes for pilots are needed. Quite possibly, the pilots can be 
trained at the USAir facilities. 

- The airfield is one of the most modern in the eastern United States. 
- Currently there are four runways and a fifth will be started next year and 
possibly another one by the year 2000. 
- In an Emergency the military can virtually take over operation of the air field and 
have access to refbeling hydrants in addition to he1 trucks supplied by a private 
contractor. 

- Additional data on NDAA is supplied in appendices to this package. 

NDAA is a good idea for the 911th and a great idea for the country. 
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Good Morning, Mr. Chairman. I am Jim Evatt, the Vice 

w President of Business Development for the Boeing Defense & 
Space Group. 

On behalf of The Boeing Company I am pleased to appear 
before you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Skelton, the Ranking 
Member, and the other Members of this Subcommittee. I 
am here to present to you our views on the Non- 
Developmental Airlift Aircraft, known as the NDAA 
program. 

I first would like to touch on the background of NDAA and 
then describe briefly the 747 aircraft that we are proposing 
for this competitive procurement. I also will address why I 
believe a mixed fleet provides a cost effective and timely 
solution to the strategic airlift requirements. One key 
advantage of the NDAA concept is that it allows the Air 
Force to benefit from a proven commercial product -- such 

w as the 747 -- which is in production today. I will highlight 
some of these benefits and then conclude. 

NDAA Background 

The NDAA program was initiated in 1993 when the Air 
Force was grounding aging C-141Bs for structural 
problems and also realized the C-17 would not be coming 
on-line as originally planned. The Air Force turned to The 
Boeing Company and others to understand how in- 
production freighter aircraft could alleviate this situation in 
light of the ever increasing importance of its airlift 
capabilities. Recognizing the chronic airlift problems, 
Congress urged the Department of Defense to seek a viable, 
lower cost alternative to help satisfy the saategic airlift 
requirements.  
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This Committee is credited for leading the efforts to resolve 
this dilemma. In FY94 Congress took additional steps by 
authorizing and appropriating $97.9 million for the NDAA 
program. Last year, Congress also passed the Federal 
Acquisition Streamlining Act which allows the Department 
of Defense to amend its procurement regulations to facilitate 
the acquisition of commercially available products without 
imposition of unnecessary burdens and costs. The NDAA 
program was identified as a pilot project for this streamlined 
acquisition process. 

In response to FY95 Congressional direction, the U. S. Air 
Force will conduct this. year a competitive procurement for 
non-developmental aircraft. The final request for proposals 
is to be released shortly. While the source selection board 
will choose the best candidate system in August, their 
selection will not be announced until November. A decision 
will be made at that time on the mix to be procured of non- 
developmental airlift aircraft and C-17s. 

Background of the 747 Program 

The Boeing Company will propose its 747-400 Freighter for 
the NDAA program. A few statistics will help to 
demonstrate the breadth of the 747's capability and why 
we believe this aircraft is ideal to help meet the Air Force's 
airlift requirements. 

Since the first 747 entered service in 1970, 1,000-plus of 
the aircraft have accumulated more than 40 million flight 
hours in the hands of sixty commercial operators and the 
U.S. government. These are proven aircraft that are 
heavily used by their commercial owners. Yet they have 
demonstrated a schedule reliability of approximately 98% 



across the entire fleet. Moreover, in the late 1980s, Boeing 
invested several hundred million dollars to modernize the 
747 design to keep it at the leading edge of commercial 
airplanes. The current 747-400 models are very modem 
airplanes with advanced electronics and avionics, highly 
reliable engines, improved aerodynamics, excellent fuel 
economy, and extensive corrosion protection. The cockpit 
has been redesigned for a two-person flight crew consisting 
of the pilot and copilot. 

From inception, one of the 747's missions has been to haul 
cargo. Approximately 140 747 freighters have been built. 
This 747 fleet accounts for about 31 percent of the world's 
commercial freighter capability. For those customers 
wanting a dedicated freighter the 747-400F is designed so 
that the entire nose of the aircraft opens as well as the large 
side cargo door. Both are standard features on the 747- 
400 Freighter. 

The 747-400 Freighter also offers a modem, powered cargo 
~ a n s f e r  system built into the aircraft's floor. Commercial 
air freight companies use the powered system to easily load 
and unload pallets or containers of equipment in less than 
one hour with a single crew member. 

The Military Requirement 

Based on discussions with the Air Force, it is understood 
that the soon-to-be released Mobility Requirements Study 
Bottom-up Review Update establishes an overall airlift 
requirement of between 49 and 52 million ton miles per 
day (MTMD). This is a highly demanding task. The Air Force 
1995 Air Mobility Master Plan concludes there i s  urgent 
need to modernize the strategic airlift fleet. The plan points 
out, that the majority of the Air Mobility Command's 



aircraft are more than 25 years old and that some, such as 

W the C-141, have had their average daily flying hours and 
cargo weight sharply curtailed because of corrosion and 
structural problems. Furthermore, the dramatic reduction 
in the presence of U.S. forces overseas has increased 
significantly the day-to-day demands on the Air Mobility 
Command and that also in the future increasing 
deployments from the continental United States will be 
required. 

The Military Utility of the 747 

As the Air Force considers options for modernizing its airlift 
fleet, we believe the 747-400F program offers an affordable 
option to meet its need. This becomes particularly apparent 
if overall requirements are divided into cargo types. There 
are some military unique airlift requirements that only the 
existing assets in the Air Force inventory can satisfy: 
airdrop, roll-on, roll-off and austere airfield capabilities. 
This same condition applies to "outsized" cargo that requires 
a C-5 or C-17. 

However, a significant part of the of airlift requirement is 
"general airlift" similar to what commercial freight 
operators carry every day. Bulk and oversized cargo 
missions can be performed by both the 747-400 Freighter 
and current strategic airlift. The chart entitled 
"Complementary Non-Core Airlift" (Chart 1) shows the 
various capabilities of the 747-400 Freighter in comparison 
to other Air Force strategic airlifters for all of the typical 
airlift missions. 

This point is reinforced by the next chart entitled, "Airlift 
Role for Commercial NDAA," (Chart 2) which illustrates for 
the examples shown that only a small percentage of airlift 



requires military unique aircraft. For example, during 
W Desert Shield/Storm 80 percent of the cargo requirements 

were general airlift and could have been canied by. a 747- 
400F. For the Somalia relief operation, this percentage 
increases to 95 percent. 

In discussions with the Air Force regarding the two Major 
Regional Contingency scenarios, the 747-400 Freighter can 
carry 65 percent of the total airlift requirement with the 
basic 747-400 Freighter and 75 percent with the added 
option of stronger floors and a wider side cargo door. In this 
enhanced version, all of the bulk cargo and up to 80 percent 
of the oversized cargo will fit in the 747-400F. 

There is a clear need for aircraft capable of performing 
military unique missions, such as carrying outsized cargo. 
The number of required core airlift assets, however, could 
be complemented by less expensive commercial airplanes 
that can perform a substantial part of the total strategic 
airlift mission. For example, a single 747-400 Freighter can 
provide .21 million ton miles per day (MTM/D) which is 
more than three times the capability of a C-141B. This 
unique high payload, long-range aircraft at commercial 
prices provides a 747 NDAA fleet with outstanding 
flexibility for the Air Mobility Command. 

The range of the 747 also offers the Air Force a distinct 
advantage. The 747-400 Freighter is without a peer in 
terms of combined range and payload. The chart entitled, 
"Payload Range Comparisons," (Chart 3) shows how the 
747-400 compares with the strategic airlift assets in the 
U.S. Air Force inventory today. 

The 747-400 Freighter can carry 240,000 pounds of cargo 
without refueling for more than 4,500 nautical miles or 
140,000 pounds payload to about 6,900 nautical miles 



without refueling. This is equivalent to the distance 

w between Dover Air Force Base in Delaware and Riyadh, 
Saudi Arabia. In light of the heavy demands on tanker 
assets during a military build-up or conflict, the 747-400 
range without refueling would be an important force 
multiplier feature. 

The chart entitled, "Airlift Efficiency Comparisons " (Chart 4) 
shows how the 747-400 compares to a C-141B airlifting 
equipment and supplies to Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. Without 
refueling, the 747-400F will have enough residual fuel to 
fly to a recovery airbase in a neighboring c o u n q .  In this 
example, i t  recovers in Egypt. This is an important 
capability because minimizing congestion on the ground at 
the forward airbase of operations was one of the lessons 
learned in Desert Storm. It is reported aircraft waited up to 
six hours in a queue to refuel in theater. 

w 
Advantages of a Commercial 747 

Commercial 747s are known for their efficiency and ease of 
cargo handling. Last year Boeing (along with others) was 
awarded a contract to permit Air Force personnel to 
demonstrate the loading and unloading of military 
equipment on commercial-type aircraft. The sheer volume 
of the equipment and the speed with which it was loaded 
into the 747 freighter were significant. The Air Force team 
was highly impressed with the ease and speed of the loading 
and unloading operation. 

In addition to the significant contribution that the 747 
Freighter can make in meeting strategic airlift 
requirements, there are additional benefits gained by the 
aircraft being a commercial product. The 747 is a low risk 
solution with years of successful operation by commercial 



airlines. Worldwide support already is in place and the 747 

w offers the Air Force great flexibility in configuration, rate of 
acquisition and ability to adapt to any affordable funding 
profile. 

The maturity of the 747 aircraft, the overall size of the fleet 
and its use by such a wide variety of customers provides a 
unique advantage for the Air Force: an existing worldwide 
support system. As shown in the chart entitled, "Worldwide 
747 Support," (Chart 5) there are more than 100 field 
service locations around the world that can provide support 
to the Air Force ranging from flight operations, 
maintenance by trained mechanics, field service 
engineering, spares and logistics. 

The Boeing Spares Distribution Centers currently provide 
one-day worldwide support to a fleet of 1,000 747s. With 
this broad-based support infrastructure, the Air Force can 

rn rely on "just-in-time" access for its spares, which will 
provide considerable cost savings over the life of the 
program. This worldwide support system will ease overall 
logistical requirements and provide flexibility for the Air 
Force during high intensity operations, such as Desert 
Shield/Storm or the relief operations in Somalia. 

Another advantage offered by the 747 is the configuration 
options it provides the Air Force. Commercial customers 
purchase the aircraft in different configurations to meet 
their specific needs. The Air Force could do the same. They 
could order the basic 747-400 Freighter, or request 
changes for a wider door or additional strengthening of the 
floor. As with the commercial versions, these changes could 

I? be accomplished in-line," during production, and would be 
commercially priced as options to the basic configuration. 
Because it is a commercially produced product, the catalog 
price of the basic 747-400F is publicly available. However, 



our proposal to the Air Force -- just like it is for our 

'II 
commercial customers -- would be influenced by the 
number purchased, timing for delivery and related factors. 
(Refer to Chart 6 entitled, "Strategic Airlift Modernization 
Options.") 

Since the 747 will be in commercial production for many 
years to come, the Air Force will have the flexibility to 
acquire the aircraft in different quantities in different 
years. For example, it could buy four one year, eight the 
next and a different number the following year, if 
necessary. Whether the reason for these fluctuations were 
budget affordability or changes in threat and requirements, 
the Air Force still would retain the benefit of price 
predictability of a commercial off-the-shelf product in  
conaast to a typical military procurement. These common 
sense attributes are endorsed by those of you in Congress 
and, indeed, are ones being advocated by Secretary Perry 

II as he seeks broader use of commercial products. 

Extensive commercial service has demonstrated low life 
cycle costs for the 747-400F. The existence of an active 
production line ensures that the cost of replacement parts 
will be lower when compared to out-of-production models. 
Also, the cost of commercial parts has been historically 
considerably less than milspec parts. Additionally, there 
are private facilities for maintaining commercial 747s that 
could provide depot maintenance and modifications for the 
Air Force at lower costs than military-unique operations. 
Finally, the cost of training flight and maintenance crews 
can be lower by using existing commercial training at 
Boeing and other facilities. 



w The Economic Benefit of the 747 

The economic impact from purchasing 747-400 Freighters 
for NDAA would be considerable. An NDAA program at  a 
rate of 6 per year would sustain an estimated 68,000 direct 
and indirect jobs nationwide. There is a wide network of 
suppliers across 41 states, with significant work being 
performed in Connecticut, California, Texas, Kansas, 
Oklahoma, Ohio and Washington. 

For the last five years, The Boeing Company has been the 
leading exporter contributing over $80 billion in goods and 
services to the U.S. trade balance. The 747 is a major 
component of that statistic. About 90% of 747 sales during 
this period have been to international customers. The 
NDAA's contribution to strengthening the overall 747 
production will lead to improved international 

m competitiveness of the U.S. aerospace industry. 

Conclus ion  

In conclusion, I would like to reiterate that The Boeing 
Company is responding to a request for proposal for a non- 
developmental airlift aircraft. We are working closely with 
the Air Force and are encouraged by their good faith efforts 
to accommodate the shift toward commercial practices. We 
have been asked to provide a series of force options we 
believe will demonstrate the advantages of a mixed fleet 
acquisition. 

I believe that the NDAA concept remains compelling, 
especially given the capability of an aircraft like the 747 to 
alleviate or erase the shortfall in strategic airlift -- and to do 
so quickly. The extensive and successful commercial 

rl) experience with the 747 is well-documented and provides 



the Air Force multiple benefits including acquisition 
flexibility, a worldwide support infrastructure, proven high 
utilization and readiness rates, predictable commercial 
pricing and attractive life cycle costs. 

The Boeing Company believes the NDAA program makes 
sense for our military, for our nation's defense and for the 
taxpayer. Studies by Institute for Defense Analysis, the 
Rand Corporation and the General Accounting Office show 
the benefits of a mixed fleet of s~ategic  airlift assets 
consisting of commercial freighters and military aircraft. 
The question is when the procurement of commercial 
freighters under the NDAA program should begin. We 
think the time to begin -the NDAA program is now. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear 
here today and testify before this subcommittee. I am 
willing to answer questions at the appropriate time. 
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Mr Chairman and members of the Committee: 

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall America's role in the 

world has changed significantly. The U.S. military has been 

involved across a wide spectrum of missions: from the war in the 

Persian Gulf to our most recent experience in Operations SUPPORT 

AOPE (Rwanda), UPHOLD DEMOCRACY (Haiti), SAPPHIRE (the recent 

zirlift of highly enriched uranium from Kazakhstcn to the United 

States in support of U.S. government non proliferation efforts), 

2nd SALT PASSAGE (return of Cuban migrants to Guantanamo Bay). 

While our military force structure is shrinking, our global 

involvement has expanded. Our nation's leadership clearly 

recogoizes that the United States is more dependezt than ever on 

strztegic mobility ro protect America's interests. The United 

-Crates Transportaticz Command (USTRAIVSCOM) azd cur Trcxsportaiior, 

Comsonent Commands ( TCCs ) -- Military Traffic Kanageaent Command 

(MTMC) , Wilitary Sealift Camnand (MSC) and Air Xobiliiy Command 
m (.,YC) -- are responsible for maintaining a Desense .ransportation 

Sysiem (DTS) ready zxc ccpatle of mee:ixg the Naric2's reeds. 

The men 2nd wore2 cf USTRWSCOM, ILctive, Gcarc, Reserve, and 

Civilicn, together iiith their partners in the com~ercial 

transportation iridusrry, eagerly accept this challenge. O n  their 

behalf I'd like to present the USCINCTXWS P-rxxal Re?orc to 

Congress. It outlicts our vision, provides c-r v;~x of the DTS 

role in supporting National Security Strategy, assesses the 

health of the DTS, and highlights ocr rear a - 2  Icz~-ze;z e'forts 

to correct the shortfalls in our natioc's cefense Zra~s~ortaiioc 

capability. 



The performance of the DTS had been hampered by 

fragmentation along Service and modal lines. The creation of 

USTRANSCOM eight years ago was a major step toward repairing this 

*I fragmentation. Three years ago the Secretary of ~efense assigned 

USTRANSCOM combatant command over common-user transportation 

resources and designated USTWSCOM as the single manager for 

defense transportation in peace and war. This action properly 

aligned authority with responsibility, and is now paying off. 

As a result of this realignment, USTRPNSCOM undertook a 

study to determine the future path for the DTS. We've cowleted 

this study and established our vision. The DTS 2010 Action Pla~, 

as it is called, has seven major end state objectives: 

C - Empowered 3TS agents to service ct?stomers at the point c -  

origin. 

- A Joint Mobility Control Group that i~tegraies corxon- 

user traffic managenent to include both orga~ic and commercial 

lift. 

- A searniess, or transparent, hand off of informatic.?, 

passengers, and czrfo at the theater port of debarkation c r  

staging area to the theater commander. 

- A globdl isformation system that integrates traffic 

management processes and data bases in peace and war. 

- A single, hiegrated firiancia? nanagenent system 5 o r  3 T S  

common-user tra~sportation assets and operations. 

- A single, integrated procurement systex for USTRR-YSCOX. 



- A joint transportation technology focal point for 

transportation engineering and the development and application of 

transportation technologies. 

Our goal is to maximize the effectiveness of the DTS and 

support for our customers. We have begun the process of 

incorporating these objectives into our long term planning and 

programming efforts and are on our way toward achieving our 

vision for the DTS. All of our efforts are focused on ensuring 

the DTS will meet its responsibilities within the framework of 

the National Security Strategy. 

As DTS 2010 now guides our future business processes, the 

primary tool for guiding our force structure and moder~iz~tion 

efforts has been the 1992 Mobility Requirements Study (MRS) . It 

identified our mobility requirements and reconrte?ded ways to 

im?rove our airlift, sealift and surface capabilities. 

DTS -- The Requirement 

The 1994 crafc Mobility Requirenents Stcdy Sottom-Up 3eview 

Update (MRS BURU) revised and updated the strategic mobility 

requireaents for the next century. It validates the sealift 

recommendations of the oziginal MRS and revises the reqirement 

for airlift. Achieving these recommendatio-s is essenzial to ocr 

ability to meet our strategic lift requireme~ts. 

O u r  ability to meet the MRS BURU requirenents of dual, 

nearly simultaneous, major regional conflicts ( M ~ c )  is a fcncticn 

of assumptions, force req~irements, and delivery timelines. It 



should be remembered that MRS BURU is a planning tool helping to 

guide the debate on the kind and amounts of strategic mobility 

assets our nation should possess at the turn of the century. 

v The MRS BURU scenario depicts a MRC closely followed by a 

second MRC where the enemiesf attacks are stopped prior to 

achieving essentizl objectives. The attacks are stopped by the 

rapid delivery of halting forces composed of in place, 

prepositioned, and ~irlifted forces. In order to stop the enemy 

and then counterattack, it is essential to ra?idly de?loy 

reinforcing units :o the theaters. The heavy equipment and 

supplies for these forces must be moved by sea an6 the soldiers, 

Marines and critical and high value material by air. This 

concept provides :kt basis for sizing the strazesic mobilizy 

force--how much azc what mix of lift we require ;o deliver the 

halt in^ forces, r~izforcing units, silstaiment scpsiies, + ~ d  the 

overwhelming force required for decisive oifezsive aczion. w . . 
The assu~ziz=s usec ir. the studies, moceAiEq sixulztions, 

e x c  ultimately =ti fecisions derived from suck wcrk are oSzen nct 

widely understood. Yet it is the assm?tions usec in our xodels 

that can ultimately influence the size and structure of our 

mobility forces. Tkese assumptions include h-arnixg times, 

Presidential Selezzed Reserve CaL1-Up (PSXC), Civil Reserve Air 

Fleet (CR4F) a~zi-~-~zion, access to pcrts, azd av~ilable e~roxte 

infrastructure. 

While recog~izing the limitations inherezr i2 nociels and 

sinulazions, we rn-5; make judqnents on the cr~tizality of certair. 

cnipce military ca?zSilities. The deterrent ~Efeczs derived from 



-- 

the possession of a large number of mobility aircraft, which are 

able to move outsize cargo quickly, or execute a large scale 

airborne assault is hard to quantify. Yet, there is little doubt 

that this capability does have a deterrent effect. AS we debate 

the risks associated with future operations, we must zlso 

remember that we are structuring the strategic mobility force for 

the next century. That force must retain the flexibility to meet 

yet unforeseen threats to our Nation's interests. 

USCINCTRANS Assessment of DTS 

Today's DTS is ready to support the warfighting C I N C s '  

warplazs assigned 5y the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plar (JSCP) 

and the requirenenzs outlined by the NCA. Xainteirin~ this 

readiness is USTRP-YSCOMf s top priority. I went Zo snare with you 

my concerns about t k e  continuous high operations and personnel 

texpo (OPTEX20, ?EXTEM?O) arid the need to naintair the higk 

priorizy of DoD stz~tegic mobility modernization ?roqrams. 

OPTEMPO 

Today's high O?TEMPO is particularly ch~llencing to our 

active duty forces. Two-thirds of our lift capaLility is in the 

Reserve comaonents 2nd comnercial seccor. K e  have lir-ited zccess 

to these resources curing peacetime. The Air Mobility Command is 

acutely aware of this problem. The tenporzry duty ( T 2 Y )  burden 

required by this high OPTZMPO is highlighted by c2erazions in 

Somalia, Rwanda, Kenya, Haiti, Panama, as well as support for 



disaster relief efforts. Current operations deployments, along 

with routine permanent change of station travel and individual 

training, cause extensive.duty away from home for AMC personnel. 

'191 Tanker Airlift Control Element (TALCE) and Aerial port personnel 

averaged over 154 and 175 days TDY, respectively, last year. We 

have set a goal of no more than 120 days TDY per year for all air 

and ground personnel supporting air mobility operations. Our 

efforts to limit the deployed days for aircrews nave been 

relatively success5~1, but require intensive managament. 

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, the number of potential 

worldwide crises points has doubled to nearly 70. USTRWSCOM 

must respond quickly in support of U.S. objeczives in these arezs 

delivering forces when and where needed. Therefcre, the com+nc 

must focus its atteztion on the entire world 2nd the full 

spectr~x of sugporc from humanitzriar, operations to 

contincencies. 

m: e people an5 equirjrnent of USTIANSCOM have had iittle rest 

since Cperation E S T  CAUSE (Panama) in 1989. The conzinced 

supporc of peacekeeginq activities, hwanitarizz missicns, 

ongoing contingencies, and Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) exercises 

have strained resonrces. There is a point where peacetime 

OPTEHPO and PERSTEY?O will begin to impact or. USTRAJSCOM'S 

ability to sup3orc an YIC. 

To reduce the O?TEMPO we must efficiently ctilize o c r  

organic trznsportztLon resources while leverzcing com~ereLa1 

industry capabilities. We support a stroq C.S. ccmerciel 

transportation inaxstry. We want to naintein azcess to 



commercial lift during this period of Department of Defense (DoD) 

and commercial downsizing and restructuring. In the past DoD 

relied on the excess capacity in the commercial transportation 

industry to move our forces and materiel during a crisis. To 

survive in today's competitive environment, commercial operators 

are eliminating excess capacity. This impacts how DoD conducts 

business with our partners in the transportation industry. To 

ensure access to comercial transportation during a contingency, 

we are working to channel the government's transsortation 

business to those commercial operators committing their assets to 

support operations in peace and war. 

Quality of L i f e  

Tie foundation of our readiness 2nd warfighting capability 

is our people -- tke 118,000 dedicated men and women of 

USTRFLhjSCOX who provide a responsive DTS for Iknerica every5ay. WE 

are blessed with the brightest, most dedicated fcrce I've seen iz 

33 years of service. In this period of reducrd cefezse budgets, 

we must remain sezsitive to our people's neecs--zo ensure every 

member of every branch of Service is treated like a true 

professional. 

K y  primary quzlity of life (QOL) concern is attractive 

compensation levels to support o m  more frequently used, ssaller 

force. The combined direci (pay/allowances) and indirect 

(housing, health, other installation support) be-of irs must 

compensate for the high PEZSTEW?O. 



To attract and retain an all volunteer force, we need to 

provide pay and benefits that are competitive with the civilian 

sector. The actual and perceived erosion of benefits experienced 

during the 1970's taught us piecemeal budgetary "savingsw are 

outweighed by the devastating impact on reterition and' readiness. 

From attractive pay, to quality medical care, a stable inflation 

protected retirement program, housing, and family support 

program ... we must ensure we continue to adequately fund these 
QOL Programs through the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) . 

Reserve Force Access 

Aqother area of concern is early access to 2eserve forces. 

These forces auqnent our active duty forces daily and provide 

more than 50 percent of our military czpability c~~ring a 

aobilization. We require early and assured access to large 

numbers of Reserve forces to support inmediate crises response 

and to "priine the transportation pipeline." E.;;~roximately 

10,500 Reserviszs are required to sup2ort strzte$ic mobility--' LO 

put in place the infrastructure required to prepare units for 

movement, to open seaports of embarkation (SXOEs), to provide 

aircrews, aerial p o r t ,  and maintenance supporr f c r  CONUS aerial 

ports of exbarkatioz (APOZs) and OCOIV2S en rccte su?port. Over 

55 percent of our strategic airlift crews, 4 5  percent of our air 

refueling crews and 66 percent of aerlal port personnel are in 

the air reserve con?onent. The preponderance of the Navy's Cargo 

Eandling and Port Grougs are also within the Zeserves. 

A?proximately 88 percent of MSC's military shcre support and most 



of MTMCis Transportation Terminal ~rigades/Battalions, Deployment 

Support Brigades, Port Security Companies, and Railway Operating 

Battalion are in the Reserves. 

w The context of involuntary recall is changing from rare and 

massive to frequent and tailored. During operation UPHOLD 

DEMOCRACY (Haiti), a limited Presidential Selected Reserve Call- 

Up (PS3C) of  5,700 was authorized emphasizing the use of 

volunteers. Unless a major contingency triggers some level of 

mobilization, llvolunteerism" is the current methodology for 

responding to crises before resorting to involuntary call-up. 

This creates a reliance on troops and skills that may not match 

the scenario. P.ailability and tailoring of ;he "right skills" 

is essential to US?XWSCOM getting the job done. We continue to 

work vith the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs 

in exploring alternate methods to ensure reserve forces are 

IQ) 
available to meet cur mobility reqcirements. 

Air Mobility 

Our current ca2ability is approximately 49 MTM/D. The 49 

WTM/D is achieved through full mobilization. This includes all 

Air Reserve Comgonent (PAC) and Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) 

~ssets. Active duty forces, anqizerited with 2 5  ~ ~ r c e n t  ARC 

volunteers, provide a daily peacetime airlifz cz?ability oZ 18 

MTM/D, the capability to support an airlift o?eration like 

VIGILPXT WP-!lRIOR (Saudi AraSia/Kuwait 1 withoct activating the 

reserves. The fully mobilized military eirlift fleet provides 31 

X m / D  with the remeicing 18 MTM/D coming froc C R W .  



Modernization of the air mobility fleet is USTRANSCOM's 

number 1 equipment priority. Without a robust and long-term 

commitment to modernization, our air mobility forces will become 

the weak link in the DTS. To sustain and improve our use of non- 

lethzl air power as the "first weapon of choice," we should make 

a definitive decision on the modernization of the airlift fleet 

this year. 

We have stated the problem before. Our current workhorse, 

the C-141 Starlifter, is rapidly reaching the end of its "life." 

We rely on its capabilities to meet current DoD requirements. 

The C-141 weep hole situation clearly deaonstrated the poteztial 

for the next inspeczion to identify a probler. tha: could 

?ermanentiy ground cr drastically restrict o r  aging Starlifzer 

fleet. We have atrem?ted to reduce flying hcurs and extend its 

life; kowever, day-=o-day mission taskings rezain high and its 

retirement is quickly approaching. 

3eyond the issxe of a tired airframe, A r r y  and Xarine Corzs 

nocernization efforzs limit the effectiveness of the C-141. 

ComSet systems (E-I tank, Multiple Launch Rocket System, Patriot 

missile launcher) have grown bigger and heavier. Today's outsize 

equipment will not fit into the C-141. As a resulr we are 

~ucting additional resources into our o the r  prirnzry airliftez, 
. . the C-5 Gelaxy, to iaprove its reliability an2 lncrease missrcn 

capable rates. The C-5 is limited by its 196Cfs technology in 

2vicr.ics, engines, instr~~entation and flighc COT-trols, all 

ex?ezsive to naintain. We have achieved some success in raising 

the C-5 mission ca?zble rates. Eowever, it is ex2ensive to 



upgrade the dated technology. Also, we have reached the limit on 

modifying and utilizing the cargo carrying capability of our 

tanker fleet to reduce the demands on our airlifter fleet. To 

enhance our global operations, we must continue to ensure the 
. . 

availability of the KC-135 for both air refueling and airlift 

support. 

The C-17 Decision 

The 1993 Defense Acquisition Board (DM) review placed the 

C-17 in a provisional status until November of this year. During 

this probationary period, it appears McDonnell Douglas has made 

significant improvements to get the program Sack cn track. 

Deliveries are ahead of schedule and show draxatic improvements 

in qaality. During developmental testing, the aircraft showed it 

is well on its way toward meeting our demancizg requirements. 

As planned, and with all conditions met, on 17 January 1595, 

I ceclzred initial operational capability (iOC) f c r  the C-i7. WE 

are currently operating 14 aircraf; at Charles~o~. AFB. 

The next major test is the 30-day Reliability, Maintain- 

ability, and Availability (RMLA) evaluation this summer. We are 

ccrnitied to a vigorous F!MSA evaluation to ecsure the C-17 meets 

the nazion's needs and will serve as a reliable re7lacernent for 

. '1 . . the C-141. The results of this evalcation w:-l z:a ocr decisioc 

in Novelrber 1995 at the Milestone I113 D.99. Our creliminary 

evaluation has shown the program on track fcz th:s s-mn.er1s 

events. 



In preparation for the November decision, AMC is 

participating in the strategic Airlift Force Mix Analysis 

( S A M ) ,  an evaluation of several combinations of C-17s and/or 

nondevelopmental aircraft to determine the most cost effective 

force to meet our military requirements. S A P !  utilizes the same 

assumptions as MRS BURU to assess air mobility capability to meet 

requirements in support of the National Security Strategy. SAW-% 

results will be integral to the C-17 decision and determining the 

number of Nondevelosaental Airlift Aircraft (NDAA) in source 

selection. 

The NDAA, in the form of a wide-body commercial derivative 

or other military aircraft, can potentially be procured to 

augment the C-17. -2-lthough the NDPP, offers the potential for a 

less ccstly option for general airlift, the design of com~.srcial 

aircraft prevenrs tkez  from fully meeting the nation's militarily 

unique air mobility reqclrements. Therefore, as USCINCTR=XS, I 

- - must emphasize, while I rclly suppori the analytical efforts of 

MRS BURY and SA-V-4 z3 qczntify the most cost effective solciion 

to the airlift force nix, we cannot forget the flexibility 

afforded this natioR by those unique military characteristics 

only certain aircrafi 2rcvice. Air refuelins, austere field 

operations, limited raa? space operations, axc airdrop ... are 
capabilities that will ?rove critic~l ic military operaticns of 

the future just as they have in the p a s t .  
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LOWER LOBE CARGO 

BULK CARGO COMPARTMENT 
w 

The aft ponion (tapered section) of the lower lobe aft cargo compartment from Station 1920 to 
Station 2160 is considered as the standard bulk compartment on all models of the 747 airplane. 

This compment  is designed to carry loose, individually loaded and stacked cargo. 

The 747-420 aft lower lobe contains two differences from the 747-1 00, -200, and -300 airplanes 

that reduce the available volume of the bulk cargo compartment. The first is the addition of a 

lavatory v m u m  waste system. The second is a customer oprion of provisions for two additional 

containers. This two-container area c m  also be used fcr bulk cargo if desired. 

Loading of the bulk compartment is axomplished through an inward opening cargo dcor with 

centerline a approximately Station 2007, right side. The door clear opening is 44 inches wide x 

47 inches high. It is possible to load the bulk compartment from the aft constant s e i o n  ccntaner 

compartment if required. 

The bulk WCJO compartment interior is lined with high durzbility, impact resistant, fire resistat and 

low weight-tostrength ratio materials. The compartment flooring provides a smooth surface for 

cargo and bzggage. 

A fabric covered divider net at Station 1920 is provided between the bulk compartment and :he aft 

container compartment. This net restrdns bulk cargo in the bulk compartment from interfering 

with the cantainers in the aft container compartment. Longitudinal and lateral, full width m d  

height, cargo nets are provided within the compartment to prevent bulk cargo from shifting and to 

ensure thzt ihe door will operate freely under any compartrnent lozding condition. 

Engine b l e d  air vented to the bulk compmment (as well as the aft container compament) 

provides a 400F minimum temperature at any point two inches from the interior lining of the 

compartments. Additional hesting control to maintain a minimum of 650 F may be prcvided 
through the installation of Standard Option equipment. 

u 
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LOWER LOBE CARGO 
BULK CARGO COMPARTMENT 
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Materials Handling Equipment 

An airlift system is only as capable as the materials 

handling equipment (MHE) supporting it. The backbone' of our 

current MHE fleet is the 40K loader. It is increasingly 

unreliable due to age and condition. The present inventory fills 

only 77 percent of that required to meet Defense plans. In 

addition to the 40K loader, wide-body elevator loaders (W3ELs) 

are necessary for reaching the high cargo floors on commercial 

wide-body cargo aircraft and our KC-10s. The c~rrent inve-tory 

of WBELs is limited. 

The prognosis for the MIIS is good--but funcixg r:.ist rezain 

intact. The new 60K loader is our second highest air mobilizy 

acquisition priority. It is slated to re?lace ike 40K lczder 

and many of the WSELs. The 60K loader, which car be airlifred by 

C-141s, C-5s, and C-17s, will meet MHE requirenezts for the 21st 

Century. The 60K pzaduction contract was awarded in Ar, , r i l  3 4 .  

rn she acquisitior stratesy requires two 5-year beys to r.eet :he 

reqcirement of 318 loaders. 

Airlift Defensive Systems 

Protecting airlifters from the infrared (IR), scrface-~3-alr 

inissile(SAV) threat is essential to perforr-Fng o c r  glsbal olssion 
. .  - while ninimizing risks io crew and aircrafi. The 7rc-lrera~ion 

of these mobile IR S-W-s makes airfields succe~zible to cerrcrist 

threat or enemy activities. The initial effort to prctect 

zirlifters was a progran called SNOWSTOXY. It ~roviced defensive 



capability against IR guided threats to 18 C-130s, 13 C-141s, and 

4 C-5s and a prototype for the larger Airlift Defensive System 

(ADS) program. The current ADS program includes missile warning 

and countermeasure dispensing systems for 83 C-141s, 28 C-Ss, and 

up to 120 C-17s. 

Global Positioning System 

Global Positioning System (GPS) modification will provide 

our air mobility fleet with a more precise, worldwide navigation 

capability. Our goal, in complying with Congressional guidance, 

is to provide aircrews the best GPS system integrated into other 

cock2ir modernizatioc efforts by the end of fiscal year 2000. 

Our ~ l a n  is to inregrate icstallations with inertial navigation, 

co-mxications, and flight instrumentation systexs to complesent 

the ovzrall cockpit modernization process. 

Flight Simulators 
-- LAP assured rez=iness of our airllft a-d tazker crew force 

requires kiqh q - ~ a l i z y  flight and simulator trzirin~. The 

increased cse of high fidelity flight simulators, similar to 

those csec by the cmunercial sector, will provide a cost 

C . '  effecsive ,ralxlng systen reducing the demands oc our aircraft 

. . fleet. A-cqulrrnc zkese syscerns reqcires a corxercial off-' 2-e- 

shelf hardware and software u~grade to our existing sizxlators. 

This avoids an expezsive research and developzent prcGra;.. This 

upgra~e will allow cs to transfer proficiency trai-inq 

reqcirenents fror. the aircraft to the slnclator wich nc red~cilon 



of aircrew readiness. These simulators will result in direct 

savings, increase the operational availability of airlift and 

tanker fleets and extend their useful service life. 

Civil Reserve Air F l e e t  

A critical piece of our strategic airlifc capability is the 

CRF,F program. For our most demanding scenarios, commercial air 

cerriers will provide over 90 percent of our long-range passenger 

capability and more than 30 percent of our long-range cargo 

capability. Commercial carriers volunteer to participate in the 

program in exchange for access to government zirlift business. 

Congress has supported this program in the ~ a s t ,  and I ask your 

continued support. 

Current co~mitments to the C M F  progrzm xeet DoD cargo 

requirements, azd based upon draft MRS BUXU ezalysis, approximate 

total passenger au~.entation needs. However, a significan: 

snortfall reaaixs ir. the aerornedical airlift segment. Currently, 

only 46 p e r c e n t  of :he B-767 aircraft needed for aeromedical 

airlift requireinents ere enrolled in the program. This year we 

will focus on closing the gap by attracting mcre aircraft into 

the program and by moaifyiqg aeromedical configuration kits so 

they cen be used on other tees of aircraft. 

TO sxstain axc stin~late the CXn-F progra~., we must work both 

current and new ir-itiatives. We expanded the C3-a-F business base 

by eaproxrm~tely $1 billion by working with the General Services 

X&~inistration (CSA)  to lick award of the G S A  city-pair conrracr 

to CAW-F participazicn. This addressed concerzs raised by 



scheduled passenger carriers and induced two major carriers to 

return to the CRAF program after a one-year absence. We also 

plan to work with GSA to link their award of GSA small package 

contracts (several of which will be up for renewal in FY96) to 

CRAF participation. 

The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act allows DcD to open 

its military airfields to commercial carriers participatizg in 

CRAF. This, coupled with access to military airfields as weather 

alternates, will provide direct economic benefits to our CRAF 

partners. 

Sealift 

Large Medium Speed Roll-0n/~oll-0ff Ships 

(LMSR) Acquisition and Conversion 

Today we have zpproximately 6.5 million sqzzre feet cf 

cagacity in our orqazic fleet--MSC1s Fast Sezlift Shi2s ( Z S S )  and 

the Maritime A&~iris:ration's (MAW3) Ready Reserve Force (?AT)-- 

of which 5 million square feet is currently available in time to 

meet surge lift reqcireaents. To meet the total MRS surge 

requirement of 10 million square feet of capscity, we plan to 

acqcire the recome=dec 11 snrge MS2s arid 7 ac<itiorial 3.3' R c l l -  

On/Roil-Off (RO/RO) shics and restore the readiress of selected 

RRF ships currently in reduced readiness. A<aiticnally, e MSXs 

are planned for acqcisition for prepositio~i~g. Critical to the 

whole concept of 10 million square feet of surge c+?akility is 



continued adequate operations and maintenance (O&M) for our 

organic surge vessels. 

The acquisition strategy for the 19 LMSRs is conversion of 5 

existing ships and new construction of the remaining 14. 

Currently, three ships are being converted at the National Steel 

and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO) in California, and two ships 

are being converted at the Newport News Shipbuildinq and Dry-dock 

Company in Virginia. Estimated delivery for the lesd ship from 

both the NASSCO and Newport News yards is Dece-&er 1995. 

Avondale Industries, Inc. in Louisiana and NASSCO were awarded 

contracts in Segteir3er 1993 for the design acd cons~ruction of 

new LKS?.s. The contract with each shipyard was for one ship with 

options for up to five additional ships, for a toy21 of 12 new 

construction LYSRs. New construction LMSRs cnder extract now 

total six. The acqrisition strategy for the renairing two LMS4s 

has not yet been dezerrnined, but we anticipate contract award i -  

iFY39. We need your continued suppor; to kee? this ;r3graz1 on 

schedule. 

Ready Reserve Force (RRF) 

The RRF is a critical con2onent of our sealift fleet, 

comprising 40 percezt of our total orgcnic c2;abilizy. It 

provides over one-hzlf of the total seclifz ca2akility necessary 

to deploy the two k m y  heavy divisions and Hzrine Ccr~s 

amphibious task force assault follox-on echelcz fcz-es required 

to halr an eneny attack and then b ~ i l d - ~ ?  for the cocnterattack. 



Some question the need to maintain the RRF in the high 

readiness status established in the original MRS. We reexamined 

our requirements for this force as part of the MRS BURU effort. 

The draft MRS BURU validated the requirement to reduce the size 

and readiness of the RRF in FYO1, but only after we complete the 

LMSR and remaining RRF RO/RO acquisitions and achieve 80 percent 

containerization. Today, the RRF is the most cost effective 

source of surge sealift, and coupled with our eight FSSs, 

regresents our only source of organic surge sealift capability. 

In FY95, RqF O&M funding was reduced by $100 million from 

the President's Budget. This forced us to make siqnificact 

changes in force size, maintenance, and readi~ess status iz o r d e r  

to focus lir-ited fuzds on our most capable and critical skips. 

Specifically, while mzintaining our RO/RO shi~s at 4-day 

readiness, we reduced the readiness and maintenance on 29 

vessels, placec 29 vessels in a minimal-maintenance 30-day 

readiness statcs, and transferred i3 vessels zo the Natiozal 

Defense Reserve Fleet. 

Althoush $43 million was appropriated to DoD in FY95 for RS? 

RO/RO acquisition, $158 million previously ap3ropriated to MP-WiD 

iz PY94 uas rescinded. AS a result, instead of completing 

acquisition cf all seven acc:iional RO/RO1s required by X2.5 

analysis, we will only acquire one to two ships. 

The shortfall in RRF 0&Y and acquisitioz funds have the 

poteztial to derail our sealift program. Specifically, ~f these 

. . fuza~zq trezcs continue, we will fall short of our 10 millio- 

sqdare feet 05 orgznic surge sealift capacity goal by 1 rnillio: 



square feet (the capacity necessary to move approximately two 

combat brigades) and realize lower overall force readiness in 

FYOl and beyond. 
w 

Reductions in RRF funding have pushed MAFUD to propose a 

number of new steps to improve the program and maintain the 

necessary 10 million square feet of organic surge capacity. In 

particular, we believe it appropriate to shift fundizg 

responsibility for the program from DOT to DoD. This shift, 

especially in light of strategic lift's high-priority in our 

overall defense program, ensures RRF funding can be sgproriately 

and sufficiently considered by the Congressional con~.ittees 

having oversight 02 defense related programs. 

Second, we must restore and sustein O&P? funding i h r c ~ ~ h  

R O O .  This will permit us to restore maintenance and real'iness 

levels consistent with MRS E-JRU recommendations. Ecrtherzore, in 

"IQI addition to the RO/RO snip we plan to acquire this fiscal year, 

we ere requesting the acquisition of 2 RO/ROs in FY96. 

Maritime Revitalization 

While we pursue the essential modernization of our orgrnic 

sealift fleet, we have not forgotten the importance of the C.S. 

maritime industry to our overall sealift capabilities. Jcsi as 

we did in the Gulf War, Somalia and most recently, beck tc :he 

Persian Gulf, we rely extensively on our commercial sartners to 

suppori our worldwide commitments. In peacetiae Ee ship cv?r 16 

millioc tons of Do9 cargo using privetely owned U.S. flap skips 

manned by U.S. mzriners, spelding over $1.7 billion annu+??y 



within the maritime industry. In wartime we depend upon the U.S. 

merchant fleet to support the flow of sustainment and ammunition 

cargoes and to provide the mariners necessary to man our organic 

ships. 

To ensure continued availability of this critical. 

capability, we supcort the proposal for a Maritime Security 

Prograzn (MSP) funded by DOT which furthers natior.zl econor.ic and 

security objectives. We will be working closely with DoD and the 

MARAD to ensure that military sealift requireztencs are met at 

best value to the Pxerican taxpayer. We mus: emghasize that the 

MSP is not a substizute for the uniq-e RO/RO ailitary 
. - .  capabilities of Cc3's programs which are spezlr:cally desigzed 

for rapid deploynezz of the full range of military ec-~ipment. 

Merchant Marine Reemployment Rights 

Increesed ~rccxctivity of modern containerships has resulze5 

in shrinking nrz~~ers of qualified seafarers ir tke ccxmercial 

seagoing industry. in the worse cas? scenzris, when zryir-7 r o  

crew DoD surge sealift ships rapidly in a crisis this reduced 

availability of U.S. merchant mariners could delay the 
. . .  availability of  s r r q e  sealift. Bowever, aa:l:io-al study is 

required to quantify the availability cf rnzri-~rs f r o x  the iclazi 
. . wacerwzys, Greex Lakes, donesiic offshcre ;r.zzstriss, arid other 

sources before zc accurate assessmeni of any pozenrral shcrtfall 

is known. One initiative to help maxir.ize :he rl~,~ber of crews 

available in a war cr other national e7,erqe:zy wzzld  be a 

. . legislative provisisn extendin3 reez-.?lcp.ent r:~=.ts for ceztain 



merchant seaman employed in shore-based industries but holding 

active U.S. Coast Guard certificates and licenses to serve aboard 

activated surge sealift assets. These mariners represent a large 

pool of labor that was willing to volunteer during the Persian 

Gulf War, but could not due to lack of reemployment rights. This 

provision would be similar to the reemployment rights guaranteed 

for reserve military personnel. Several bills were introduced 

during the last Congress which included such a provisior., but 

none passed. Such a measure is necessary and prcaent to improve 

the availability of merchant seaman during s time of crisis. 

Afloat Prepositioning Force (APF) 
- rre?ositiozing of equipment afloat is ksy to our flexibility 

in res?onciizg co conringencies in widely separated theaters. 

Curre~zly, we preposition afloat Fzmy and Marine Corps combat 

forces, and gezeral equipment, sup?liesr and axnunition of all 

the Services. 

Central to the effectiveness of the APF is the acqisition 

of the vessels cesicned to carry the Army brigade and susport 

package. Both YRS and KRS BURU vzlidated the requirement for 

mSRs with a tozal casacity of two millior! sgxare feet to support 
. . preposi~io~ing 2nd esrly closure cf the Arzy zrlgade. 3zsec on 

this, ocr A?' will increase by eight Ll-fS?.s, cne kesvy lift 

prepositioned ship and two container snips tc su9port ar. >-r~.y 

. . heavy rrlgade (afloat) with 30 days of ~usCair~~~e2:. Tkese 

pre~osltiozizq '&-S3s are ccrrently under ~or-~-ersion o r  

constrxction w i t h  ell scheduled for dellvery by E 0 1 .  Ys ensure 



the current readiness of our APF, since the first LMSR will not 

be delivered until late FY95, interim afloat prepositioning 

capability is being met using seven RO/RO ships from the RRF. 

Prepositioning will also be enhanced with the addition of one 

ship to a Maritime Prepositioning Squadron. Funding for this 

ship was provided for in the N 9 5  budget. 

Surf ace 
As previously stated, much of the commercial transportation 

surge capability that existed is being trimed through 

restrucsuring. The commercial transportation industry has become 

more efficient and divested itself of excess ca?acity. 

For example, r ~ i l  is much more efficiezt today. Railroads 

have 709,000 fewer rail cars, 550,000 fewer enployees and 10,000 

fewer locomotives than in 1900. The commercial rzil industry 

cannot 2rovice sufficient heavy lifc flatcars to meet current 

Army Strategic Xobility Proqram (3-SM3) time Lines. The 

importance of these rail cars was highlighted d~ring DSSSRT STOX.?! 

when the average wait for access to conmercizl rail cars was 5-7 

days. This situation, along with the limited number of 

commercially availakle heavy lift flatcars, has forced the Army 

to initizte a prograz. to procure fla:cars a-d positior- then at 

installzZicns to meer early aeployinq tlse 1ir.e~. The Arrr.y 

budgetee $11.8 million in FY96 for rzil car procxrenect. The 

need fcr this progran was revalidated curing U?ZgI,L3 DEXOCKACY 

- (Haiti) where we agzin ex2erienced as much ES a I day ressonse 

time f c r  access to corrmercial rail cars. 



The deregulation of the 1980s has compelled structural 

changes in the railroad and trucking industries. As entry 

barriers dropped, more carriers have entered the trucking 

industry while forcing many inefficient companies out of 

business. Railroads have cut costs and gains in efficiency have 

added pressure on the trucking industry as more companies gained 

access to intrastate/ir-terstate markets. 

In addition to the rightsizing of the industry, trucking 

firms, railroads, and steamship companies are entering into 

intermodal and lonq term partnerships with vendors/shippers to 

respond to the zeees of the marketplace and provide better 

overall service. Ksre domestic freight is being carried 

intermodally as trcckers use more rail piggyjack for long hauls. 

Intermodalism and information technology have ex~anded service 

and blurred the lires jetween markets. Intermodal traffic is the 

t fastest growins are+ c -  t h e  eransporcation ind-stry axd 

USTRF-VSCOF is cxz.lztec to ensuri~g we take adva?-rage of it. 

Joint Container Exercise Program 

The goal of the Joint Container Exercise Program is to 

improve the readiness and responsiveness of DoD zo deploy, 

sustaic, employ, and re5e?lcy forces using the ixterzodal 

transportation systess. Ii provides an ogpcricnity te stress in 

place infrastructure which scpports modern traxs?orta=ion 

systems. Exercises ssch as TEA-! SPIRIT 93 (Korez) z n 5  

T U X 3 3  C - U S  94 (Cortainerized Frla.unition DistriBction System) , 



have demonstrated the effectiveness of containerization, 

intransit visibility (ITV) and intermodalism. 

Future exercises are designed to build upon these successes. 

Our goal is to promote an effective and efficient intermodal 

container transportation system by increasing DoD's use of 

intermodal system, ensuring interoperability between DoD and 

commercial systems, and maximizing use of internodal assets and 

infrastructure. 

Rail Car Requirements 

Based on the M2S and the ASM?, there is a r~~quirement for 

2,027 rail cars to sinport the novenent of ec.-;-\--7 .--. t for the Fzmy - * 

and Marine Ccr~s. This total inclcdes 397 heavy lift cars 

preposirionea at T.ny and Mazine installatiozs co su?port the 

, - 
IS) early deploymerit cf lead bricades mtil cormercla- rail cars 

become available 02 or abouz cay 7. Sufficier-z heavy lift rail 

cars are available zo nove all of the X-1 taz;s assigned to these 

early deploying unlrs. We cxzrently have 715 rail cars on hand 

with 53 new rail cars under contract and p r o j e c z  juying 241 in 

FY95 and 238 in FY96. 

In f  ra tru cture 

Sase Realiqmert and Closure (EX4C) acticns, ce~ericrating 

facilities at existing bases, and lack cf fundiz; for 

icfrasczucture usqrades also concern me. Ftcz. r,y pers?eczive as 

USCINCT,2a-IYS, ~Lssion reqcire!?.ents n u s t  be the c r ~ v e r  behind 

downsizing. As Do3 downsizes, it is reducing its infrastructure 
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and capacity to deploy, support, and sustain forces. The 

remaining c~pacity must be managed to make it more efficient to 

.I ensure the right things move to the right places at the right 

times. With fewer military bases and depots, the remaining bases 

must be world class launching platforms from which we can project 

and sust~in power. 

USXANSCOM is involved witn studying the effects on en route 

infrastrrctcre due to closure of overseas bases and development 

of our Clobcl Reach Laydown packages. We are involved witn the 

BRAC 95 aroctss to ensure our stateside transgortation 

infrastr-ctcre is correctly identified, protscted, and enkariced 

to meet ;he eeployment needs of our COWS based forces. Other 

initiatives ere the West CoasT .Anrnunition Porz, Joint Logistics - 
Over The Shcre (JLOTS), and progrems funded ttro~gh the Mobility 

w Enhancez.ent Fur<. 

En Route Infrastructure 

Sizce iece-njer i992 we :'.avo reducel air nobility en rocte 

infrastr-ctcre from 39 locatiocs outside the U.S. to 13 key 

1ocatior.s ( E  PACOM, 6 EUCOM azd i SOUTHCOM) . We zre working an 

ongoing ~Sfcrt with the warfi~y-Zing CINCs and the J0ic.t Staff to 

validate key en route infrasirxcture requiresezts which m u =  be 

 consider^^ c_ring downsizing. This is tied to tke Joint 

Reqrire~s~ts Oversight Council (JROC) process through the 

Overseas 'resence, Joint Warfiqhting Capabilities hssessnezr Work 

Grocp. s e:- example of the sxccess of these readiness effgrts, 

working ~ i t t  the Joint Staff we have znalyiel the requireme-t for 

w 
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Spanish facilities from a strategic air mobility perspective in a 

major contingency. The Joint Staff has incorporated the analysis 

into the JROC process and is now beginning to query the CINCs on 

their needs for the Spanish bases to formulate a DoD strategy for 

future deliberations between U.S. and Spanish officials. 

West Coast Containerized Ammunition Port 

It is critical to have a containerized ammu?-ition capability 

on the West Coast to effectively support dual, nearly 

simultaneous MRCs. Without a West Coast facility, amnunition for 

an Asian M3C would kave to be shipped to Sunny Point, North 

Carolina, our East Coast aimunition port. This adds 12 days co 

the transit tine cne to the East Coast to West Coast sail and 

Panama Canal transit. 

We currently kave enhancement projects funded by the -'ray 

Strategic Mobility 2rogram (ASM?) underway at Port Ea~lock, 

Washington and Cozczrd Naval Wea2ocs Statior, Califorr-ia +'--& -.-c L 

will increase ocr Xest Coast through-put capzbility ic 7 2 0  

twenty-foot am~;tiniiion containers per day as reconmended in the  

MRS. The project is planned to be completed by FY99. 

Joint Logistics Over The Shore ( J L O T S )  

All of the warfightins CINCs with regional res?c-sibilities 

have identified JLOTS as a required capability to smzort their - - 
- operations 2nd contingency slans (OPiXVS and CCS?L-=SS; . ir. fac: 

as rece~tly as Operation U?20LD DLYOCRRCY (Fait:: , w2 were 

prepared to use JLOTS capabilities had the Eaitim military 



closed Port au Prince's seaport facility. We did use selected 

pieces of this capability to increase port capacity -- tugs, 
cranes, and landing craft. 

JLOTS exercises, culminating in OCEAN ENTURE 93 (Onslow 

Beach, North Carolina), demonstrated low operational proficiency 

due to lack of training was the foremost JLOTS problem. In 

response USTRWSCOX has proposed a 5-year JLOTS training plan. 

USTWNSCOM has advocated one dry cargo and 0r.e liquid cargo JLOTS 

exercise be conduczed each year in each CINC area of 

responsibility. The proposed exercises were approved by the 

CINCs and incor2crazed into the Joint Master Training Schedule. 

The Joirt Staff JLCZS Exercise Initiative has allocated to 

UST-WA-SCOX $15 zillion each year through FYOl Zo pay for LOTS 

related Strategic LiZt (RRP and airlift) and Tort Handling and 

Inland Trar=s?ortazicn (PXIT) costs. 

llllQI 
Mobility Enhancement Fund (MEF) 

The E 5 3  XEF is 2 specizl 5 5 0  million aurhcrization provided 

by Congress to ~niazce the readiness of strategic mobility infra- 

structure. In Novezber 1994 USTRPrjSCOM submitted a list of 

projects to the Joizt Steff acd in Dece-xber 1994 OSD sent 

Conpress the lisr cf recomrtended proj eczs . L'STXa-SSCOXfs proposal 

allocated $25 millicn for xilitary rail re?air, $4 nillio~ for 

pori and pier izprovements, $16 million for rcnway and rar.9 

. 7 -  maintenance, $1 rnl~-ion to sJpporc join: mobilization exercises, 

and azzrcxixately S4 r.illion for other icfrastrxcture 



improvements. This fund has provided an outstanding opportunity 

to quick fix some pressing infrastructure problems. 

Command and C o n t r o l  

As our nation moved from the industrial age into the 

informat ion age, zke importance of command acd control sys terns 

for the DTS increazei. The proper management of large scale 

deployment and sustzirment operations increases the capabilities 

of America's combs: forces. Ensuring the right forces arrive at 

the right location at the right time; integrzting air, sea, and 

surface assets; ant ena4Ling commanders to divert shipments while 

en route are criticcl ca2abilities that USTRLXSCOE must provide 

the nation's warfi~hting CINCs. In the past UST3QJSCOM has 

focused its attentis: on moving people and carco. Today, ozr 

focus is oc aovicq zeople, czrgo, and inforrnazior with a stronger 

sense cf syr-chronizazioc . 
Ocr ccrrent syszexs and crocesses are rnzr;izally zdeq:zte to 

support our aissio-. Eowever, based on ozr DTS 2310 vision of 

truly integrating :he nation's DTS, fielding a state-of-the-art, 

customer focused cox- and and control systen will likely be the 

greatesz force zclzizlier we have to offer tkf wzrflghting CINCs. 

USTXXYSCOM has s~barked on a =ultitude cS 2roqraa.s to make 

this ha;?en. Tkrocck our Joint Transpcrtaticz Cor;orate 

Informazion Managezent Cexter we hzve develoeei a rigration 

strategy to elininate or consolidate the larq? nurrjer of le~acy 

and du9licate trans?ortation inforaaticn sysre:s. We are 

appl yinc and criteria 



developed by the joint transportation community in our analysis 

of these systems. The result of our efforts -- a strategy to 
decrease the number of systems from 120 to about 25 -- has been 
delivered to the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

Logistics and Transportation Policy for approval. 

Another initiative moving us into the 21st Century is DoD's 

downward-directed secure successor to the Wozldwide Military 

Command and Control System (WWMCCS) -- the Global Command and 

Control System (GCCS) . 
The GCCS is a Joint Staff initiative designated and 

certified to replace the WWMCCS and the Joint Operation Planning 

and Execution System (JOPES). GCCS will take zdvantace of 

rapidly developing technology to produce a sizgle, nocsrn, joint 

command, control, cormunications, and computer syscern for our 

wzrfigkters. This single, nodern system for coritrol1ir.g and 

. - .  coordirating military operations will give us a signlzrcant 

advantage in moving required forces, cargo, and inforr..ation to 

the r i ~ h t  place, at t h e  right time, and in the proper q-aztity. 

This system will provide the conneczivity an2 a variety of 

software applications and tools used by the warfighting CINCs. 

One of the programs in this system for which U S T W S C C X  is 

responsible is the Global Transportation Network (GTN). 

G l o b a l  Transportation N e t w o r k  (GTN) 

Ictransit Visibility (ITV) is infornation on the location of 

deploying units' personnel and equipaent, patients and 

sustair-~ent cargo, and other vital resources while they are in 



the DTS. GTN provides this service while tying together 

transportation data from AMC, MTMC, MSC and other DoD agencies. 

This information will provide the combatant commanders critical 

information about the location of personnel and materials 

throughout the DTS. This will significantly improve the 

capability of the coinbatant commander to respond to rapidly 

changing priorities. 

GTN is a softw~re rather than hardware intensive system. In 

other words instead of becoming obsolete it will be routi~ely 

enhanced with software upgrades. Access will be available to any 

authorized user wno has a lag top computer, modem, access ro a 

military or coraercial phone line, and is cleared to enter the 

network. Infornaticz frim GTN will be availcjle to any 

registered user fror. the origination of a moverect until czlivery 

in theater. .A GTN iztrazsit visibility protczpe is on-lize now, 
. . providing intransl; ~islbility of air and sezlift movexents Ersm 

APOEs/S2OEs to -?P03s/S?OZs. 

When GCCS and GTX are fully matured, they will provice 

planniilg support enaklinq USTRANSCOM to analyze transporta:ion 

options, foreczs: tc;zl DoD requirements, determine the best mix 

of lifi modes, and i C e n t i f y  potential resource shortfalls. 

Joint Intelligence Center, Transportation 

(JICTRANS) 

Ocr global trazs?ortation mission demands ~ l o b + l  axarexess. 

In 1994 USTFS-_USCOX established JICTRWS to lea? DoD in prc5xction 

of relevant trans?cr~atiox intelligence. Re-eued emphasis on 



timely, accurate information, reflecting the status of worldwide 

transportation infrastructure, to include vulnerability to 

weapons of mass destruction, is necessary to support USTRANSCOM, 

other warfighting CINCs, and mission planners at all levels. A 

quick global response capability requires swift and prudent 

operational decisions supported by quality intelligence services. 

JICTRAlVS will provide this service for nobility forces. 

Global Patient Movement 

USTRANSCOMfs Regulating and Command and Control Evacuation 

System (TRK2ES) is the product of a 1993 Do9 directive tasking 

USCINCTXWS to consolidate and control the se2arzte processes of 

medical evacuation and medical regulating under a sin~le unified 

corraand. TRAC2ES is a decision sup?ort syste~. being developed to 

, . integrate worldwide medical regulation and aeromed~cz~ evacuation 
w 

activiries. We antici~ate izicial o?eratio.al cezability by the 

end of CY97. 

Advanced artificial inteLligence technologies form the core 

of TWC2ESf unique, enabling decision support capabilities. 

Those capabilities include forecasting for operations 2-5 days 

into tke futcre, as well as reactive replanr-izg fcr fcrecasted 

changes to today's and tomorrow's cuzzent ogerztisns. The 

integration of long range planning, short ra-ge fcrecastinc, and 

near-real time decision-making makes TXAC2ES a revolutionary 

"state of the practice" command and coctrol taol. 

TXz-C2ES development has been in conceri with the Deguty 

Assistzzt Secretary of Defense for Inforination Macagenent and a 



Joint Services Corporate Information Management (CIM) Business 

Process Improvement Team. The success of this developmental 

effort was highlighted at the National Business Process 

Reengineering Conference when USTRANSCOMfs project received the 

prestigious Award of Recognition for its significant 

contributions to improved federal government service and 

efficiency through the exemplary practice of business process 

reengineering. 

Future capabilities of TRAC2ES will include support for 

intratheater patienc movements (wholly within a theater), the 

National Disaster Medical System, the Department of Veterans 

Affairs, and De~loyzSle Medical Regulating Team which quickly 

respond to all conthgency scenarios. 

Defense Transportation Regulation (DTR) 

IR partnershi? with our Components, the Services, and the 

Office of Assistant 9e?uty Under Secretary of Defense for 

Transportation Policy, we are developing the Defense 

Transportation Regulation. We plan to consolidate 38 existing 

transportation publications into one, comprehezsive DTR, derived 

from DcD Directive 4500.9, Transportation and Trzffic Management. 

. - .  This regulatioz ~ L L L  standardize trans?ortatior- oserations for 

the movement of passengers, freight, personal ~rogerty, and units 

from origin to destination. With the strong sx?pori of our 

Components and the Services, and consistent xrYh z?.e intent of 

Vice President Gore's Nationa: Performance Review , our goal in 



drafting the DTR is to reduce the volume of the original 

regulations by at least 50 percent. 

USCINCTRANS Closing Thoughts 
Today, USTRANSCOM is ready to successfully conduct the 

strategic mobility missions assigned by the NCA. For the future 

I have two concerns -- the cumulative effects of high OPTWPO on 

our people and equipment and the need to maintain the high 

priority of our strategic mobility modernization programs. 

There are no simple formulas for prioritizing how we spend 

our defense dollars. However, the single most important elenent 

in the equation is people. We ask our young men and womer to 

make xr~any sacrifices in defense of our natioz -- we should be 
willing to compensate them so they can maintain a reasonakle 

standard of living. 

a This natio~ needs to modernize its strategic mobility assets 

in order to meer the full range of mobility reqrirernents cf the 

warfishtin5 CiNCs. AImIFT . . . we must gez on irith replacing 
the C-141. The C-17 may be the right choice. The program is on 

track and the aircraft is performing well. A decision on the 

C-17 program and on modernization of the stretegl 1 c airlift fleet 

will be mace in Nove-xber 1995. SEALIFT . . . we must continue 

the LYSR and REF RO/AO acquisition proqrsrns plus the 

appropriation of sufficient resources to mainrain orr orqanic 

fleet in a prudent state of readiness. SURFACE . . . we nrst 
carry through with acquisition of heavy lift rzilcars and ir.?rove 

our 'fort to port" capability by ensuring the maintenance of our 



nation's highways and railways and taking full advantage of 

intermodal initiatives like the Intermodal Surface Transportation 

Efficiency Act. INFRASTRUCTURE . . . we need a properly sized 
w 

and modernized defense transportation infrastructure, leveraging 

the contribution of private/public sector facilities while we 

maintain emphasis on upgrading our militarily unique facilities 

identified as Strategic Mobility Enhancement Fund projects. 

With emphasis in these areas, continued emphasis on 

partnership with industry and the internal reengineering of our 

command and control and business practices, I ' m  confident we can 

ensure the future readiness of the Defense Transportation System. 
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Chairman Hunter, members of the Procurement Subcommittee, we are pleased to have 

the opportunity to appear before you today to provide our assessment of the C-17 
w 

Program. We are proud to tell you that the C-17 Globemaster Ill is in operational service 

today, as planned, providing the critically needed airiift capability for the Air Mobility 

Command. The 17th Airlift Squadron of the 437th Airlift Wing is providing worldwide 

service on routine missions to Europe, the Far East, the Middle East, as well as Central 

and South America. 

Eighteen production aircraft have been delivered. The last six were delivered early, with 

significantly improved quality. Flight test is complete. The developmental phase is over. 

The design is stable and we are transitioning into full production at a rate of eight aircraft 

per year. Delivered aircraft are being outfitted for specification compliance and reliability 

improvements. Aircraft in operational service are performing extremely well. Aircraft 

deliveries are 'on timew and program costs are coming down dramatically with each 

delivery. 

There was a day, not too long ago, when the C-17 program was described as 

beleaguered, troubled or problem-plagued. The truth was, we had been delivering 

aircraft late to schedule and there was a need for considerable improvement in quality 

and reduction in cost. Additionally, the program was, for many years, founded on a 

relationship between contractor and customer that, at best, can only be regarded as 

adversarial. 

But not all of the C-17's circumstances were negative. The requirement for the aircraft's 

unique military capabilities has consistently received solid support from the military and 

particularly from the Theater Commanders who need that airlift capability -- now more 

than ever. Additionally, Dr. John Deutch, then Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, 



backed by a recommendation of the Defense Science Board and the solid support of 

members of this subcommittee and others in the Congress, created the business - 
w 

environment and spirit of cooperation that evolved from the Omnibus Settlement. Allow 

me to elaborate on some of the improvements in the program. 

In 1993, we delivered five aircraft. Four of them were late -- including one which was 

more than 5 months late. By contrast, in 1994, we delivered eight C-17s. Five of them 

were on or ahead of schedule -- in one case 43 days early. Overall the last six aircraft 

were delivered early with improved quality and no work shortages and P-19 will be 

delivered in April ahead of schedule. 

Rework and repair in the manufacturing process or during assembly is costly in both labor 

hours and materials. We reduced the rework and repair costs in 1994 by 58 percent. We 

plan to cut our cost of quality in half again in 1995 and to continue those reductions in 

'(II 
succeeding years. We've also cut the time it takes to assemble the aircraft--the assembly 

span time--by more than one half from the first production C-17 to the most recent 

delivery, P-18, and reduced the span time in 1994 alone by 20 percent. 

Last December we completed the most extensive developmental flight test program ever 

undertaken by any transport aircraft. More than 8,000 flight test specification points and 

2,200 development test points were completed during 1,200 flights and 4,300 flight hours. 

During that program, the C-17 set 22 world records. One of the records was for a short 

takeoff and landing, a capability for which the C-17 was designed. The test C-17 took off 

in less than 1,400 feet, climbed to 2000 meters, and landed in less than 1,400 feet, while 

carrying a payload of 44,083 pounds. By way of comparison the C-17 broke the previous 

payload record held by a Russian aircraft for that mission by nearly ten-fold. 



Static testing to verify the strength of the aircraft was successfully completed last April with 
w 

all structures tested achieving 150 percent of design limit load. The durability testing 

program reached 45,000 equivalent flight hours in November -- the on'e-and-a-half 

lifetimes required to meet the warranty provisions of the contract. After an extensive 

inspection, durability testing has resumed and last week passed 50,000 equivalent flight 

hours on the way to 60,000 hours, or the equivalent of two lifetimes. 

The month-long demanding Reliability, Maintainability and Availability (RM&A) evaluation 

scheduled to take place in July and August of this year will be the foundation for 

validating what we believe to be the most maintenance-friendly airlifter ever designed. 

The RM&A evaluation will also be one of the critical points in the Milestone lllB Defense 

Acquisition Board decision. In preparation for the evaluation, the Air Force has conducted 

two dress rehearsals. We are pleased to say that the C-17 has met or exceeded our 

9 expectations in those tests --and in some cases the numbers are three and four times 

better than required. The extensive work we did up front to make the aircraft reliable and 

easy to maintain will mean lower life-cycle costs -- a big factor in times of declining 

defense budgets while maintaining an emphasis on readiness. 

We have additional cause to be encouraged as we continue to receive very favorable 

comments from the aircrews and maintenance personnel who fly and maintain the C-17s 

at Charleston AFB. Tha pilots, the loadmasters and the maintainers have nothing but 

praise for the aircraft. In our view, their comments are the most valid testimonials. 

They've flown the aircraft to Europe, the Middle East, Panama, Caribbean, and Japan. 

They've conducted extensive training in the air and landed at all types of airfields, large 

and small, developed and austere. Charleston aircrews are using the C-17 every day the 

way it was meant to be used. They are taking advantage of the military capabilities of roll- 
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on, roll-off loading, combat off-loading, airdropping troops and their equipment, and 

unique backing-up and ground maneuverability. In short, the operational wing at v 
Charleston is demonstrating every day the capabilities of the C-17 that have no 

counterpart in any other airlift aircraft. The Air Force professionals who must depend on 

the C-17 to achieve the United States' "Global Reach" missions provide a true 

assessment of the value of the C-17. 

We have achieved what we believe to be improving performance in delivering aircraft to 

schedule and meeting our quality goals. The one major challenge remaining is reducing 

the unit cost of the C-17, and that is the single highest priority for the leadership of 

McDonnell Douglas Corporation. 

We've committed the $1 00 million called for in the Omnibus Settlement for productivity 

improvements to achieve cost reduction. In fact the Corporation will actually be investing - more than was called for in the Omnibus Settlement to achieve improvements that will 

drive down the costs. We've been working with an Air Force 'Should Cost" team to 

ensure that every possible cost-saving measure is considered. Additionally, we have, in 

unambiguous terms, informed our suppliers that affordability, while not sacrificing quality, 

must be their number one priority as well. 

In closing we want to reiterate that the C-17 is back on track and rapidly becoming the 

finest airlift aircraft ever built. Winning the 1994 Collier Trophy rewarded the faith and 

hard work that have gone into the program over the 14 years since the C-X Source 

Selection Committee chose the C-17 as the airlifter for the twenty-first century. But, we 

would not be where we are today without the leadership of OSD and others in the 

Department of Defense as well as the support of Congress. 



Dr. Oeutch and the Congress challenged us - holding our feet to the fire and saying 

basically, "40 and no more unless McDonnell Douglas Corporation performs." We heard 

OD you, all the way from our new CEO, Harry Stonecipher to the mechanic on the shop floor. 

Today we are confident that we are transitioning successfully from a troubled program to 

a respected weapon system procurement effort. 

There is a new and well-founded sense of pride in the C-17 by the crews that use it and 

the more than 30,000 people, worldwide, that build it--as well as others who have had the 

opportunity to witness it in action. The C-17 is the only realistic alternative for airlift 

modernization that can deliver combat capability directly to the forces that need it using 

only a crew of three with minimal support equipment for offloading. Furthermore, the C-17 

can also provide humanitarian relief and intra-theater movement of combat forces from 

austere fields in crisis situations around the globe. It is, as recognized by the Collier 

Trophy citation, '...the most versatile airlift aircraft in the history of aviation." It was 

designed as the core airlifter and has demonstrated that it can perform the same 

categories of missions as the C-Ss, the C-141 s and C-130s do today. It is the only aircraft 

that can provide the necessary flexibility to do whatever is needed, anywhere, anytime. 

McDonnell Douglas was, is, and will continue to be committed to the successful execution 

of the C-17 program, because airlift is one of the most critical requirements to support our 

forces and to rapidly demonstrate credible U.S. presence wherever and whenever 

needed. 

Thank you. 



The "nondevelopmental airlift aircraft" is a hedge 
against problems with the C-17. 

Off-the-shelf Airlift 
By John A. Tirpak, Senior Editor 

W HEN chronic quality. cost. and 
schedule problems with the 

C- 17 airlifter came to a head in late 
1993. the Pentagon was in a serious 
bind: no other airlifters were readily 
available to take the C-17's place. 
should the program fail. 

Worse. strategic airlift-the mod- 
ernization of which had been ne- 
glected for a decade-was fraying at 
the edges. The C- 14 I .  already hav- 
ing been heavily modified and liter- 
ally stretched. was aging out of the 
inventory at a rate faster than ex- 
pected. Even lower-time aircraft were 
having fatigue-related problems. 

Some. particularly in Congress. 
called for the cancellation of the 
C-17. but the Pentagon knew that 
such a step ~ o u l d d o  nothing to solve 
the airlift problem. The Air Force 
had neither the time nor the money 
to start over from scratch on a new 
airplane. 

I n  December 1993. however. DoD 
put h1cDonnell Douglas Corp. on 
notice: Unless the C-17 project was 
shaped up. the US would buy no 
more than forty transports already 
under contract at that point and would 

(I meet the rest o f  its airlift require- 
ment with other types of aircraft. 

To ~ r o v i d e  what he called a realis- 
tic "hedge against the failure of the 
C- 17 program." Deputy Secretary of 
Defense John M. Deutch launched a 
new airlift project. It was dubbed the 
~ o n d e v e l o ~ m e n t a l  Airlift Aircraft 
(NDAA) Project. It will be the fall- 
back if the C-17 can't get healthy 
and perform as advertised. 

Secretary Deutch even renamed 
the C-17 line in the budget "Strate- 
gic Airlift," to remind McDonnell 
Dougias that i t  wouldn't necessarily 
get all the dollars available for new 
cargo aircraft. 

The NDAA will be either a proven 
militarv airlifter or a commercial 
wide-bbdy minimally altered for the 
military mission. By taking an air- 
plane "off the shelf." the Pentagon 
hopes to save billions in develop- 
me-nt costs and years in development 
time. 

The solution is '-back to the fu- 
ture" for the Pentagon. In the late 
1930s. with war looming. the ser- 
vices urgently needed a cargo air- 
plane but had no money to design 
one from scratch. Turning to the com- 
mercial Douglas DC--3. the services 
adapted i t  to the military mission, 
and i t  performed beautifully. The 

NDAA will be either a proven military 
transport, such as the C-5, or a 

minimally altered commercial wide- 
body, such as Boeing's 747-400 

freighter, seen here in production at 
the Everett, Wash., plant. 
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Pentagon is hoping it can repeat the 
experience. 

Even if the C-17 fully recovers * from its difficulties by the decision 
deadline-slated for this Novem- 
ber-the ND.4.4 may still be bought. 
It could supplement a full bu! of 
C-17s if requirements show that a 
cheaper airplane is sufficient to do 
some portion of the strategic mobil- 
ity mission or that the planned in- 
ventory of Globemaster 111s just 
won't be sufficient for America's 
airlift needs. 

Plenty of Candidates 
Next month. a final request for 

proposal (RFP) ail1 be issued for 
NDAA aircraft. With precious fen 
"new starts" in the Air Force's ac- 
quisition plans. there has been no 
shortage of contractor interest in the 
program. 

Candidates include Boeing Co.'s 
737-300 freighter. McDonnell Doug- 
las's MD- 1 1 .  a new version of Lock- 
heed's C-5 Galaxy produced on a 
new line. and a number of fixed-up 
used cargo airplanes. such as DC- 
10s. L-101 1s. and 747s. all of which 
would have to be modified with 
harder decks. special doors. and other 

alterations that would improve freight- 
handling capabilities. 

To be eligible. an airplane has to 
be capable of carrying the Army's 
new Family of Medium Tactical 
Vehicles. 

Two NDAA tracks are being pur- 
sued: "C-XX." which would be a 
commercial aircraft derivative. and 
"C-XY." which would be an exist- 
ing military transport. By including 
both. the Air Force can measure the 
advantages of  having airdrop and 
outsize-cargo capability against pre- 
sumed lower costs of a purely com- 
mercial design. which would lack 
such capabilities. 

The NDAA program is being close- 
ly watched by skeptics in Congress 
who worry that the .4ir Force will try 
to stack the deck in favor of the 
C- 17-its preferred choice-and not 
give a fair shake to airplanes that 
could possibly serve as suitable al- 
ternatives. 

"Obviously. w.e're under a lot of 
scrutiny on this." remarked Brig. 
Gen. James S. Childress. the Air 
Force's Program Executive Officer 
for Tactical and Airlift Systems. 
"This has to be squeaky clean." 

Though the C- 17 is the .Air Force's 

stated preference, not everyone is 
convinced that only a dedicated mili- 
tary transport can do the job. As the 
C-17 was struggling last year. Boeing 
did some calculations that suggested 
that there might be a cheaper way to 
do the airlift mission-namely. with 
its 717-100 jumbo freighter. 

"Forty C- 1 7s may be all you need," 
said Michael T. Boyce. head of busi- 
ness development for Boeing's Mili- 
tary Airplanes Division. 

Boeing said its analysis leads to 
that conclusion. Using the 1991 Per- 
sian Gulf War as acase study. Boeing 
determined that outsize equipment 
needs to be flown to forward areas of 
a theater of n,ar only in the initial 
days of a conflict. Thereafter. re- 
supply could be achieved with fast- 
er. longer-legged. and more fuel- 
efficient civil transports needing no 
aerial refueling. 

"After the initial danger. when we 
had to get large things over there in 
a hurry. most of Operation Desert 
Shield was done with sealift and with 
commercial freighters leased for the 
occasion." carrying chiefly passen- 
gers and pallets. Mr. Boyce said. 

After reviewing the Boeing study. 
USXF decided that the analysis was 
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In the "C-XY" competition, only Lockheed's C-5 Galaxy remains in the running. 
A new D model of the giant airlifter would be built at Lockheed's Georgia 
facility and would have "glass cockpit" avionics and displays. 

"not unreasonable," Mr. Boyce said. 
However. "from an operational per- 
spective. [the .Air Force wants] the 
most flexible platform." which would 
be the C-17. "We understand that. 
The only reason we've been propos- 
ing this is that they might not be able 
to afford the most flexible aircraft." 

Boeing elected not to offer modi- 
.) fied used 747s because the rules say 

that all offered aircraft must be in 
the same configuration. Mr. Boyce 
said. "They're looking for at least 
two or three squadrons of aircraft." 
he noted. "That's seventeen to thirty- 
four airplanes. To find that many 
airplanes all in the same configura- 
tion is nearly impossible." 

Boeing's 747-100 proposal would 
involve hardened decks. a side- 
loading door. and a tlip-up nose. 
Cargo could be hoisted to the doors 
on scissors-type platforms similar to 
those used in civil cargo operations 
around the world. 

Operationally. the 747 would fly 
cargo to the nearest suitable airport 
in a crisis. From there. the materiel 
would have to go either by ground or 
C- 130 to for\vard areas. htr. Bo>ce 
said this worked me11 i n  Desert Shield 
2nd Desert Storm. 

Though there uould likel>- have to 
be some addirional in\estment i n  
C- 130s for mo\ inp the cargo to for- 
n.ard airfields. the o\-erall sa\-ings in 

.) transit rime. aerial reiueling equip- 
ment. and acquisition cost would 
more than pa! for i t .  -aid hlr. Boyce. 

He added that Boeing has been 
"very pleasantly surprised" with the 
program office's earnestness about 
using commercial practices and that 
the draft RFP was released ahead of 
schedule. 

There was still some government- 
unique boilerplate-"requirements 
typical of a government acquisition 
but not a commercial acquisitionw- 
but he feels there's a willingness to 
do much better. 

Only the C-5 Remains 
In the C-XY competition. there 

were several early entries. but only 
Lockheed's C-5D Galaxy remains in 
the running. 

The Ukrainian-built Antonov An- 
124 "Condor"-the Soviet Union's 
longtime counterpart to USAF's C-5 
Galaxy-had to be excluded because 
i t  wasn't certified by the Federal 
Aviation Administration. Proposed 
rehabilitations of the C- I41 tleet were 
counted out when Congress ruled 
that the NDAX must be a wide-body 
aircraft. a characteristic the C - I l l  
doesn't meet. 

The C-5D is not a modification 
program. New aircraft would be built 
at Lockheed's Georgia facility. next 
to P-3 Orions and C- 130 Hercules. 

The C-3D n-ould have the advan- 
tages of comnionality with existing 
C-5s. an existing support structure. 
and an in-place sadre of experienced 
sre\vs. I t  would also feature ",olass 
cockpit" avionics 2nd displays as 

well as improvements in reliability 
and maintainability. 

"We will improve the dependabil- 
ity of the airplane," said Manuel 
Lores. Lockheed Aeronautical Sys- 
tems Co.'s NDAA program manager. 
"We will enhance both the avionics 
and the subsystems. We'll have digi- 
tallglass cockpit and truly modern 
flight stations." 

Though a two-person flight crew 
has been looked at, "we'll probably 
still have a pilot, copilot, and flight 
engineer," he said. 

The largest mandatory change 
would be to get the C-SD's engines 
to conform to stringent FAA Stage 3 
noise regulations. A new engine 
would be needed. Lockheed is dis- 
cussing various options with Gen- 
eral Electric Co. and Rolls-Royce. 

Some of the C-5D's alloys would 
be changed to include more conosion- 
resistant materials, but overall the 
basic C-5 design would remain un- 
changed. Drastically reworking the 
design would make it too expensive 
and would violate the basic tenet of 
the competition-that the airplane 
be essentially an off-the-shelf solu- 
tion. 

Because the Air Force has amassed 
a great deal of information on what 
it costs to own and operate C-5s. the 
service has a "pretty good idea" of 
what Lockheed's bid will look like, 
said NDAA program manager Daniel 
L. Kugel. Lockheed knows it will 
have to be competitive on price if it 
is to beat the civilian entries. The 
company's bid will have to include 
the costs of restarting the assembly 
line. 

Just How Much Is Needed? 
Now nearing completion are two 

studies attempting to figure out just 
how much strategic airlift the US 
military needs. One of these. the Stra- 
tegic Airlift Force Mix Analysis. is 
being conducted by Air Mobility 
Command. The other is the Mobility 
Requirements StudyIBottom-Up Re- 
view Update. being done by the Of- 
fice of the Secretary of Defense. 

These two studies will  come up 
with a minimum number of "C- 17 
equivalents" needed to keep the air- 
lift force viable well into the next 
century. The studies are being son- 
ducted independently. Their results 
will be compared to determine a fi- 
nal. consensus figure of how much 
airlift the US needs i n  the post-Cold 
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Boeing proposes to build a 747-400 with hardened decks, a side-loading door, 
and a flip-up nose. Cargo could be lifted into the aircraft on scissors-type 
platforms, which are used in civilian aviation around the world. 

War world. At the moment, the Air 
Force is holding to its official re- 
quirement for 120 of the new C -  17s. 
The conclusions are to be in hand by 
the time the Air Force releases the 
final RFP. 

"The 120 figure was the imposed 
inventory objective as of a couple of 
years ago," under the Major Aircraft 

.p e ~ i e w  undertaken by Defense Sec- 
etary Dick Cheney. General Child- 

ress said. Secretary Cheney decided 
that the original planned buy of 2 10 
C-17s was too high. given the de- 
mise of the Soviet Union and. with 
it. the need to airlift ten divisions of 
troops to Europe in ten days. 

"The studies are showing the re- 
quirement is . . . up to 140." based 
on the real-world post-Cold War 
experiences of the last two years. 
General Childress said. "I don't 
know if [the Pentagon leadership] 
will entertain a figure above 120. 
though." because of funding re- 
straints. he added. In any event. 
"we're looking at various force 
mixes to provide lift at the least 
cost to the taxpayer." 

One solution has been ruled out. 
The Air Force will not hire out its 
freight-hauling work to commercial 
carriers. 

"Air Mobility Command needs 
. . . an aircraft that is immediately 
available to go anywhere they have 
to go." General Childress said. He 

e d d e d  that it's not feasible simply to 
call a freight company and expect it 

to provide an aircraft at a moment's 
notice. 

He said the requirements studies 
will assume full industry participa- 
tion in the Civil Reserve Air Fleet. 
the program that "drafts" participat- 
ing commercial freighters in war- 
time. 

Come November 1995, the Pen- 
tagon's Defense Acquisition Board 
will decide whether the C-17 pro- 
gram has been turned around. If it 
has. the DAB will decide how many 
more C- 17s the Air Force can afford. 

The Envelope, Please 
The NDAA competition is struc- 

tured so that contractors will bid to 
fill any gap in airlift not covered by 
the C-17. They will bid against no- 
tional buys of forty. sixty. eighty. or 
120 C -  17s-figures that roughly cor- 
respond to squadrons of aircraft. For 
each "core" level of C- 17s. the con- 
tractors will propose a number of 
their own NDAAs to fill out the unmet 
requirement. 

The .4ir Force will review each 
bid and examine it on the basis of 
best value to the government over 
the aircraft's life cycle. That means 
the up-front cost of buying the air- 
plane ail1 be measured against the 
predicted cost to operate and fix it 
over an exoected service life of thirtv 
to forty years. Such a strategy looks 
at savings over the long run rather 
than just up-front cost. It may hap- 
pen that the "cheapest" aircraft-in 
terms of procurement costs-will not 
be selected. 

For each core C-17 inventory level. 
a certain type and number of NDAAs 
will be judged the most cost-effec- 
tive companion aircraft to buy. Those 
results will be sealed and kept secret 
until a decision is made on how many 
C-17s will be bought. 

"The decision on which mix [to 
buy] will already have been made" 
when the final buy of C- 17s is deter- 
mined. Mr. Kugel said. When the 
decision is announced. "then, we 
open that envelope." 

Are new 747-400s already in the US fleet? It hasn't happened yet, but Boeing 
would be only too pleased to see Air Force livery on its freighter, as shown in 
this retouched photo produced by the company. 
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0 - mum. Whereas a typical major pro- - - 
gram may have 2 0 b r  more person- 
nel working on it, Mr. Kugel's shop 
contains just twenty-two workers. 

Another "commercial practice" is 
to have both the Air Force and the 
contractors all working from the same 
rules, data, and assumptions. 

For instance, the Air Force has 
developed a'computer modeling pro- 
gram that measures loading tlme. 
speed, range and payload, and effec- 
tiveness over a given period of time. 
This model has been provided to the 
contractors, and they know exactly 
what factors they'll be judged on. 

"They'll have the same models 
and numbers that will be available 
to the source selection board." Mr. 
Kugel said. 

The Air Force already has experience with off-the-shelf aircraft: the KC-10, a some of the data used to build the 
military version of the McDonnell Douglas DC-10. AMC ran time-and-motion model were acquired last spring when 
studies on loading and unloading KC-10s to gather data for the NDAA program. A~~ ran time-and-motion studies 

In this way. he said. the DAB won't 
be swayed by knowing which con- 
tractor will benefit from pegging 
C- 17 purchases at any siven level. 

Because all the aircraft to be of- 
fered differ greatly in size. range. 
payload. etc.. there likely will be "a 
different answer for any break-point" 
in the number of C-17s to be built. 
Mr. Kugel said. 

A Pathfinder 
Besides providing a framework to 

take advantage of an off-the-shelf 
design. the NDXA program is struc- 
tured as a "pathfinder" effort aimed 
at cutting red tape and the cost of 
excessive bureaucracy. he pointed 
out. 

"It is an acquisition pilot program 
under the acquisition reform bill." 
aimed at obtaining a commercial 
product "in a commercial way . . . 
with  minimal government bureau- 
cracy." Mr. Kugel said. 

When the draft RFP went out last 
fall. "there was not a single milspec 
in there." he added proudly. refer- 
ring to the un\vieldy and expensive 
military specifications that weigh 
do~vn most government contracts. 
.*Typically. >ou'd have [an RFP] 500 
to 600 pages long." he said. but the 
draft RFP for the  N D X A  was onl! 
120 papcs. The fewer rules and regu- 
lations. the less papera.ork.time. and 
r lpenrc.  the theory goes .  

The size of the NDX.4 program 
office ha3 also been kept to ~1 mini- 

Finding the Right Mix 

Buying a modified civil transport for some part of the strategic airlift mission- 
while buying fewer than the planned 120 C-17s-is probably the most cost- 
effective way to meet US airlift requirements, RAND Corp. found in  a recent study. 

In a study titled "Finding the Right Mix of Military and Civil Airlift, Issues and 
Implications," RAND analysts claimed, "The Air Force could conserve resources 
and still meet our assessment of future intertheater airlift needs by buying fewer 
C-17s than planned and buying a civil-style transport with long-range capability 
to carry bulk cargo and oversize equipment." 

RAND reasoned that a future major conflict probably would unfold within reason- 
able proximity to a~rports large enough to accommodate wide-body civil jets. 
Moreover, the study said, such airports would have to be  found (or built) in order 
to make use of Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) transports. 

The study's authors noted that regional commanders in chief dislike the idea of 
giving up the flexib~lity offered by a purely military airlifter like the C-17. The 
Boeing 747-400 cargo plane, for example, can operate from only 650 airports. 
while the C-17 and C-5 each can use about 1,800 airports. (Compared to the C-5. 
the C-17 can use shorter runways, but the C-5 can use softer runways because 
its wide landing gear spreads its weight over more area.) Civil transports can't 
perform the airdrop or outsize-cargo missions. 

The RAND report also noted that funding is increasingly tight and that a mixed 
buy of C-17s and rn~iitarized civil freighters could cost $7 billion to 525 billion less 
than an all-C-17 purchase. This. the authors argued, is not a minor consideration. 
given that cost w ~ l l  be the ch~ef  factor applied to the C-17/nondevelopmentai airlift 
alternative decision. 

A mtx of C-17s and C-5s was deemed to be the most expensive, though most 
militarily flex~ble. alternative studied. 

RAND also found that: 
m The A I ~  Force can. with improved scheduling, make better use of the lift 

assets ~t possesses. though increased efficiency still would not produce enough 
a i r l~ f t  to meet all needs. 

m The Alr Force routinely overestimates the amount of airlift ~t can generate. 
Using the Persian Gulf War as a case study. RAND determined that USAF may 
actually have as much as thtrty percent less a~rl i f t  capability than it thinks it does. 

m Though the CRAF program 1s a success, the Air Force shouldn't count on it 
too heavily. RAND determined that national leaders tend to balk at calling up the 
maximum number of CRAF carriers because of potential disruption to the civllian 
economy. CRAF part~clpants might withdraw from the program if they felt they 
would be called on rout~nely. Instead of only durlng dire national need. 

m The C-17 IS not a replacement for the C-130 In the intratheater lift role, given 
the (2-17's inability to use soft runways. 

The R A W  analys~s was undertaken In the wake of the Gulf 'War and does not 
take Into conslderatlon developments slnce 1992. 
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KC-10s at McChord AFB. Wash. 
Until then. models predicting the 
speed of loading civilian aircraft were 
"prett! generic." General Childress 
said. 

No\\ -'\re ha\.e the ability to model 
the nin\enient of cargo through the 

Ill)s!.stcm very realistically." he con- 
tinued. "The tvay !.ou make the pla! - 
ing field fair ia b\ making the model 
fair." 

Troops who participated in the 
studies said they were surprised at 
ho\v quickly the loading could be 
accomplished on the conimercial air- 
planes. 

Some commercial airplanes have 
dropped out of the competition. Mc- 
Donnell initially planned to bid the 
'-MD- 17." a noimilitar); version of 
the C- 17 that was considered a po- 
tential seller among such freight com- 
panies as UPS and Federal Express. 
but it was withdrawn last fall. Air- 
bus. the European airliner consor- 
tium. also pulled out. without expla- 
nation. 

Full of Ideas 
Contractors were invited to offer 

suggestions for  streamlining and 
cost-cutting, Mr. Kugel said. and they 
have been "full of ideas." 

One typical and unpopular con- 
tract feature was dropped early on- 0 the clause that gives the government 
sole discretion to change the con- 
tract. 

The C-17 is USAF's number one airlift priority. Even if the C-77 recovers from 
its difficulties, however, the Pentagon might still choose to continue with the 
NDAA program, using it to supplement a full buy of C-17s. 

"Now any changes made to the 
contract have to  be by mutual agree- 
ment." Mr. Kugel said. What the 
government had never fully appreci- 
ated was that "to make a change may 
have serious impacts on the produc- 
tion line" and add costs that might 
be avoided with a little consultation 
and cooperation. 

Structuring the NDAA program 
in this cooperative fashion has  not 
been easy. Mr. Kugel explained. 
"It's real hard because we don't  
think that way. People here have 

done things the same way for twenty 
vears. 

Colleen Preston. the deputy under 
secretary of defense for  .4cquisition 
Reform. has "cleared the pro, oram 
and assured us we'd get  all the waiv- 
ers we need." .Mr. Kugel added. 

Contractors so  far have been "skep- 
tical and enthusiastic" about the 
commercial-practices approach. he 
said. One suggested that the pro- 
gram office should count up how 
many contract pages it was simply 
copying from earlier projects to get 
a feel for the true le\.el of innovation 
on the NDAA. 

"If we just Xerox a whole lot, then 
we aren't making an5 progress."Mr. 
Kugel said. The  comment gave him 
incentive to "write our specs so  [they 
are] functional and don't  suggest the 
solution." 

In recent months. the C- 17 showed 
all the signs of a turnaround. Deliv- 
eries had closed u,ith the schedule 
and even were coming in early. The 
Air Force reported that overall qual- 
it! was up. Initial tests were con- 
cluded successfully. and the Globe- 
master I11 even racked up some 
operational successes. 

The changes were no  douht driven 
in large measure by McDonnell 's 
C -  17 management shake-up. How- 
ever. the NDAA program certainly 
played a role in getting the company's 

In recent months, the C-17 staged s major turnaround. Deliveries are coming at tent ion and may prove be 
in early, and overall quality is up. Initial tests have been successful, and the every penny that has been-or may 

(II) Globemaster 111 even racked up some operational successes. not have to be-spent on it. 8 
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Getting Airlift Off the Shelf 
Your article on the Nonoeveloo- 

mental Airllft Aircraft (NDAA) acquisl- 
tion program was extremely informa- 
?ive ['Off-the-shelf Al r l~ f : .  - F s j r u a r y  
7995. p. 321. It grovidec an accurate 
synopsis of the NDAA actions i e a d i n ~  
i o  posslble procurement of an alte-- 
native airlifter to mee? our nation s 
airlift shortfall. 

Two changes in the program have 
recently surfaced. The first is the op- 
erational requirement to carry the 
Army's Family of Medium Tactical 
Vehicles (FMTV). This is not a hara 
requirement in the operational re- 
quirements document (ORDi sup- 
ported by the Air Force an5 Joln: 
Requirements Oversight Council. The 
ORD states a thresholc rmus: have; 
to carry the Army's j z ~ - t o n  trucks ana 
High-Mobility Multipurpose Wheelec 
Vehicle with an objective idesired 
capabiiity) to carry the Army's FMTV. 
The second is the C-17 breakpoints 
!hat contractors will bld agarnst tc 
propose the best cost torthe oaoabii- 
ity to satisfy the airlift short:ail. The 
correct breakpoints are forrv, fifty- 
eight. seventy-two. e~gnty-six. 10C. 
and 120 C-17 aircraft. 

This information is impo::ant to 
keep the public properly informed 
aDout our airlift modernization efforts. 

Maj. Paul A. Curlett. 
USAF 

Washington. 0 .  C. 

After reading "Off-the-Shs!f Alr- 
lit!." I was remlnded o i  the iecenr 
relevislon commercial in whlcn a mar 
IS berated Sy hls w ~ f e  tor b u y l n ~  a 
generrc brand. which he says is "the 
same thtng. only cheaper." . . . Tnis 
commercial works because most 
Amer~cans understand that there are 
qualities in a product that go Seyond 
the baslc name of the produc:. This 
is also the case with airllft. 

In John A. Tiroak's art~cle, he men- 
tions the Arr Force's use of the prin- 
clple of "best value." He describes 
that concnpt only in terms of cost. In 
this procurement. the issue of best 
value IS not one of cost alone. Be- 
cause all the candidates for this pro- m curement were des~gned to meet 

different requirements and because 
it is the desire of the Air Force to buy 
a nonaevelopmenial product. the IS- 

sue of best value becomes critical. 
The Air Force w~ l l  wergh the opera- 
tlonal capability DrOVlded by each can- 
didate as well as :he I~fe-cycle costs 
of each to determine the best value 
for the Air torce. 

For example. a certain candidate's 
difficulty in loading a particular type 
of cargo may be more significant than 
its lower operating cost. On the other 
hand. the added flexibility of an over- 
all larger fleet may be the deciding 
factor. No comrnerc~al aircraft can 
provide the capabilities provided by 
military a~rlifters .simoly because of 
the design limitatrons of high-wing 
vs. low-wing alrcraft. 

The Alr Force must not fall into the 
trap of basing its decision on the 
criteria it can assign a number to and 
discounting the operational consid- 
erations. which become paramount 
in conflict. Using a scenarlo to assist 
in the understanding of these consld- 
erations is helpful. but we must guard 
agains? making a scenario-dependent 
decision. espec~ally when we have 
declded that the newly restructured 
armed forces are focused on response 
:o contingencies that threaten US 
national interests. 

Col. Henry G. Hamby Ill. 
USAF (Ret.) 

Burke. Va. 

I thoroughly enjoyed "Off-the-Shelf 
Airllft." I was instantly remlnded of a 
simlla: article I read in 1982 in the 
Armed Forces Journal. The article 

Do you have a comment about a 
current issue? Write to "Letters," 
AIR FORCE Magazine, 1501 Lee 
Highway, Arlington, VA 22209- 
1198. Letters should be concise, 
timely. and preferably typed. We 
cannot acknowledge receipt of 
letters. We reserve the right to 
condense letters as necessary. 
Unsigned letters are not accept- 
able. Photographs cannot be 
used or returned.-T~E EDITORS 

covered the proposal to buy Boeing 
7d7 aircraft as a suSstitute for the 
planned C-58 purchase and the still 
clevelopmenral C-X i;oday's C-17). A 
cartoon accompanying the article 
portrayed a 747 strs?gIing to unload 
a tank at a remote cesert IocatlOn. 
using a rnooile ram: that according 
!c the cagtion "~Ouid  only be airlifted 
3y a C-5!" Uniortucately. the argu- 
ments that saved the C-58 will not 
help the C-17 program. given the 
success of the Civil Reserve Air 
Fieet's airlift effor: in Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. not 
rc mention the end o i  the Cola War. 

Regardless of whicn aircraf: is se- 
lected as the NDAA winner, serious 
consideration shoulc 3e given to pur- 
cnasing six to :en usea DC-10 fre~ght- 
ers thrOugP a seoarate program. 
These aircraff-let's call them C- 
108s-could Se spli: between the 
rnajor airlift centers (McGuire and 
Travis AFBs! and assrgned dlrectly 
!o KC-10 un~:s alrsady operating 
;:ere. 

Commonaiiry Setweon the two types 
would keep o3eratlPS costs low. The 
-aw moaels would ease the ourden 
a r  ;he aging C-1 d l  fleet and increase 
;ne life expectancy of the latter. 
Wingtip refueilng pods could be added 
a: m~nimum cost to provide a limited 
refueling capaclty for USNlUSMCl 
NATO alrcraft. The airframes may 
even have enough hours remaining 
to warrant future converston to full 
KC-10 Standard when the KC-135s 
zeal:: to retire 

3ne final Tote: T i e  R A ~ Z  study 
pesults or! p .  36 refs- to the C- i7 's  
lnaollity !o use soft xnwavs. In the 
same issue. on p. 15 you repon on a 
C-17 operaring successfully from 
u n ~ a v e d  :unways. Compared to con- 
crete or even aspnalt. 'unpaved" 
sounds pretty "soft- to me. 

Anthony E. Wessel 
Atwater. Calrf. 

I read 'Off-the-shelf Arrlrf;" with a 
Great deal of Interes:. It seems that 
;he leadershl~ of the Air Force is 
determined to buy the C-17 regard- 
iess of the problems this program 
has had and still has. If the strategic 
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airlif! snortfall that the Air Force has 
complained about for many years 
p'ers:s:s. then why no1 buy a mlx o! 
m ~ l ~ t a r y  and civ~l lan off-the-shelf air- 
craft7 

The advan:age TO 1h1s mix would be 
rkat the S o e ~ n ~  747-400 I S  a proven 
assei ana ?as worldwide logistics! 
suppor;. The C-SD would also be baseb 
on a proven airframe. These airframes 
have been around a long tlme, ana 
the Operational and logist~cal data are 
available for both. I have flown on 
boih and was impressed w ~ t h  therr 
freignt-haullnp and oassenger-hauling 
eapaclty. Wltn tne 3roper ground crew 
:ralnlng. both aircraft can be ?urnea 
around and launcned on another mls- 
sion ~ U ~ C K ~ Y .  . . 

The C-17 may be one of the best 
military transports that the Air Force 
has bought in a long time, but it is 
very expenslve and will take a long 
time to get on line. Because of the 
expense of the C-17, I doubt that any 
commander wrll put it in harm's way. 
l i  w ~ l l  not be able to o p m  from 
zrt s t m s e ~ t -  on & 
Droved airstrro. The s a m e l i e s  to 
the 747-400 and the C - 5 0 .  so why 
not have a mlx of transports? Most 
carqo dellverea by elther machine 
must be transsh~pped to the forward 
area by the trusty G-130. 

Depending on whose figures you 
use. ten or twelve 747-400s could be 
bought for the prlce of one C-17. . . . 
I would recommend that some 747- 
AOOs ana C-SDs be assigned to the 
Air Nat~onal Guard and Alr Force 
Reserve. I don't understand why the 
Air Force has never stretched some 
of its C-130s as the civiliar! industry 
and the RAF did many years ago. 
You can get more passengers and 
freight moved w~thout buying more 
airframes. 

CaI. George D. Brooks. 
AFRES (Ret.) 

Ashland. Ohlo 

Back lash to  the Back lash 
W ~ t h  regard i O  "Air and Space Mu- 

seum Hit oy Academlc Backlasn" 
[January 7 905 "Aerospace World. " p .  
131. 1 f ind l t  preposterous :hat Sm~ th -  
sonlan Secretary I. Mlchael Heyman 
f ~ n d s  h ~ s  organization 'sauarely ~n 
the mladle" of arguments for and 
against the ~ rop0Sed d ~ s ~ l a y  of the 
Enola Gay and its role in World War 
1 1 .  In h ~ s  vlew. it takes only forty-eight 
scholars who favor the Smithsonran s 
orlglnal versron on one end of the 
teeter-totter to oalance hundreds of 
thousands of veterans ana citlzens 
who oppose it on the other end to 
justify the Smrthsonlan's pos l t~on 

That makes about as much sense as 
a small band o! neo-Nazrs balanc~ng 
the bulk of v:o-'d opinion sn the Holo- 
caust 

L: CoI 9c -ep  J Mer'eld 
G S A F  I c e :  I 

Flaz 2 Clt) S 3 

of Korea. I i lnc ~t anus ing that these 
"historlans ana scholars" refer to the 
Air Force Assoc~a t~o?  as a "spec~al 
rnteres! g r o u ~ "  ever 2s they acr as a 
s2eclal 1nte:es: grok:: trying to force 
i h e ~ r  pol~ti:al!y correc: and f ac t~a l l y  
~ncorrec: 31as sn the S71:nsonlan In- 
si~tut~c:, a?c :ne I\la:ioral Air and 
Space Museurn. 

There was nothir,g so "unique" 
about tne Jaoznese culture that gave 
~t carte blanche to atiack and invade 
other cultures for a decade before 
Pearl HarDor. Its unique culture also 
could not save Japan from its well- 
deserved fate. The Japanese were 
!ortunate it was the Un~ ted  States 
mat  s toopej  Tnem a r z  no: some cul- 
ture like tnelr own L Y I : ~  its unlque 
Sushido coae 

Whrie accusing the Snrthsonian of 
subjeciing the exhiS!: to "h~storlcal 
cleansing" unaer pressilre from AFA 
and others. tbe acaoemic cabal that 
wrote the lettec pressdres the muse- 
um to S?ICK to :ts h is ior~cal  cleansing 
of the Japanese emsire both before 
and du r~ng  Worid Wa- II. 3y  ignor~ng 
:he ot5erw1sb wel l -a~cumentec in- 
iilmant!y of J a ~ a n ' s  - a r c  Into na in -  
.and Chlna acz sou:-.=as: Asia. rnese 
"nlstorians anc sch0:a.s- evlnce the 
snabbiest siandards 0; nrstorlcal schol- 
arship, meri t~ng a graae of F. 

However. I! these quaint gentle- 
men would really like :ne museum to 
speculate further on wnetherthe bomb 
was necessary. let inem speculate 
on what tne Japanese would have 
done i o  us ! f  iney has  had the bomb 
f~ r s t .  I 'OS: cn). case 

Goraz- D Shars. Jr. 
Allet.;:wn. Pa. 

"Air and Space Museum Hlt by Aca- 
demic Backlash" IS a arlme example 
of how people can develop tunnel 
v ~ s ~ o n  w~thout real~zrng rt. They talk 
as if only 46 000 U S  troops b e ~ n g  
kllled were a no-swea: proposltron. 
I f  46 000 dea:hs were expected 
15.0 000 wou-aed c o ~ l C  have been 
antlclpatee b r ing~ns  US casualt~es 
of an Invasion of Jaaan to nearly 
200.000 

Put yourself in President Truman's 
positlon He coula have s a ~ d .  'We 
could drop a nuclear bomb or two and 
end this war w~thout  any more casu- 
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HEADLINE NEWS 

CONTRACTORS PROPOSE 
LEASING FOR USAF 
DAVID A .  FULGHUM/WASHINGTCN 

A erospoce industry officials are ex- 
amining new ways to finance the Pen- 

tagon's purchases of transport aircrah, 
in particular a lease-tobuy plan hat would 
defer upfront purchose costs for hree years 
or more. 

Such options ore of interest because :he 
Air Force is expected to releose the oFfi- 

ciol request for proposals [RFP) for the Non 
Developmental Airlift Aircraft [NDAA) in 
late March. The NDAA could be procured 
to supplement the McDonnell Douglas C-17 
fleet. The Air Force already has a request 
for information (RFI) circulating that asks 
about the lease-to-buy options available 
for replacing the service's aging fleet of 

large VIP trans- 
ports, primarily VC- 
137s. that serve the 
Pentagon, White 
House and Con- 

to-buy over a con- 
ventional purchase 

Air Force officials 
pndii the need for 
about 30 NDAA 

freighter. 

AIR FORCE TO TRIM, 
NOT CLOSE, DEPOTS 
JOHN D. MORROCCO/WASHINGTON 

T he Pentagon's fourth and perhaps final 
round of base closure recommenda- 

tions under the current low calls for across 
the-board reductions ot U.S. Air Force oir- 
croft maintenance depots rather thon 
consolidating operations at a few sites. 

Defense Secretary William Perry soid 
the Air Force presented "a powerful ar- 
gument" thot more money could be saved 
by reducing !he size of all five aircrah 
rnointenance depots than by closing one 
or two of them. "I found the orthrnetic corn 
pelling," Perry sold. 

THE DEPOT CUTBACKS were included in 
the oberall list of 146 boses and Facilities 
the Denbgon has sent to Congress and h e  
independen! Defense Base Closure ond 
Sealignment Commission The !otter, 
chaired by fcrmer Illinois Sen 41an Dixon 
(C.] ,  will review the list and ~ c k e  an-end- 
rnents before it goes to Congress and the 
President for finol approval sn July 1 

More than 34,000 civilian jobs would 
be eliminated under the plan. which the 
Penicgon projects wrll wve $-i billion over 

the next six years and a net savings of 
$ 1  8.4 billion over the next 20 years. The 
figures include $3.8 billion in uphont costs 
associated with tho closings and realign- 
ments excluding environmental cleonup. 
The l is t  i s  shorter than man had antici- r poted, however, given the act that Pen- 
togon officials have long argued that in- 
frastructure cuts have not kept pace with 
force reductions. 

In appearing before the commission, 
Perry said he largely deferred to the rec- 
ommendations of ha militory services. Cb+ 
ing more bases would have cut into read; 
ness and modernization because of the 
large initial costs required, he said. This 
wos about as big a lump as we could swoC 
low at this stoge.' 

Perry acknowledged there is  room for 
further closings in the future. He said he i s  
considering whether to ask Congress to re- 
new the current law and seek a fifth round 
of closures in another three to four yeors. 

Some had hoped that this final round 
would sea more progress toward consot- 

is that it would ensure hat aircrah are miC 
able for operational use years before the 
full purchase price is due, thereby slash 
ing upfront expenditures. 

k i n g  officials estimated the lease price 
to be $50 million to $100 million per year - 
and say they would like the Air Force to 
consider such an option in its NDAA RFP. 
Such options could fill the need of Penta- 
gon acquisition. officials to cut costs until 
their budgets begin to increase in fiscal 
2000. 

The down side, industry officials said, 
i s  that contractors must have deep pock- 
ets to finance the aircrah until the mili- 
tary can pay. This initial, heavy contrac- 
tor investment fuels worry that o fickle 
Congress could change its mind on a long 
term, lease-to-buy plan leaving oircrah 
manufacturers with an inventory of spe- 
cialized aircraft-large freighters-that 
the world market could not absorb. 

THERE ALSO IS A CONCERN about the Air 
Force's "intellectual honesty" in asking for 
NDAA proposals, a senior aerospace in- 
dustry official said. Given the stated pref- 
erence of senior service officials for on all 
C-17 Reet, the official said, "What do they 
really mean to do? If the aerospace in- 
dustry is being used as a stalking horse 
[to whip the C-17 program in shape], it's 
not in our interest" to respond to the NDAA 
request, he said. 

Moreover, "the RFP doesn't represent the 
extent [or intent] o i  acquisition sheamlin- 

idating service support activities. Deputy 
Secretary of Defense John Deutch said 
same 'first steps" had been made toward 
'cros+servicing," but acknowledged that 
more could be done in terms of consoli- 
dation in the a rea  of depots, lest and CWC 
uation facilities, laboratories, medical fa- 
cilities and pilot training. 

WOE( fPMFKAUY asked why the Pen- 
tagon failed to eliminate duplication 
between the services in the area of air- 
crah maintenance. Indeed, the issue of 
depot maintenance consolidation has 
long been a source of controversy be- 
tween the Air Force and Navy, and 
between the Air Force and private industry. 

Perry said that in terms of the upfront 
costs, cutbacks at all five depots will cost 
$2 1 8 million versus more than $ 1  billion 
to close two of them. Overall, the Air 
Fwce's depot proposal will save $627 miC 
lion over the next six years, nearly twice 
the 4363 million which could be achieved 
by closing two depots, Perry said. 

Under the realignment proposal, as 
many as 2,269 jobs could be eliminated 
at the five existing Air Logistics Centers 
(ALC) as workloads are reduced and con- 
solidated. The Oklahoma City ALC would 
bear the brunt of the cuts, losing as many 
as 1,180 lobs. The remaining cuts would 
be split about equally between Warner 



ing," according to C. Gerald King, presi- 
dent of k i n g  Defense and Space Group. 
"It is fraught with requirements making [the 
RFP] expensive to produce because of all 
the possible permutations." While c a m p  
ny officials said the Air Force has made 
some progress, they still contend it will cost 
ach manufacturer $ 5 4  million to reply to 

w e  RFP. 
McDonnell Douglas officials also are di- 

vided over whether to respond to the RFP 
because, they contend, i f  they have done 
their iob right, the Air Force will buy more 
C-17s. If they have not been successful, 
the Air Force is not likely to buy a sec- 
ond transport aircrah from them. 

'ARE THERE DIFFERENCES of opinion?" 
Don Kozlowski, head of McDonnell Dou- 
glas's C-17 program, said. "You bet." 

A lease-to-buy plon for Air Force re- 
placement VC-X aircraft i s  seen as a litmus 
test for the concept and involves only about 
6-8 aircraft. Since they will be bought in 
a passenger configuration, if the plan falls 
through the aircraft could be absorbed by 
the world's airlines without a great deal 
of pain to the manufacturer. 

"At the end of the day, [does the plan] 
add to shareholder value?" King said. "Is 
there a way to [formulate] leasttebuy to 
be profitoble [for Boeing]. We believe the 
answer i s  yes." 

The bosic Boeing lease plan discussed 
by other officials involves new 747-400 
freighters. Currently the Air Force wants 

Robins ALC, Robins AFB, Ga., and Son Am 
a t o n i o  ALC, Kelly AFB, Tex. No  significant 

job bsses are anticipakd ot the Sacmmenb 
ALC, McClellan AFB, Calif., and the Og 
den ALC, Hill AFB, Utah. Air Force officials 
claim the realignment is equivalent to dim 
inating two depots in terms of marrhour c e  
pacity and oneandehalf depots in terms 
of real property infrastructure. 

Don Fuqua, president of h e  Aerospace 
Industries Assn., said the Pentogan's base 
closure list "does not go far enough in 
reducing Cold War infrastructure, partic- 
ularly the industrial capacity." He said it 
'sacrifices investment in the future for con- 
tinued consumption in the present." 

Other Air Force facilities slated for c l e  
sure are: 

Rome Laboratory, Grifh'ss AFB, N.Y. Its 
activities would be divided between 
Hanscom AFB, Mass., and the Army's fu- 
cilities at Ft. Monmouth, NJ. 

Brooks AFB, Tex. The Air Force's Arm- 
strong Laboratory and Human Systems 
Center would both be moved to W r i g h ~  
Patterson AFB, Ohio. 

Kidand AFB, N.M., would lose the 58th 
Special Operations Wing to Holloman 
AFB, and the Air Force Operational Test 
and Evaluation Center would relocate to 
Eglin AFB, Fla., while Phillips Laboratory 

(I) would remain at Albuquerque. I 

Boeing would like 
to kase two qwd- 
rons d 747-400s lo 
the Air Force, until 
the service con of- 
ford to buy hem in 
Fiscal 1999 and 
thereafter. 

to buy eight C-17s 
per year in Fiscal 
1996, 1997 and 
1998. This would 
not leave enough 
money to buy any 
NDAA transports, 
service officials 
contend. 

King and other 
Boeing officials be- 
lieve there would be enough money in the 
Air Force's airlift accounts both to buy 8 
C-17s and to lease in excess of 20  new 
747d00s. These freighters would be waiC 
able for operational duties at a rate of sew 
eral aircraft per year, reaching a tot01 "well 
in excess of 20" aircraft by Fiscal 1999 
when the Air Force's transport funding pre 
file increases to about $4 billion per year, 
a second Boeing official said. 

CONGRESSlONAL STARERS, however, con- 
tend there will be only $2.5 billion avail- 
able each year for the foreseeable future. 
Buying an all-C-17 fleet will mean "you 
can't buy C-17s fast enough to replace the 
C- I 4  I retirement,' a staffer said. 'You 
don't [catch] up until 20 1 3 ." 

Airlift capability does go down over the 
next few years, Air Force officials agree. 
But they and McDonnell Douglas officials 
expect the buy of 120 C-17s to be com- 
pleted by 2004-2005, a deadline they 
must meet to allow the Air Force to start 
buying the F-22 fighter. 

Congressional staffers also contend 
the Air Force's Mobility Requirement 
Study section of the Bottom Up Review 
Update -which was due out this r n o ~ h ,  
but which awaits final approval-will try 
to finesse the Air Force's airlih shortfall 
by dropping the airlift requirement to 
around 52  million metric ton miles per 
day from 57 million. This shift means the 
Air Force catches up with its airlih re- 
quirement in 2003. 

Air Force officials said the chonge sim- 
ply reflects altered airlift requiremenk in the 
post Cold War era and o hwvy investment 
in prepositioned equipment and sealift. 

A non-leose alternative i s  to cut the 
C-17 buy to 6 aircraft per year from 8, 
which would ollow the conventional pur- 
chase of four or five NDAA transports 
per year. Thirty aircrah would allow the 
Air Force to form two 15plone squadrons, 
one on each coast, senior Air Force offi- 
ciols said. 

Boeing officials support the leasetobuy 

option because they obiect to what is 
thought to be an Air Force inclination to 
"procure C-17s first and NDAA aftewards, 
which would push NDAA" procurement 
out to Fiscal 1999 and after, a second 
Boeing official said. Boeing is pushing for 
the concurrent purchase of C-17s and 
NDAA. Company officials contend a 
mixed fleet of 70 C-17s and 3 0  747s will 
show a savings of $6.5 billion over an all 
C-17 force and reach the airlift goals of 
52 million ton miles per day as much as 
four years earlier. 

In addition to worrying about the Air 
Force's commitment to the NDAA concept, 
contractors also believe Congress will have 
to change its outlook on honoring long- 
term budget commitments in order for lease 
tebuy to-be a success. 

"[LAWMAKERS] HAVE got to commit for 
a number of years," a senior industry of- 
ficial said. "They need to make purchas- 
es on a commercial basis. If [lawmakers] 
change their mind, they must pay a penal- 
ty" that protects the contractor from heavy 
losses resulting from the change. 

A Strategic Airlift Force Mix Analysis 
(SAFMA) is due out in July. Air Mobility 
Command analysts are examining no- 
tional fleets that involve various percenk 
ages of C-171, new C-SDs, used 747-200 
freighters, new 747-400s, new MD-1 1 F 
freighters and used DC-1 0s. m 

Headline News continues with these mili- 
tary, space and engineering stories: 

Canodci cuts another CS2.8 billion From 
defense budget over next-four years ..62 

Canadian space budget being cvt 15% 
over next 10 years .......................... 62 

NASA evaluates seven proposals b d t  
velop reusable launch vehicles .......... 63 

Reduction in European aircraft projects 
leads to surplus wind tunnel capacity.63 

U.S. begins to declassify satellite re- 
connaissance imagery ..................... 64 

USAF eyes improving firepower of 
stealth aircraft ................................. 65 
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I USAF CHIEF FAVORSC-17s 
w '  

AS C-141 s RETIRE EARLY 
I DAVID A. FULGHUM/WASHINGTON 

! I Pentagon studies due next year show increased 

I need for transport aircraft meet new 
U.S. Army airlift requirements 

S. Air Force officials say the service's 
aging fleet of C-14 1 transports will 

be retired from active duty units by 2003, 
well ahead of earlier schedules, and that 
they are planning for a C-17 force that [" could range from 40 to as many as 141 

7 of the new aircraft. 
New Air Force chief of stoff Gen. Ronald 

R. Fogleman is said by Pentagon insid- 
ers to favor an all-C-17 solution ta airlift 
modernization, even if it requires stretch- 
ing out the transport's buy to make it fit 
within budget restraints. This strategy would 
eliminate the need to buy a nondevelop 
mental airlift aircraft (NDAA), which has 
been advocated by a number of con- 
gressional lawmakers. Instead, Fogleman 
advocates a longer term plan to buy a 
wide-body transport, such as the long- 
range Boeing 767ER, as a tanker/trans- 
port to supplement and wentually replace 

cost," the analyst said. But Air Force offi- 
cials disagree that h i s  i s  the best solution. 
"We don't look at the options [offered by 
Rand] as being really useful in making o 
decision" on h e  mix of civilian and military 
transports the Air Force should buy. 

'The Rand assessment provides a use- 
ful reference for those of us who are try- 
ing to understand the analytics involved 
. . . but in terms of being a definitive oir- 
lift solution . . . that is not the case," the 
analyst said. 

Aerospace industry officials said that 
figures prepared for the Mobility Re- 
quirements Study (MRS) portion of the Bot- 
tom Up Review Update [BURU)-which is  
now being formulated by the Pentagon- 
i s  ex~ected to call for 14 1 C-17s. This , -~ 

requirement would be the result of re- 
ossessment of service budgets beyond 
200 1 , retirement schedules for the C- 14 1 

the KC-1 35 tanker fleet. and intertheater requirements to move 
THIS REVELATION of planning for early Army firepower. The MRS/BURU now is  

C-141 retirement surfaced during discus- expected to be completed in January. 
sions of U.S. Air Force objections to a new- The requirements that emerge hom the 
ly completed Rand study hat says the most Pentagon's MRS/BURU will then fuel the 
cost efficient and "attractive" option for the Air Force's own Strategic Airlih Force 
service would be to buy 42 k i n g  747- Mix Analysis (SAFMA), which will pro- 
400Fs at a 25-vear. liftcvcle cost of $15 
billion insteod o i  $40 billih For 120 C-17s. 
Rond's three-volume study is entitled 'Find- 
ing the Right Mix of Military and Civil Air- 
lift-Issues and Implications." 

Air Force officials said Rond's informa- 
tion is tlawed because it assumes the Air 
Force would keep one-third of the C-14 1 
fleet octive for another 20 to 30  years. 

"They will be out of the active duty units 
by 2003 and [retired from the Air Na- 
tional Guard and Air Force] reserves by 
200647," an Air Force onolyst said. The 
C-1 4 1 's  retirement i s  still based on the 
oircroft's reaching 45,000 flying hours, 
but higher utilization rotes have pushed 
up the date at which it g3es out of ser- 
vice, a second official soid. 

However, Air Force officials do concur 
with Rand's figuring that the option of buy- 
ing 747dWFs insteod of 120 C-17s would 
hove the "overriding advantage [ofj low 

duce the service's recommendations for 
a transport aircrah mix. 

"Certainly in our onalysis we're con- 
sidering a broad range of possibilities for 
what the C-17 requirement might be," the 
Air Force onalyst said. "A total of 14 1 is 
certainly within our ronge." 

Air Force officials are not considering 
a reduction of its reliance on the Civil Re 
serve Airlih Fleet (CRAF) of civilian airlin- 
ers that can be used for military airlih dur- 
ing emergencies such as Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm. 

'We don't see any Air Force or Defense 
Department buy [of transport aircrah] be 
ing o replacement for that baseline [CRAF] 
capabiliIy," the Air Force analyst said. 

Other Rand study assumptions to which 
the Air Force objected included: 

Five airiih offload and five onload bases. 
This i s  considered an oversimplification of 
the problem. Air Force officials said there 
will be many more loading sites, which will 
badly sketch the limited omount of ground 
equipment needed to move cargo. 

Availability of fresh oircrews at every 
base. Instead, there would only be a cou- 
ple of cenh-alized recovery bases for crews 
and aircrah. 

Primary initial airlift of Army combat 
troops. The study assumes C-5s will be 
available to carry outsized cargdike tanks 
even when bulk materials have a higher 
priority. II 



CONFEREES SPARE PROGRAMS 
BY SPREADING CUTS 

w JOHN 0. MORROCCO AND DAVID A FUCGpUMjWASHlNGTON 

S enior U.S. defense cfficials breathed submarine procurement, he has sent no ever, the 5 2  procurement account was cut 
a collective sigh of relief with the House signals to Congress about the preferences by $45 million to $339.4 million. The bill 

Senate appropriation conference com- of senior Defense officials. directs that the Pentagon's Roles and Mis 
mittee's decision not to eliminate any ma- "It wos hard for the conferees to come sions Commission study the question of 
jor programs, although most al l  were bock ond say we're going to get rid of this how many 5 2  bombers the U.S. needs. 
tagged with cuts in the S 15-30-million one or thot one when the Pentagon hasn't The defense appropriations bill mirrors 
range. 

" W e  ended up 
taking small reduc- 
tions out of most of 
the big programs in 
order to balance 
the books." a con- 
gressional officiol 
said. "So many, in- 
cluding the V-22 
and F-22, got a 
small nick." The B2 
and C-17 programs 
olso were nipped. 
"But basically w+ 
stuck pretty close to 
authorization on 
most of these b ig  
progroms." 

The conference 
agreement olso in- 
cludes a reduction 

1) of $305 million in total defense procure- 
ment funding which wil l  be borne pra- 
portianately by indiv~ducl programs T4e 
measure reflects the Adrn~n~strot~or s es:l- 
mate that this amount con be soved as 3 
result of recently enacted acquisition re. 
form le islation. 

The Q243.6biIIion defense rpendirg 
bill for Fiscal 1995, some $3.5 billion 
more than last year's but $822 m i l l i ~ n  
less than the Administrat~cn requested. 
was approved by  both the )iouse and 
Senate late lost week. While the blll :n- 
ciudes many of the Adm~ngs*rat~cn s mj'. 
itary priorities, Rep John \\--tho (C P-: i 

said increasing financ~al pressure .+ ;I d+ 
mand thot ot least one 26 'Llese Q*,, 

weapon] systems has to gc The , s t  oi 
poss~ble targets includes the ' sbe=itr 
fighter, the V-22 ttlt rotor c~rc,nFt a r c  the 
RAH-66 Comanche hel lcc~rer 

'THERE WERE NO rnolor +erT nctic-s 
the congressional o f f ~ c l c !  szld ~t LfIe 
Murtha hod advocated k1I11r,- z-e cr -c-e 
programs this year, "when ~t c.=-e 'o -crL 
Ing up his bill, he wasn t cC e tc dc '1st 
Eveyhlng is st i l l  In there 

Deputy Defense Secveta~ - k -  Ce-*;p 
has ~ d e n t ~ f ~ e d  nrne malor cr2sroms .-2. 
are cand~dotes for C C ~ C P I I C ~  2 -  7 r  s+re.:LI 

uts (AWgSTAug 20 0 2 2 I  ? i t  .. + h  
rllS, e exception of a oneyecr 5 '  n n z-zck 

0-2 supporters will press for production 
of more of the stealthy bombers in Fiscal 
1 W5. The question is what programs will 
be raided to pay for them. 

30id which NCY i t s  headed," the 
:aid. "So we decided not to prejudice the 
outcome of [Deutch's review]." 

A key provision in the bill removed 
:pending reshlctions on funding for bomber 
~odif ications. Originally, there was ccn- 
;ressronal longuage rhot would hove de- 
l a n d e d  a (?ill cost and operational ec- 
'tctiveness anclysis [COEA) o i  bomber 
-5derrizs:io" dons before mcdif~cation 
-2nev could 3, spent This timezonsum- - - , ~ ~ C C ~ S S  >.VOLI/~ hove "killed mods 'cr 
: a ~ a r '  'n !he 3-2 51 and B52 fleets 3 

senlor A , :  =crce official soid 
'nstecd the Air Force is !o conducb 3 - -. -!cr css' c~ecl~veness/trode stud? bv 

'.A=k 1 C : ~ C  e w n  sf a formol COE4 ' s  

-3 I c - C P -  z rest.rqment before bomber 
. C = ~ O ~ P S  ~ 3 -  begin 
l i rpse=.c' z rd  develcpmert wos ~ L I -  
, , ,  . .:nae~ - +  5.' 3 '  8 nrilion n h l e  $ !  5 - ' ? n  i s z s  c,' "z- !  ;n!erim ~cnhgctor Sue- 

- -+  _ 313 jS - !!?:Q !r=m mod~/ ic~! .ans 
- k e  A . =:~cP rece~ved 125 ~ ' ; ! l o n  [ r  

- , J c P - . ~ .  z1 'he 3.2 industr 'ci  base - - . -  

& - ? - p ~ \  Ippnir-9 'he acteon ? ~ e n  )C ~ r >  

:- -e  r a r e  -cn *e  2L7 ncw cn crder Hcu- 

its author izat ion 
counterpart on the 
C- 1 7, approving 
$2.2 billion For p r o  
curement of six of 
the new transports, 
a r e d u c t i o n  o f  
$304 million from 
the Air Force's re- 
quest. But it drops 
a House provision 
calling for the Air  
Force to qualify a 
second-source pro- 
ducer for the C- 1 7's 
engine, expressing 
cautious optimism 
that Pratt & Whit- 
ney is taking steps 
to reduce h e  cost of 
the F 1 1 7-PW- 100. 

The bill does not 
provide funds for a Non-Developmental 
Airlift Alternative aircraft, but there is bill 
languoge thot directs the Defense Dept. 
to initiate procurement with $100 mil- 
lion in 1994 funds before Sept. 30, 1995. 
There were no plans to spend large 
amounts on NDAA before 1996, "os- 
suming the Defense Dept. chooses to go 
that route," a congressional official soid. 
"A lot of the trade studies say you should 
buy 60 C- 17s and then buy [ k i n g ]  747s 
or [McDonnell Douglas] MD-I 1 s to aug- 
ment them. There will be a lot of politics 
on thot one." 

n-fE &R FORCE'S request for the F-22 fighc 
er orogram was cut by $ 1  10 million, to 
$ 2  3 5  billion. The official said, howev- 
er, that he "would not be surprised to see 
the F-22 delayed in the 1996 budget." 

4 Senate provision that would hove r e  
stric:ed obligating those funds until the Air 
Fcrce submitted an F-22 test ond evoluo- 
ticn master pion wos dropped in the fi- 
not bill But the conferees directed the Air 
Force to evoluote new, costeffective tech- 
niques and systems to improve radar cross 
sec+ro~ testing technologies, "utilizing ul- 
tra-wideband holographic radar imaging 
unit skstems " 

F~lnding for both the V-22 and RAHd6 
C c ~ c i c h e  programs were each reduced 
bv 3 0  million. However, language that 
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Des~yriecl to load and unload cargo from w1d0-bod~erl aircraft. 
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EEI LOAD PLANNING PAGE: 4-2-1 

V?! MANUAL DATE: 081 1 5/93 

SPECIFIC AIRCRAFT DATA: 6757-200PF 

1. Limitations 

A. Structural Weight Limitations 

(1) Limiting Design Weights 

Maximum Ramp Weight 
Maximum Take-off Weight 
Maximum Landing Weight 
Maximum Zero Fuel Weight 

251,000 pounds 
250,000 pounds 
21 0,000 pounds 
200,000 pounds 

(2) Applicable Aircraft are listed in United Parcel Service Operations Specifications. 

6. Loading Limitations 

(1) Payload Less Than 50,000 Pounds 

(a) Compartment Limitations 

The maximum compartment weights for containerized cargo are shown on 
form 22-25-002. 

NOTE: The maximum compartment weight may be further reduced due to 
missing or inoperative restraints and container or pallet weight 
limitations. 

(b) Cumulative Zone Weight Limitations 

The cumulative zone weight limitations are shown on form 22-25-002. 

(2) Payload Greater Than or Equal to 50,000 Pounds 

(a) Compartment Limitations 

The maximum compartment weights for containerized cargo are shown on 
form 22-25-003. 

NOTE: The maximum compartment weight may be further reduced due to 
missing or inoperative restraints and container or pallet weight 
limitations. 

(b) Cumulative Zone Weight Limitations 

The cumulative zone weight limitations are shown on form 22-25-003. 

(3) When pallets are loaded, the top of the pallet shall be no more than 1.32 inches 
above the top of the rollers supporting the pallet with the cargo strapped down to 
the pallet. This condition must be met for 60 continuous inches along each side of 
the pallet. 

C. Center of Gravity Limits 

(1) Tabulated Center of Gravity Limits 



B t l l y  Lorpartrents 

700 cu f t  1130 cu f t  



HAP: 1 - 30 - GATEWAY MANA e! MANUAL DATE: 2/28/88 

Container Positions 

Loose Load Compartments 



CHAP: I - 30 
PAGE: 10 o f  27 GATEWAY MANAGER'S 11 
REV : 3 MANUAL * 
DATE: 09/18/89 i, 



B-757-200 WING TIP CLEARANCE 



---- 

CHAP: I - 30 GATEWAY MANAGER'S pro,: 12.1 of 27' 

MANUAL REV : 
DATE: 6/10/88 

b 
I 

7' 
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I 
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m 
I 
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FIGURE 5 (SHEET 1 OF 2) 

8757-200 DIMENSIONS 

I PAGE: 8-5-16 
DATE: 0711 5/92 

GROUND I 
UPS $ ,  OPERATIONS MANUAL L! . 



E~EI GROUND PAGE: 84-17 W OPERATIONS MANUAL DATE: 0711 5/92 

Container Positions 

Loose Load Positions 

Untlmd Parsol k m e o  1 
-... 

FUd Belly A f t  Belly 

FIGURE 5 (SHEET 2 OF 2) 

8757-200 CONTAINERILOOSE LOAD POSITIONS 



E~EI  GROUND PAGE: 8 - 5 4  

W OPERATIONS MANUAL DATE: 0711 5/92 

6757-200 
FLOOR BEARING WEIGHT LlMlT (LBS. PER SQ. INCH) 

8757-200 
LINEAR LOAD LIMIT (LBS. PER RUNNING INCH) 

Zone 

Main Deck 
ZFW 16OK 

MainDeck 
ZFW 120K 

Belly 

1 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

Zone 

M a ~ n D e c ~  
ZFW 16OK 

Ma~nDeck 
ZFW 16OK 

Belly 

2 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

1 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

3 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

2 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

4 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

3 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

5 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

4 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

6 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

5 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

7 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

6 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

8 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

7 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

8 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

9 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5  

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

9 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5  

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

1.04 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 

No 
Load 

No 
Load 

47 



8757-200 PF CALCULATION WORKSHEET 
TOTAL PAYLOAD GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 50,000 POUNDS 

PoS 12 POS 13 

6.500MAX 6.500MAX 

CONT # t s ~ i  e 

1'0s 1 - 
'dl0 MAX 

POS 2 POS 11 

6.500 MAX 

-- 
CONT. # 

7.500 MAX 1 7.500 MAX 7,500 MAX I 
CONT. #. 

WEIGHT 

AAllO -t 0.10 

1.600 MAX 

9.400 MAX 9.400 MAX 7.200 MAX 

- 
POS 34 = I 

z 
6,100 MAX) 

2.600 MAX I 4.400 MAX 4.100 MAX 4.100 MAX 

7,900 MAX 7.500 MAX --I-- 1 I 
8,000 MAX 8.000 MAX 8,000 MAX 8.000 MAX 8.000 MAX I '>00 MAX 7,500 MAX 8.000 MAX 8,000 MAX 6.500 MA> - - 

17.200 MAX G.500 MA\ 
- 

- 
33.700 MAX 37,900 MAX 45,400 MAX --I-- 26,300 MAX 19.200 MAX I-- 500 MAX 54,200 MAX 1 45.400 MAX 1 39.900 MAX 

I I 
TOTAL PAY LOAD 

NOTES: 1. FOR ZONE LOAD TOTALS AT BELLY POSITIONS, 

MULTIPLY BY THE APPROPRIATE RATIO. 

2. USE THE ACTUAL WEIGHT FOR ZONE AND 

CUMULATIVE LOAD TOTALS. 

3. BULK RATIOS ARE USED FOR CALCULATION 

PURPOSES ONLY AND DO NOT REFLECT 

PAYLOAD DISTRIBUTION. 

PAYLOAD I I 
ACM'S I + [ ( ~OOMAX)  

t TAXI BURN 1 - 1  
TAKEOFF WEIGHT I = 1 ( 2 5 0 . 0 0 0 ~ ~ ~ )  

AIRCRAFT BOW 

ZERO FUEL WEIGHT 

RAMP FUEL 

RAMP WEIGHT 

t 

= 

t 

= 

(200.000 MAX) 

(75.400 MAX) 

(251.000 MAX) 



B STA 
92.5 

I 

B STA 
2002.5 

I 180 FT - 3 IN. ! 

I (54.9 M) m 

I 

I I 

82 IN. (2.1 M) 

I 74 FT - 8 IN. 1 
- 1 4 R - 7 ' 1 N .  (22.7M) 7 I 

! I (4.6 M) 176 FT - 1 IN. I 
_ i 

i (53.7 M) 

'a REVSYM M 
JUN 1994 

[I] THIS DIMENSION VARIES PER AlTITUDE AND WEIGHT OF AIRPLANE. 
SEE SECTION 1. 'AIRPLANE GROUND CLEARANCES - 767300/300EFT 

D6-48646 
Boeing 767 Facilrty and 

Equipment Planning 
SECTION 1 

Page 1-1 9 



AIRPLANE DIMENSIONS 767-300 FREIGHTER 

i 
LI 

I 
STA 
92.5 

NOTES - FOR GROUND SLEA2ANCES SEE PAGES 1-26 AND 1-27 

SEE PAGE 1-10 '3R 3THEFi AIRPLANE DIMENSIONS 

[I] SEE PAGE '-22 

REVSYM M 
JUN 1994 

D6-48646 
Boeing 767 Facility and 

Equipment Planning 
SECTION 1 

Page 1-21 



AIRPLANE GROUNU GLEARANCES 
767-300 FREIGHTER 

JUN 1994 

m 

DM8646 
Boeing 767 Facility and 

Equipment Planning 
SECTION 1 

Page 1-27 

2. DIMENSIONS ARE IN INCHES (CM) 

[I] VHF ANTENNA RELOCATED FROM STA 379 TO STA 51 3 WITH 
INSTALLATION OF BOlTOM TCAS ANTENNA AT STA 399 

POINT 

1 

2 
3 

4 
5 

6 
7 
8 

9 
10 

1 1 

12 

l3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

NOTES: 

DESCRIPTION 
BODY COORDINATES GROUND CLEARANCE, NORMAL 

LOADING 

ANTENNA - VHF, RIGHT [I] 
ANTENNA - ATC, RIGHT 
ANTENNA - DME, LEFT 

ANTENNA - DME, RIGHT 
ANTENNA - MARKER BEACON 

ANTI-COLLISION LIGHT 

ANTENNA - VHF, CENTER 

BODY - FWD FUSELAGE 

BODY - MID FUSELAGE 

BODY - HIGH POINT, FWD 

HORIZONTAL STABILIZER - 
HIGH POINT AT TIP 

VERTICAL FIN - HIGH POINT 

JT9D-7R4 

PW4000 
NACELLE 
BOrrOM C F H O A  

CFWOC2 
RB211-524H 

ANTENNA - VHF, LEFT 
DRAINMAST - FWD 

DRAIN MAST - AFT 

TAIL SKID (EXTENDED) 

1. "NORMAL LOADING" IS LOADING 

STA 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

366.7R. L 

0.0 
314R.L 

314R, L 
314R, L 

3143, L 
3158, L 

0.0 
363L 

28.8R 
0.0 

OPERATIONAL 

1 513 

448 
555 

654~11 
654+26 

857.5 

1197+99 

41 5 

948 
41 5 

1976.2 

2002 
763.2 

763.2 
759.2 

759.2 

782.3 

E 4 t 5 7  

665 

1407.9 
1712.5 

WITHIN 

BL 
65.4 (166) 

7E.G (203) 
75.8 (200) 

76.8 (195) 
T .9  (1 98) 

73.4 (186) 

63.0 (160) 

82.4 (209) 

75.3 (1 94) 

295.4 (750) 

25 .9  (658) 

635.0 (1613) 
43.4 (1 10) 

43.0 (110) 
42.5 (1 11) 

46.5 (1 03) 

32.5 (83) 

3C8.5 (784) 
741 (1 88) 

80 3 (204) 

125 (321) 

90.7 

104.5 
104.5 

CG ENVELOPES 

WL I MIN 
53.4 (136) 

66.9 (1 70) 
67.4 (171) 

MAX 

104.5 1 68.4 (174) 
105.5 1 69.2 (176) 

103.2 

90.7 

106.7 

106.7 
319.7 

68.0 (173) 

54.8 (139) 

68.9 (175) 

71.5 (182) 
281.9 (716) 

280.1 / 232.0 (589) 

656 
70.9 

70.9 
71 

71 

60.94 

337.35 

102 

106 
154.5 

607.6 (1 543) 
33.5 (85) 

33.5 (85) 
33.6 (85) 

30.6 (78) 

21.9 (56) 

299.4 (760) 
65.9 (167) 

65.7 (167) 
102.3 (260) 1 



---.. --w. .. . - . - - I  -.--- ' "'- ..---'*..- ..-- - - 
767-300 FREIGHTER 

2. DIMENSIONS ARE IN INCHES (CM) 

[I] THE WATER LlNE 'OR THE MANUAL CARGO HANDLING SYSTEM TRANSFER PLANE. THE 

GENERAL MARKET FREIGHTER WATER LlNE IS 202.045. MINIMUM HEIGHT WlLL BE 164.4 (417.6) 

AND THE MAXIMUM WlLL BE 176.5 (448.3) 

POINT 

1 

2 

SECTION 1 
Page 1-30 

HEIGHTS 
ABOVE 

GROUND, 
NORMAL 
LOADING 

D6-48646 
Boeing 767 Facility and 

Equipment Planning 

3 LOWEFi LOBE FWD CARGO DOOR 57R 126.4 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ 1  

DESCRIPTION 

MIN 
161.8 

(41 1.0) 

REVSYM M 
JUN 1994 

69 

MAX 
176.7 

(448.8) 

1 175.7 . 

SIZE, 
HEIGHT AND 

WIDTH 

163.7 
(415.8) (446.3) 

/ 548 (1 75 x 340) 

4 LOWER LOBE AFT CARGO DOOR 126.4 69x134 11274 
(1 75 x 340) / 1253 (Ei98) I /2"&6) , 

5 BULK CARGO DOOR 45 x 38 
(114x97) +253 

6 APU SE3VICE DOOR, TAPERED 78 x 62 / 0.0 / 194.2 / 147.5 1 171.9 
(1 98 x 157) +253 (374.7) I (436.6) 

7 E'E 3AY ACCESS D30R 74.6 / 89.4 18" Z3 1 323.6 / 0.0 / 1 y2.8 1 (189.5) /227.1) / (47 x 58) 

8 FORWAFID ACCESS DOOR 18.5 x 22 112.4 129.5 
(47 x 56) 1 164'8 1 1 151'3 / 1285.3 (328.9) 

200 

201.29 
[I] 

BODY COORDINATES 

FORWARD ENTRY DOOR 1 1 7 )  1 317 1 'OL 

STA I BL 

MAIN DECK CAFlGO DOOR 

WL 

94L 



OPTICNAL ON PASSENGEFl MODELS 
BASIC ON THE FREIGHTER 

/ COMPARTMENT 
DOOR PROTECTOR 
NETS 

ASSEMBLY LC2 CONTAINERS 
I 

& TIEDOWN FllTlNG 

B U M  CARGO RESTRAINT 
SURFACE MCUNTED 
ANCHOR FtlYlK 

NOTE: TOTAL VOLUME (-2001400): 430 CU FT (122 CU M: 
TOTAL COMPARTMENT VOLUME WILL BE INCREASED 

H - 0 
WITH THE ADDITION OF AN OPTIONAL NET ASSE!.!SLY 

0 O AT STA 134.4. IN LIEU OFTHE TWO LD2 CONTAINE9.S SHOWN 
h 

Page 2-98 

DM8646 
Boeing 767 Facility and 

Equipment Planning 
REVSYM M 

JUN 1994 



MAIN DEGK GARGW 
767-300 FREIGHTER 

The main deck cargo compartment of the 767-300 Freighter can accommodate either a powered 
transfer system (General Market Freighter, GMF) or a manual cargo handling system 
(non-powered). 

For the powered cargo handling system, Power Drive Units (PDUs) along with roller tray 
assemblies are installed to assist in transferring and positioning cargo Unit Load Devices (ULDs) 
within the cargo compartment. The main deck power drive system is primarily controlled by the 
Master Cargo Control Panel (MCCP). The panel is located on the outside of the airplane, 
immediately aft of the main deck cargo door. Three Local Cargo Control Panels (LCCPs) are also 
installed inside the main deck compartment, along the right sidewalls. The Local Cargo Control 
Panels are mainly used in making the final ULD movements to set the cargo locks, if necessary. 

For the manual cargo handling system, the main deck cargo compartment incorporates cargo 
tracks and structural hard points to accommodate installation of a non-powered cargo conveyor, 
guidance and restraint hardware. The main deck architecture will depend on the customer 
configuration. 

The 767-300 Freighter main deck cargo compartment can accommodate the following ULD sizes: 

1(11 o 88 x 108 in. (224 x 274 cm), optional on the GMF 
o 88 x 125 in. (224 x 318 cm) 
o 96 x 125 in. (244 x 318 cm) 
o 96 x 1 96 in. (244 x 498 cm) 

The 96 x 196 in. (244 x 498 cm) pallets can only be positioned longitudinally along the centerline 
of the main deck compartment These pallets are initially loaded transversely, and then manually 
rotated into the main deck cargo compartment Prior to rotation, a portion of the pallet will 
overhang the cargo compartment Main deck cargo configurations and ULD contour requirements 
are shown on pages 2-1 01 thru 2-1 03. 

Page 2-1 00 

D6-48646 
Boeing 767 Facility and 

Equipment Planning 
REVSYM M 

JUN 1994 



l v l n l m v  YLVI\ vnl IUU V V I W I  IUUI In I 1 u 1 . u  

767-300 FREIGHTER 

TRANSVERSE ARRANGEMENT: [3] 

u 88 X i25 X 96 IN. (224 X 318 X 244 CM) CONTOURED M-1A PALLETS. 7 5 PLACES [ I  ] 
88 X :25 IN. (224 X 318 CM) SPECIAL CONTOURED PALLETS. 2 PUCES [2] 

+ 
SIDE 

CARGO 
DOOR 

TRANSVERSE ARRANGEMENT: [3] 

96 X 125 X 96 IN. (244 X 318 X 244 CM) CONTOURED M-1 PALLETS. 14 PLACES [ 1 3 
88 X I25 IN. (221 X 318 CM) SPECIAL CONTOURED PALLETS. 2 PLACES [2] 

SIDE 
CARGO 
DOOR 

[I] SEE PAGE 2-1 03 FOR PALLET CONTOUR REQUIREMENTS 

[2] UNIT LOAD DEVICES (ULDs) IN THESE POSITIONS MUST SPECIALLY CONTOURED. 

ULD CONTOURS WILL DEPEND ON AIRLINE CONFIGURATION 

[3] GENERAL MARKET FREIGHTER ONLY 

~C~ECTION 2 
Page 2-1 02 

D6-48646 
Boeing 767 Facility and 

Equipment Planning 
REVSYM M 

JUN 1994 



MAIN vtbn slut GAI~UV uvun 
767-300 FREIGHTER 

The 767-300 Freighter main deck side cargo door is located on the left side of the airplane. The 
centerline of the door is positioned at STA 562. The door is a non-plug type, hinged at the top. 
The door clear opening is shown on page 2-1 05. 

There are three major door operating systems: lock, latchlhook and lift. Each system operates in 
two modes, electric and manual. There are a total of 14 latches, 12 on the lower sill and 2 at the 
door mid-span position. The door may be openedlclosed in wind conditions up to 40 knots, and 
the door will statically withstand winds up to 65 knots when in the full open position. The time to 
complete an electric cycle (closed to open and vice versa) is approximately 80 seconds. 

The control panel for the electric operation of the door is located in the flight deck, near the crew 
entry door. The manual operation of the door is accomplished by using hand or power tools. (500 
rpm maximum). The manual operation control ports are located on the door skin for the lock and 
latch/hook system, and on the body skin immediately aft of the door cutout for the lift system. 
Each of the ports require a 318 in. square male drive wrench. 

Page 2-1 04 
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MAIN urbn aiuc tnnuv uvvn 
SILL INTERFACE 

767-300 FREIGHTER 

LBL 
163.80 

LBL LBL 
32.85 20.94 

I I EL 
0.0 

I 
LBL 

9c.17 

e INBD 

(NOMINAL) 

THE LOWEST POINT 
WHEN THE DOOR IS 

(23.3 CM) IN THE CANOPIED 
POSITION 

MAXIMUM DOOR SWING 

I 

I 

DOOR LATCH 
FITTING 

t 
DOOR LATCH 

FITTING 

REAR VIEW 

'\, \ 
L-------- C 

[ I  ] FREIGHTERS WlTH THE MANUAL CARGO HANDUNG SYSTEM 

f 121 FREIGHTERS WlTH THE POWERED CARGO HANDLING SYSTEM 
.n m "4 (GENERAL MARKET FREIGHTER) 

*,,ION 2 
Page 2-1 06 
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LOADER REQUIRENltPITS 

LOWER LOBE 

.I The small cargo door (70 ini178 cm wide) on the 767 uses a 96 in. (244 cm) wide loader. Due to 
the longitudinal orientation of pallets in the 767 with the 134 in. (340 cm) large cargo door, a 
requirement exists for loaders capable of presenting pallets to the airplane wlth the 125 in. (31 8 
cm) dimension lengthwise across the loader. This can be done either of two ways: 

(1) With a loader that is 125 in. (31 8 cm) wide between side guides, or 
(2) Having a loader with the capability of rotating the pallet 900 on the bridge. 

There are a number of existing standard body main deck loaders, modified lower lobe loaders and 
wide body main deck loaders of the type (1) above. These loaders must be capable of reaching 
the 767 lower deck height, 88-101 inches, (224-257 cm) and they must interface at the door sill 
without interference with the airplane contour. Since the airplane contour comes outward from the 
door sill, this requirement eliminates some loaders as  being suitable. 

An additional requirement to consider for a type (2) loader above is that the center of pallet 
rotation must clear the door actuator arms and airplane contour during rotation. The following 
pages illustrate this requirement. 

MAIN DECK 
The 767-300 Freighter main deck cargo compartment can acornmodate 88/96 x 125 in. (2241244 x 

0)) 318 cm) Unit Load Devices (ULDs) either longitudinally or laterally (transverse). When these 
ULDs are positioned longitudinally on the main deck, a requirement exists for a wide loader 
capable of presenting the ULDs to the airplane with the 125 in. (318 cm) dimension lengthwise 
across the loader, the same a s  the  wide loaders used for the 767 lower lobes with the large cargo 
door. If the ULDs are positioned laterally on the main deck, a standard main deck loader with 96 
in. (244 cm) between side guides can be used. 

The loader must be capable of reaching the 767 main deck height. The minimum and maximum 

main deck ground heights are shown on page 1-30. Additionally, the loader should have the 
capability to handle 96 x 196 in. (244 x 498 cm) pallets lengthwise. Loading of a 96 x 196 (244 x 
498 cm) pallet will also require a wide loader due to manual pallet turning operation. 
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LuAutn n t u u ~ n t f ~ r ~  13 
PALLET ROTATION BRIDGE LOADER 

STA 
6: : 

PALLET PRIOR 
TO ROTATION 

\ 

STA 
485 SIDE GUIDE ROLLER 

, (2 PLACES) 

RBL 49.75 - +--- - -  - --- s' - - 
(REO 

\ RBL 49.75 --- ---- - -  - - - - - -  - - -  -- 
\ 

\ 
, - - - - - - - - , - - - - - - - - - - - 

! 
-- 7.-. 

(REF) 

, --- 
-: -I 

/--? t 

- I 
AIRPLANE 

I ------ 
FUSELAGE I -/ 1. RBL 9525 POINT A -_ 

/- , 
\ (SKIN INTERFERENCE) 

/ RBL 97.0 (REF) 
(HINGE LINE) 

(REF) 
RBL '0825 POINT B 

'\ - .. 
i . 

/ iRBL~12.50POlNTC 
i ORBIT OF PALLET ,' (INTERFERENCE AT 

, 

,/ DURING ROTATION CEILING HEIGHT) i 
AFT ACTUATOR ARM PROJESTICN FWD ACNATCR 
(WITHOUT CABLE GUARD) 

INBD ARM PROJECTION 

T? 
(WITH CABLE GUARD) 

PLAN VIEW 

[I] THE PICTURE DESCZIEING THIS SECTION CUT IS SHOWN ON PAGE 2-1 13 
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. .  . . - . . . -. . . - . . 

MINIMUM 1 UHNINki HAUil 

. , -- 
, , A 

MINIMUM WIDTH 
OF PAVEMENT 

ANGLE 6 2  FOR :80' TURN 

THEORETICAL CENTER OF TURN . , MINIMUM TURNING RADIUS. 
SLOW CONTINUOUS TURNING 

.- 
NCSE , ,  (OUTSIDE TO , , 

TIRE SLIP 4' I ,  s , OUTSIDE 
I 

' I  
OF nR0 

,' I 

'- '. - - - - - _ _ _ - -  _ - - -  

NOTES: 1. 4'TlRE SLlP ANGLE 
APPROXIMATE FOR  TURN 

2. CONSULT USING AIRLINE FOR 
SPECIFIC OPEilATlNG PROCEDURE 

I 
--- - 

FOR AN EFFECTIVE TURN ANGLE OF 61° 1 

REVSYM J 
APR 1990 

MODEL 

767-200 

767-300 
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FEET 
METERS 

FEET 
METERS 

X / Y / A  
64.6 35.8 129.1 
19.7 / 10.9 1 35.3 

74.7 41.4 146.3 

22.8 / 12.6 I U . 5  

R-3 

75.5 
23.0 

87.0 
26.5 

R-4 

117.2 
35.7 

122.6 
37.4 

R-5 1 R-6 

87.2 
26.6 

98.7 
30.1 

102.0 
31.1 

114.0 
34.7 



The bulk compartment is located aft of the aft lower lobe cargo compatment The door to the 
compartment is located on the left side of the airplane with its center 112 ft 2 in. (34.2 m) aft of the 
airplane nose for -200 and 133 ft 3 in. (40.6 m) for the -300. The height of the bulk cargo door sill 
is 87 to 102 in. (221 to 259 cm) for extreme loading conditions. The total volume of the bulk cargo 
compartment is 430 cubic feet (122 cubic meters). 

BULK CARGO DOOR 
The centerline of the bulk cargo door is located at STA 1439. The door is of the plug-type and 
opens inward. It is located on the left side of the airplane and provides a clear opening 43 in. 
(1 09 cm) high and 38 in. (97 cm) wide. 

The bulk cargo door is manually operated. If the bulk cargo door cannot be opened from outside, 
access to the bulk cargo door can be accomplished via the aft cargo compartment 

RNSYM J 
APR 1990 
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I LOWER LOBE 
The small cargo door (70 in.1178 cm wide) on the 767 uses a 96 in. (244 cm) wide loader. Due to 
the longitudinal orientation of pallets in the 767 with the 134 in. (340 cm) large cargo door. a 
requirement exists for loaders capable of presenting pallets to the airplane with the 125 in. (31 8 
cm) dimension lengthwise across the loader. This can be done either of two ways: 

(1) With a loader that is 125 in. (31 8 cm) wide between side guides, or 

(2) Having a loader with the capability of rotating the pallet 900 on the bridge. 

There are a number of existing standard body main deck loaders, modified lower lobe loaders and 
wide body main deck loaders of the type (1) above. These loaders must be capable of reaching 

I the 767 lower deck height, 88-101 inches, (224-257 cm) and they must interface at the door sill 
without interference with the airplane contour. Since the airplane contour comes outward from the 
door sill, this requirement eliminates some loaders as being suitable. 

An additional requirement to consider for a type (2) loader above is that the center of pallet 
rotation must clear the door actuator arms and airplane contour during rotation. The following 
pages illustrate this requirement. 

1 
MAIN DECK 
The 767-300 Freighter main deck cargo compartment can acommodate 88196 x 125 in. (2241244 x 

(1) 318 cm) Unit Load Devices (ULDs) either longitudinally or laterally (transverse). When these 
ULDs are positioned longitudinally on the main deck, a requirement exists for a wide loader 
capable of presenting the ULDs to the airplane with the 125 in. (31 8 cm) dimension lengthwise 
across the loader, the same as the wide loaders used for the 767 lower lobes with the large cargo 
door. If the ULDs are positioned laterally on the main deck, a standard main deck loader with 96 
in. (244 cm) between side guides can be used. 

The loader must be capable of reaching the 767 main deck height. The minimum and maximum 
main deck ground heights are shown on page 1-30. Additionally, the loader should have the 
capability to handle 96 x 196 in. (244 x 498 cm) pallets lengthwise. Loading of a 96 x 196 (244 x 
498 cm) pallet will also require a wide loader due to manual pallet turning operation. 
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L W A U t h  ~itQUlHlkMtN i S 
PALLET ROTATION BRIDGE LOADER 

STA STA 

w 61 1 485 SIDE GUIDE ROUER 
I 

I PALLET PRIOR I /  (2 PLACES) 

1 TO ROTATION 

I 

RBL 97.0 (REF) --- 
%- 

RBL I0825 POINT B 
(INTERFERENCE AT 

PALLET HflGI-IT) 
RBL 112.50 POINT C 

ORBli OF PALLET (INTERFERENCE AT 
DURING ROTATION CEILING HEIGHT) 

AFT ACTUATOR ARM PROJECTION FWD ACTUATOR 
(WITHOUT CABLE GUARD) 

INBD ARM PROJECTION 
(WITH CABLE GUARD) 

L F W D  

PLAN VIEW 

d 
[I] THE PICTURE DESCRIBING THIS SECTION CUT IS SHOWN ON PAGE 2-1 13 
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TYPICAL HANGAR ARRANGEMENT 

282 FT 

- 3  

- C1 

Z I I ] SEE SECTION 1 FOR GROUND CLEARANCES VA 10 NOTE: DIMENSIONS ARE APPROXIMATE MA IE ADJUSTED TO MEET CUSTOME~ 
REQUIREMENTS. 
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AIRPLANE ATTlTUDE 
ANTENNA LOCATIONS AND GROUND CLEARANCES 

VOR ANTENNA 
H.F. ANT- 

A 

WL a0 
f 

0 
GROUND LINE I * 

0 
0, n 
0 

4 13 

[I] "NORMAL LOADING" IS LOADING WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF NORMAL OPERATIONAL CG ENVELOPES. 
GROUND CLEARANCES FOR POINTS 1 THRU 12 ARE FROM THE TIP OF THE ANTENNAS. 

[2] AIRPLANES WITHOUT TCAS ANTENNA AT STA 490 
[3] Al R PLANES WITH TCAS ANTENNA AT STA 490 
141 SATELLITE COMMUNICATION ANTENNA IS CUSTOMER OPTION. 

NOTES: (+) IS RIGHT SlDE ONLY, (-) IS LEFT SlDE ONLY 
MANY ANTENNAS ARE NOT SHOWN. ONLY THOSE WHICH ARE CONSIDERED MAINTENANCE OR 
CLEARANCE PROBLEMS ARE SHOWN. 
DIMENSIONS ARE IN INCHES (CM) 

POINT 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0 

1 1 

12 

13 

0 
SECTION 1 
Page 1-28 

DESCRlPTlON 

ANTENNA - VHF RIGHT [2] 

ANTENNA - VHF RIGHT [3] 

ANTENNA - VHF LEFT 

ANTENNA - VHF CENTER 

ANTENNA - TCAS BO'TTOM 

ANTENNA - TCAS TOP 

ANTENNA - DME # 1 

ANTENNA - DME # 2 

ANTENNA - ATC MODE S BOlTOM 

ANTENNA - ATC MODE S TOP 

ANTENNA - SATCOM LO-GAIN [4] 

ANTENNA - SATCOM HI-GAIN [4] 

ANTENNA - VOR 
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BODY COORDINATES 

STA 

472.0 

630.0 

730.0 

1730.6 

490.0 

450.0 

690.0 

830.0 

570.0 

61 0.0 

648.7 

1660.0 

2731 -0 

GROUND 
CLEARANCES 

NORMAL LOADING 

MIN 
69.5 

(176.5) 
61.8 

(1 57 .O) 
403.5 

(1 024.9) 
66.3 

(1 68.4) 
84.5 

(21 4.6) 
386.6 
(982.0) 
75.9 

(1 92.8) 
76.8 

(195.1) 
77.1 

(1 95.8) 
388.7 
(987.3) 
392.5 
(997.0) 
356.0 
(904.2) 
722.4 

(1834.9) 

BL 

0.0 

0.0 

+3.85 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

+4.5 

4.77 

0.0 

0.0 

r11 
MAX 
87.0 

(221 .O) 
77.5 

(1 96.8) 
41 8 2  

(1 0622) 
79.0 

(200.6) 
101.7 

(258.3) 
4042 

(1 062.7) 
912 

(231.6) 
90.7 - 

(230.4) 
93.6 

(237.7) 
404.8 

(1 028.2) 
408.2 

(1 036.8) 
368.0 
(934.7) - 
748.9 

(19022) 

WL 

Oo'O 

91 .O 

400.0 

91.0 

o".o 

400'0 

91 .O 

91 .O 

93.0 

400-0 

400'0 

358.75 

735'0 
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747-400D (DOMESTIC, SHORT RANGE CONFIGURATION) 
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WEIGHT OF AIRPLANE 
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12) TRUE DISTANCE ALONG 
WING REFERENCE PLANE 

C33 

0 
I 12FT7 IN  --cr 

OUTBD EXGINE 

(3.83 MI 

INBD 
105FT6IN 
(32.1 5 M) 

106FT4IN 
(32.41 M) 

107 FT 6 IN 
(32.76 M) 

-ox2 I 7 5 F T 6 I N  
(23.01 M) 

PWcaO 

R E :  1 -522G 

7 6 F T 3 I N  
(23.24 M) 
78 FT 11 IN 
(24.05 M) 



Various model airplanes are certified for operation at different maximum gross weights, depending 
on engines, structural limitations and other configuration options. The following table present data 
to describe the range of operating weights presently being offered for each 747-400 model. 
Intermediate weights within the range are not shown. 

[2] WITH ROLLS-ROYCE ENGINES, OPTIONAL MZFW OF 545,000 LBS (247212 KG) IS AVAILABLE. 

J 

MTW - MAXIMUM DESIGN TAXl WEIGHT: MAXIMUM WEIGHT FOR GROUND MANEUVER AS 

LlM ITED BY AIRCRAFT STRUCTURAL STRENGTH. 

MTOW - MAXIMUM DESIGN TAKEOFF WEIGHT: MAXIMUM WEIGHT FOR TAKEOFF AS LIMITED 

BY AIRCRAFT STRUCTURAL STRENGTH AND PERFORMANCE LIMITATIONS. 

MLW - MAXIMUM DESIGN LANDING WEIGHT: MAXIMUM WEIGHT FOR LANDING AS LIMITED 

BY AIRCRAFT STRUCTURAL STRENGTH AND AIRWORTHINESS REQUIREMENTS. 

MZFW - MAXIMUM DESIGN ZERO FUEL WEIGHT: MAXIMUM WEIGHT ALLOWED BEFORE 

USABLE FUEL AND OTHER CONSUMABLES MUST BE LOADED IN DEFINED SECTIONS OF THE 

AIRCRAFT AS LIMITED BY STRUCTURAL STRENGTH. 

OEW -OPERATING EMPTY WEIGHT: WEIGHTOF STRUCTURE, POWER PLANT, FURNISHINGS. 

SYSTEMS. UNUSABLE FUEL AND OTHER UNUSABLE PROPULSION AGENTS, AND OTHER 

ITEMS OF EQUIPMENT THAT ARE CONSIDERED AN INTEGRAL PART OF A PARTICULAR 

AIRCRAFT CONFIGURATION. ALSO INCLUDED ARE CERTAIN STANDARD ITEMS, 

PERSONNEL, EQUIPMENT, AND SUPPLIES NECESSARY FOR FULL OPERATION, EXCLUDING 

FUEL AND PAYLOAD. 

CG DIAGRAMS ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES SHOW HIGHEST MTW (MAXIMUM DESIGN TAXl 

WEIGHT) FOR THAT MODEL ONLY. 

FOR MORE PRECISE DEFINITION OF THE ABOVE TERMS, AND COMPLETE INFORMATION ON 

WEIGHTS AND CG LIMITS SEE D043U4XX 1 D043U5XX WEIGHT AND BALANCE MANUAL 

a R N S Y M  B 
NOVII 993 

[I] OPTIONAL LANDING WEIGHT OF 652,000 LBS (295747 KG) IS AVAILABLE. 

MODEL 

I 

747400 

747-4001) 
(DOMESTIC) 

747400 
COMB1 
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MTW 
LBS 
(KG) 

803,000 
(364234) 
877,000 
(397807) 
603,000 
(27352 1 ) 
836,000 
(3792 1 0) 
803,000 

(364234) 
877,000 
(397807) 

MTO W 
LBS 
(KG) 

800,000 
(362873) 
875,000 
(396900) 

600,000 
(2721 60) 
833,000 
(377849) 
800,000 

(362873) 
875,000 
(396900) 

llrQFW 
L8S 
(KG) 

535,000 
(242,611) r21 
542,500 
(246078) 

535.000 
(242676) 
542,500 [2] 
(246078) 
565.000 
(256280) 
565.000 
(256280) 

MLW 
LBS 
(KG) 

574,000 
(260361) 
630,000 
(285763) 

584,000 
(264902) 111 
630,000 
(285768) 
574,000 
(260361) 
630,000 
(285763) 

O W  
LBS 
(KG) 

396.51 6 
(1 79860) 
397,536 
(1 80322) 

385,889 
(1 75039) 
386,809 
(1 75456) 
405,686 
(1 8401 9) 
406,706 
(1 84482) 



Heavy duty 2-112-inch diameter rollers in the sill will absorb the impact force of containers entering 

too low, and lift them to sill height However, impact forces on the rollers increase rapidly as the 

initial contact point moves down the roller periphery. To lessen potential damage to the containers 

or sill hardware, vertical mismatch should be held to the minimum attainable with practical design. 

Automatic adjustment of the platform to changes in airplane elevation and pitch is desirable. 

Provisions for sensors and/or limit hardware are not incorporated in the airplane. 

Waterline 186 establishes the top of the clearance envelope for containers or pallets in the lower 

cargo compartments. This provided a nominal clearance of two inches, between the top of a 

container and the restricting door hardware, or compartment ceiling (see page 2-121). h e  plane 

of the loader platform must match the plane of the compartment floor within angular limits to 

prevent the cargo from rising above WL 186 and causing damage to ceilings, doors and door 

mechanism. 

The airplane roll angle should not significantly change during normal loading or unloading 

operations. It is anticipated that a satisfactory match with the airplane roll angle may be 

maintained with manual control of the loader platform adjustment. 

Retractable lateral guides in the threshold floor control the fore and aft location of the container or 

pallet as it moves in or out of the airplane. Adjustable guides will be required on the loader 

platform to match the airplane guides and lessen potential damage to the door seal strike and 

doorway components. Misalignment of the erected lateral guides and the loader guides should be 

held to a practical minimum. 

a SECTION2 
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Western Pennsylvania Coalition 
For the Defense of 

Pittsburgh IAP ARS and the 9 1 1 th PLlrlifi Wing 

Evaluation Of The Air Force Reserve C-130 
Criteria Grading and Overall Roll-up 

Overview of Evaluation 

The Western Pennsylvania Coalition, after identiQing multiple errors throughout the data supplied by 
the Air Force and Air Force Reserves (AFRES) determined that a closer look at the grading of the 
criteria was necessary. It became evident that errors in the AFRES C-130 Overall Roll-up were also 
present. A copy of this roll-up is provided on the next page. We proceeded to evaluate the Roll-up 
standings through the Grading and Weighting process in the Analysis and Recommendations, Volume 
V, Appendix 2. It contains the following explanation of the Grading the Weighting Process: 

OVERVIEW: At the lowest level, each criterion is either assigned a grade automatically through an automated process 
or via a direct input where a large number of factors are manually evaluated and a grade is assigned. With the exception 
of certain aggregate criteria, these grades are either RED, YELLOW. or GREEN. To get to the next higher level, a 
weighted average of each grade on a level is computed and recoded as a grade. The weighted grade is: 

~(Criteriori - Grade * Criteriorl - weight) 
Weighted- Grade =""""" 

CCriteriorl - Weight 
cntenon 

The numerical value of each Criterion grade is assigned based on the following table: 

If a grade has been marked as Not Applicable (No Grade). both the grade and the weight are omitted from the sums. Use 
of this formula allows the components of a level grade to be e.qressed as a percentage (0 to 100) or as a relative weight 
(N times as important). The color grade and the numeric grade (used in computations at the next higher level) of the 
weighted grade is determined based on the following table: 

GREEN 
1 .OO 

Color grades are assigned to elements in Criterion I. 11. 111. VII. and VIII. Numerical measures of merit are computed for 
Criterion IV. V. and VI. The analysis results are presented at the highest level (overall roll-up) for BCEG use in 
determining \vhich of the 3 Tiers is used to characterize the base. 

w 

GREEN- 
0.67 

YELLOW 
0.00 

YELLOW- 
-0.33 

RED 
-1.00 

>=+0.500 
<+0.835 

GREEN- 
0.67 

>=+0.165 
<+0.500 

YELLOW+ 
0.33 

YELLOW+ 
0.33 

RED+ 
-0.67 

>=+0.835 

GREEN 
1 .OO 

If Weighted-Grade is 

Then Color Grade is 
And Numeric Grade 

>=0.500 
<-0.165 

YELLOW- 
-0.33 

>=-0.165 
<+0.165 

YELLOW 
0.00 

< -0.835 

RED 
-1 .OO 

>=-0.835 
<-0.500 
R E D +  
-0.67 





Evaluation process 

We evaluated Criteria I, 11, 111, VII, and VIII using two methods. The first method, the Air Force 
Grading Method, defined above, yielded an overall roll-up that should have matched the Air Force's 
offering. It did not. In fact, it differed significantly. The deviations affected Pittsburgh positively in 
Criteria I and VIII, and negatively in Criteria 11. 

The second method, the Numeric Grading Method, was used due to the General Accounting Office's 
(GAO) critique of the Air Force's method. In their "Report to the Congress and the Chairman, Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commissions", the GAO stated, "The Air Force did improve its rating 
process for BRAC 1995 by establishing a numerical approach to determine the scores for five of DOD's 
eight selection criteria that had not been quantified in BRAC 1993 (the first three and last two). 
However, these values were ultimately translated once again to color codes. The color codes were still 
used to represent individual sub-element scores and to aggregate the subsequent scores for each of the 
five criteria." The Numeric Method resulted in a roll-up similar to our roll-up using the Air Force 
Grading Method. While the numeric grades associated with each based changed, the change was 
negligible and did not effect the roll-up standings for Pittsburgh. Actually, the only change in standings 
occurred in Criteria I, as was expected due to its multiple levels and sub-categories. 

The Coalition developed two roll-ups for each of the grading methods. The second roll-up for each 
method has been updated for information that was not available to the 91 1th Airlift Wing during the 
BRAC questionnaire process. Criteria I, II and VIII were effected by these updates, and spreadsheets 
are provided with corrected grades. Supporting data for these updates can be found in the Appendices 
of this volume and in Volumes I and I1 (previously submitted). v 
Criteria IV and V were not evaluated using this grading system. However, our roll-ups depict the 
rankings using the corrected COBRA model developed by Coalition personnel. 

All roll-ups include the numeric grade for each base regardless of the method used. Depiction of 
rankings in the roll-ups can be deceiving. One must pay attention to the numeric grades that 
accompany each ranlung. There are scores that are extremely close, and there are tie scores. Criteria 
VII, for example, has identical color grades for each of its four categories (for all six bases) and 
therefore the numeric grades are equal. 

Use of Spreadsheets 

The spreadsheets are organized in criteria order with the highest score within each criteria first and the 
lowest last. There are two spreadsheets for Pittsburgh in Criteria I, I1 and VIII, one with the raw data 
fiom Analysis and Recommendations, Volume V, Appendix 7 and the other with updates contained 
from this volume's appendices. The spreadsheets are read from left to right, from the lowest level of 
that criteria to the highest, Level I. In each category or sub-category, the first grades encountered (as 
the product is read left to right) are grades that have been input fiom Appendix 7. The lower right- 
hand corner of each spreadsheet contains the numeric and color grade for that criteria. 



The Air Force method, as defined earlier, converts weighted grades to color grades which are then 
assigned a numeric grade. Graphically depicted on our spreadsheet format, this method computes a 
categories' grade as shown in the example on the next page. 

The numeric method differs from the Air Force's method when a computed grade is used at the next 
higher level. Instead of converting a weighted grade to a color grade and then to that color's numeric 
grade, the numeric method cames the weighted grade over the next higher level. This, in turn, is used 
to compute that level's grade. The second example on the next page depicts this method. 

Summary 

This evaluation's intent was twofold. The first was to clarifL the accuracy of the AFRES Overall Roll- 
up. The second was to update our data for the missing and/or erroneous data in the areas of our 
taxiways and aprons, air quality future growth potential and the wetlands issue. In both cases our 
expectations were correct. The incomplete data going into the questionnaire had a strong effect on 
Pittsburgh's rankings. The Overall Roll-up presented to the BCEG was grossly inaccurate. 
Unfortunately, without the Air Force's computed numeric scores, we cannot determine what categories 
affected the inaccurate standings. 



CRITERIA II Level4 Letter 
Grade 

Score Level 3 score ~ e v e l  2 
Grade 
Letter Letter 

score ~eve l  1 
Grade 

Letter 
Score 

Facilities Availability & Condition Grade 

3. Encroachment (Airfield) 25% Y+ 0.083 

L 

D. Existing Local Community Encroachment 12.5% Y 

100% Y+ 

Air Force Grading Method "---J 

3. Encroachment (Airiield) I 1 
A. Existing Associated (Special Use) Airspace 1 1 

CRITERIA II Level 4 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I 
Mission Effectiveness 

1. Flying Operations 

C. Airfield Evaluation 

PITTSBURGH IAP ARS Grades reflect changes to Appendlx 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 
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8. Full Scale Weapons Drop Ranges 

9. Visual Routes/Instrument Routes (VRflR) 

b. ARC Tanker Operations 

1. Refueling Events within 700 NM 
2. Tanker Saturation 

3. Distance to Concentrated Receiver Area 

c. ARC Airlift Operations 

1. DZs - Formationldaylheavy equipment 

2. Airdrop Employment Requirements - 
3. Full Scale Airdrop Availability 

4. Number of VisuaUInstrument Routes 

Grade Letter 

15% 

15% 

lL0/o 

1540 

8 YQ 

8Y 

8 O/, 

8 4, 

%% 

100% 

33% 

"?"/o 

7 3 ~  

100% 

L5'/o 

?sp< 
2 5 "/a 

25% 

100% 

Score 

R 

R 

R 

R 

R 

R 

R 

Y 

R 

R 

G 

R 

Y 

Y 

G 

G 

G 

G 
G 

Level 6 

0 150 

0 150 

1) I?C 

0 35C 

0 080 

O OR0 

0 080 

0 006 

0 08G 

-0 920 

0 333 

2 '33 

0 000 

0 000 

0 250 

0 25C 

0 z " C  

0 25s 

I 000 

Letter 
Grade 

100% 

1 

1540 

;04: 

100% 

Score 

Y+ 

R 

Y 

G 

G- 

Level 4 

0 200 

0150  

7 Q ~ O  

2 -02 

0 550 

Letter 
Grade 

FO% 

100% 

Score 

G- 

G- 

--------- 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

Level I 

12% 

"Ore 

Q 110 

0 536 

0 602 

CRITERIA I 
GRADE 8 SCORE 

G- 0.710 



Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I 
Mission Effectiveness 

1. Flying Operations 

C. Airfield Evaluation 

1. RunwayITaxiway for Fighter mission 
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3. RunwayJTaxiway for Tanker mission 

4. RunwaylTaxiway for Airlift mission 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I 
Mission Effectiveness 

1. Flying Operations 

C. AirField Evaluation 

1. RunwayITaxiway for Fighter mission 

2. RunwayITaxiway for Bomber mission 

3. RunwayITaxiway for Tanker mission 

4. Runwayffaxiway for Airlift mission 

MINNEAPOLIS-ST.PAUL IAP ARS Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis Recommendations 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I 
Mission Effectiveness 

1. Flying Operations 

C. Airfield Evaluation 

1. RunwayPTaxiway for Fighter mission 

2. Runway/Taxiway for Bomber mission 

3. RunwayITaxiway for Tanker mission 
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D. ARC Operations 

1. Base Operating Support Integration 
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b. Security 
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NIAGARA FALLS IAP ARS Grades extracted h m  Appendix 7 
AnaIy~is & Recommendattons 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I1 
Facilities Availability & Condition 

1 Facil~ties Base 

A Facll~ties Capac~ty Base 

B Facl l~t~es  Condition Build~ng Aggregate 

C Facl l~t~es  Condition Infrastructure 

D Unique Facil~tles - 
E Utility Capacity 

O'HARE IAP ARS Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

Level 4 

100% 0- 0 550 

3 Encroachment (Airfield) 25% Y+ 0083 
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A Exlstlng Assoc~ated (Special Use) hrspace 

Letter 
Grade 

C Future Growth 

6 ARC Billeting 

A Billeting 

Score 

- - =  

50Yo 
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60% 

B ~ o m m e r c i a ~  B~lletlng R 

100% Y+ 
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459" 
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10% 
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-0 400 -- 
o 200 
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G 

GRADE 4% SCORE 
Y* 0.415 

0 000 - 
0 300 

6 600 
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0 450 
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0 000 

-0 050 

0 100 
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CRITERIA I t  
Y+ 0 033 
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Score Score 

0 168 

Level I 

2 5% 
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G- 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I11 
Contingency, Mobility & Deployability 

1. Maximum on Ground (MOG) 

2. Widebody h c r a f t  Operations 

3. Fuel Hydrant System 

4. Fuel Storage by Pipeline 

5. CAT 1.1 Munitions Storage Capacity 

6.Hot Cargo Pad 

7. Geographic Locatron 

A. Ground Force lnstallat~on w~thin 150NM 

B Rail Access with~n 150NM 

C. port Facil~ty w~th~n 150NM 

Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

NIAGARA FALLS IAP ARS 

33% 

3396 - 

3 3 O/O 

100% 

Letter 
Grade 

R 

G 

R 

Y - 

Score 

-0 333 

Level 2 

20% 

20% 

15% 

10% 

1 546 

5% 

1 5% 

Letter 
Grade 

Y 

G 

G 

R 

R 

G 

Y - 

c 333 

-0 333 

-0.333 

Score 

0 000 

0 200 

0 150 

-0 100 

-0 150 

0 050 

-0 050 

CRITERIA 111 
GRADE & SCORE 

Y 0.101 



Air Force Grading Method Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

PITTSBURGH IAP ARS 

I 

CRITERIA I11 
Contingency, Mobility & Deployability 

1. Maximum on Ground (MOG) 

2. Widebody Arcraft Operations 

3. Fuel Hydrant System 

4. Fuel Storage by Pipeline 

5. CAT 1.1 Munitions Storage Capacity 

6.Hot Cargo Pad 

7 Geographic Location 

A Ground Force lnstallat~on w~thin 150NM 

B Rail Access within 150NM 

c Port Fac~l~ty w~th~n 150NM 

* 

Level 3 

33% 

3 3 oh> 

33% 

100% 

Letter 
Grade 

R 

G 

R 

Y - 1 -0.333 

Score 

-0 333 

Y 0.000 

Level 2 

20% 

20% 

1 5% 

10% 

1 5Ok 

5% 

15% 

Letter 
Grade 

Y 

G 

G 

R 

R 

R 

Y- 

ij 333 

0 352 

Score 

0 000 

0 200 

0 150 

-0 100 

-0 15C 

-0 050 

-0 050 

CRITERIA 111 
GRADE & SCORE 



Air Force Grading Method 

. 

Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

GENERAL MITCHELL IAP ARS 

CRITERIA I11 
Contingency, Mobility & Deployability 

1. Maximum on Ground (MOG) 

2. Widebody Aircraft Operations 

3. Fuel Hydrant System 

4. Fuel Storage by Pipeline 

5. CAT 1.1 Munitions Storage Capacity - 

&Hot Cargo Pad 

7. Geographic Location 

A Ground Force Installation wlthin 150NM 

B Rail Access with~n 150NM 

C. port Faclllty with~n 150NM 

Level 3 

33% 

33% 

33% 

100% 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

G 

R 

Y+ 

Score 

20% 

2 0 O/O 

15% 

10% 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

G 

R 

R 

0 333 

score 

0 200 

0 200 

-0 150 

-0 100 

R 

R 

Y + 

15% 

5% 

15% 

-0 150 

-0 050 

0 050 

0 333 

-0 333 
% 

0.333 

CRITERIA 111 
GRADE & SCORE 

Y -~ .oO' l  
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA I11 
Contingency, Mobility & Deployability 

1. Maxlmum on Ground (MOG) 

2. Widebody Aircraft Operations 

3. Fuel Hydrant System 

4. Fuel Storage by Pipeline 

5. CAT 1.1 Munitions Storage Capacity 

Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

MINNEAPOLISST.PAUL IAP ARS 

Letter 
Grade 

Score 

7 Geographic Locat~on 

A Ground Force Installation with~n 150NM 

B Ra~l Access w~ th~n  150NM 

C Port Fac~l~ty w~thln 150NM 

G 

G 

R 

Y+ 

33% 

33% 

33% 

100% 

Level 2 

20% 

20% 

15% 

10% 

15% 

---- 

0 333 

o 333 

-0 333 

0.333 

Letter 
Grade 

Y 

G 

R 

5% 

Score 

0 000 

0 200 
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-0 150 

R 
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15% 

-0 100 

-0 150 

Y + 0 050 

CRITERIA III 
GRADE & SCORE 

Yo -0.201 4 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA VII 
Community 

10. Recruitable Pool 

11. Other ReservelGuard Units 

12. Population per Unit 

13. Total Population 

Grades reflect changes to Appendix 7 
Analysis d Recommendations 

PITTSBURGH IAP ARS 

100% 0.800 

CRITERIA VII 
GRADE & SCORE 

G 0.800, 

* 
20% 

20% 

40% 

20% 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

Y 

G 

G 

Score 

0 200 

0 000 

0 400 

0 200 



I 
GRADE & SCORE 

CRITERIA VII 
Community 

10. Recruitable Pool 

11. Other ReservelGuard Units 

12. Population per Unit 

IS. Total Population 

Air Force Grading Method Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis 8 Recommendations 

YOUNGSTOWN ARS 

* 
20% 

20% 

40% 

20% 

100% 0 800 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

Y 

G 

G 

CRITERIA VII 
GRADE & SCORE 

G- 0.800 

Score 

0 200 

0 000 

0 400 

0 200 



GRADE & SCORE 
I 
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Air Force Grading Method 

CRITERIA VII 
Community 

10. Recruitable Pool 

11. Other ReserveIGuard Units 

12. Population per Unit 

13. Total Population 

Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

O'HARE IAP ARS 

20Y0 

20°h 

40% 

20U/o 

100% 0 800 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

Y 

G 

G 

CRITERIA V11 
GRADE & SCORE 

G- 0.800 

Score 

0 200 

0 000 

0 400 

0 200 
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CRITERIA VII 
Community 

10. Recruitable Pool 

11. Other ReserveIGuard Units 

12. Population per Unit 

13. Total Population 

Air Force Grading Method 

3. Population per Unit 

A. Habitat 

0. Threatened and Endangered Species 

C. Wetlands 

D. Floodplains 

Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Anafysis 8 Recommendations 

PITTSBURGH IAP ARS 

Level 2 

20% 

2090 

40% 

20% 

100% 

10% 

25% 

45% 

20% 

CRITERIA VII 
GRADE & SCORE 

G- 0.800 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

Y 

G 

G --- 

Score 

0 200 

0 000 

0 400 

0 200 

O.BO0 

G 

G 

R 

G 

- - -  - 

4. Cultural 

5. Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 

-- 
0.100 

0 '00 

0 250 

-0 450 

0 200 

100% 

15% 

15Y0 

100% 

Y 

75"h 

CRlT ERlA VIif 
GRADE & SCORE 

G- 0.550 

G 

Y 

0 150 

0 000 

0 550 

Y 0 000 
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Numeric Grading Method PITTSBURGH IAP ARS 

2. ARC Flying Operations 

a. ARC Fighter Operations 

1. Supersonic Air Combat MOAs 15'/0 

2. Other Air Combat MOAs 15% 

Grades reflect changes to Appendix 7 
Analysis B Recommendations 

R 

R ---- 
R 

R 

R 

R 

R 

Y 

R 
R 

G 

R 

3. Low Altitude MOAs 

4. Scorable Range Complexes 

6. Electronic Combat Range within 260 NM 

6. Ground ForcesPTactical Aircraft Employment 

7. Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation Ranges 

8. Full Scale Weapons Drop Ranges 

9. Visual Routesnnstrument Routes (VR/IR) 

b. ARC Tanker Operations 

1. Refueling Events within 700 NM 

2. Tanker Saturation 

15% 

15% 

8% 

8 

8 O h  

8% 

8% 

100% 

33% 

33% 

-0 150 

-0150 

0 700 

3. Distance to Concentrated Receiver Area 0 000 

100% 

----- 
15% 

CRITERIA I 
GRADE & SCORE 

0- 0.650 

70% c. ARC Airlift Operations 

1. DZs - Formationldayheavy equipment 

2. Airdrop Employment Requirements 

3. Full Scale Airdrop Availability 

4. Number of VisuaVInstrument Routes 

G- 

O 000 

Y+ 

Y 

-0150 

-0 150 

-0 080 

-0 080 

-0 080 

0 000 

-0 080 

-0.920 

0 333 

-0 333 

100% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

100°h 

0.200 

-0 138 

15% 

Y 

G 
G 

G 

G 
G 

Y 

- -- 
0 000 

0 250 

0 250 

0 250 

o 250 
1.000 

80% 

100% 

G- 

G- 

------ 

0 562 

0 602 



Numeric Grading Method 

CRITERIA I 
Mission Effectiveness 

1. Flying Operations 

C. Airfield Evaluation 

1. Runway/Taxiway for Fighter mission 

2. RunwayPTaxiway for Bomber mission 

3. RunwayITaxiway for Tanker mission 

4. RunwayPTaxiway for Airlift mission 

D. ARC Operations 

1. Base Operating Support Integration 

a. Petroleum, Oils, Lubricants 

b. Security 

c. Base Supply 

d. TowerIAir Traffic Control 

e. Base Civil Engineeripg 

2. ARC Flying Operations 

a. ARC Fighter Operations 

1. Supersonic Air Combat MOAs 

2. Other Air Combat MOAs 

3. Low Altitude MOAs 

4. Scorable Range Complexes 

5. Electronic Combat Range within 250 NM 

6. Ground ForcedTactical Aircraft Employment 

7. Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation Ranges 

8. Full Scale Weapons Drop Ranges 

9. Visual Routednstrument Routes (VRIIR) 

b. ARC Tanker Operations 

1. Refueling Events within 700 NM 

2. Tanker Saturation 

3. Distance to Concentrated Receiver Area 

c. ARC Airlift Operations 
1. DZs - Formation/day/heavy equipment 
2. Airdrop Employment Requirements 

3. Full Scale Airdrop Availability 

4. Number of VisuaYInstrument Routes 

M A R E  IAP ARS Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analyds & Recmmendaaions 

Lwel6 

I 

E 0.636 1 1 OOO/O 

r e  

15[% 

I 

15% 

l T j U h  

8% 

O"/o 

8% 

8% 

8% 

100% 

I 

G 

-? 350 

0 '50 

-0 150 

C) 000 

0 080 

-0 080 

0 000 

0 989 

-0 380 

-0 450 

0 333 

-9 333 

0 335 

0.333 

R 

R 

R 

Y 

G 

R 

Y 
- I _ _ - - -  

G 

R 

Y- 

1 .oool 

Level 6 

20°/;, 

20'h 

20a/" 

20% 

20% 

100% 

15% 

4 r 2 ,  
I a l o  

25% 

i s %  
2 0  

2570 

as lo  -,no, 

33% 

33% 

100% 

70% 

Letter 
Grde Score Level4 

25% 

25% 

25% 

2'0 .>A, 
1 

100% 

20% 

Y 0 000 

Y C 000 

R -0 200 

G 5 ?00 

G 

R 

G 

Y+ 

G 
G 

G 

G 

Latter 

G 

R 

G 

R 

Y 

Y 

G 0 200 

Y+ 0 200 

80% 

Y -0 058 100% 

0 250 

0 250 

0 250 

0 2501 

CRIER& 1 
GRADE & SCORE 

G- 

G- 

Y 

G- 

0 682 

0 722 

w e  

0 250 

-0 250 

0 250 

-0 250 

0 000 

0 040 

0 700 

--- - 

0 550 

Level l 

12% 

88% 

--- 

Letter 
Grade 

Y 

G- 

, 
"Ore 

')300 

0 636 





. 
L9t.0 +A ----- 
38035 5t 30W0 sasnoa ) u a m t u ~ s u ~ n q A  JO a a q m n ~  .p 

1 ~~~~~~3 0SZ 0 3 %oSZ 6 * ? l ? q u ~ I u ~  ~ ~ P Z W  a P W  n"d '8 
OSi 0 3 %S2 sjuamaqnbaa 7aamKoldma d a r p a ~ v  '2 

Z6S 0 

219 0 

LZG 0 7688 

-9 

-3 

-3 

083 0- 

00s 0- 

%OOC 

%08 

- - _ I _ - -  

00.0 o 

uoas 

OSZ 0 

GSZ 0- 

0SZ 0 

CSZ 0 

u o ~ s  

A 

A 

OOL o 
------- 

OSO 0 

810 0- 

OOP 0- 

002 0- 

ooz o 
005. 0- 

A 

**1° 

Jaual 

8 

8 

8 

3 

~ Z I .  

I ~ ~ a i  

- - _ 1 _ - _ 1 _ - - - -  

Oh02 

%001 

-9 

A ------------ 

A 

-A 

kl 
3 

8 

YoSZ 1 
%sZ 

%SZ 

YoGZ 

t i a ~ m  

002 0- 

OOq 0 

OSZ 0 3 %iZ $namd!nba ~ u a r y X u p p o p u u u o ~  - s ~ a  -1 
%OL sno imaag  W ~ V  3xv :, 

CEE 0 ( +A %00L 

YcS 1 

%S 1 

%OO 1 

%GI 
oooz 

'%OZ 

gianal 

tl 

A 

ECE O 

EL€ 0- 

EEE 0 

025 0- 

080 0- 

08C 0 

080 0 

080 0 

080 0 

OCll C- 

OGl 0- 

L'sL.0 

051 0 

amas 

YO 0 i: 

O/U 0 2 

-- 
9 

tl 

E) 

+tl 
tl 

3 

9 

tl 

E, 

tl 

tl 

tl 

tl 

Xlpnoa~  "I 
s,uuouqnq 'sno 'mnalar$ad 'a 

- 

ao!7u;r8a)n1 woddng Suguaado asua 

suogurado 3 8 ~  'a 

aPN' 
~ W - I  

YOU 

% I E  

%EC 

%OOC 

%8 

8 

%6 

YO 9 

%(! 

%SI 

[%SL 

O/oS'. 

%,G L. 

9 1 1 A 8 1  

u q  rah!eoag pa$urpaouo3 o) aoau*s!a -g 

uo!)ur~~us aaquua .Z 

MN OOL alP7IM s*naA3 $TPlya?I '1 
~noguaado aaquua 3av ,q 

sa$noa ~ u a m l u 7 s u p a ~ n o a  ~ u n s i ~  -8 

saauug d a r a  saodua& apes rind -8 

SaSnrra uo~7~7nemlu~suI  % u p a a n a a u ~  )uqmo3 a w  .L 
)aauxAo~dmg yuamw po!qou~~saoro& p n n a r ~  .g 

JUN OPZ mW.ZM a$uua7uqmo3 o!uar*oala -9 

saxaldmo3 a%aux alquroos .p 

SVON aPn*F*IV MO? .F: 

svom 7sqmo3 a* J a w 0  'Z 
%#VOW *aqmo3 a w  o~aoaradns '1 

suoguaado a a s q $ ~  3av 'u 

s n o ? * ~ e d 0  Bamd 3 8 ~  'Z 

3qzaaqSup p!3 asua .a 

raw03 ~IPJ,  a w t a a ~ o ~ ,  .p 

uopqtu m a w  xoj A u ~ p u ~ L u m u n ~  .p 

u o ~ s s p  aaquua roj  A ~ ~ ~ r j j ~ u m a n ~  .g 

UofmSp a a q m q  roj 6 l r ~ ~ x u ~ ~ r C u m a n ~  

uo?ss!m aa)qB!a roj  ~ U ~ ~ U J J ~ U M U ~ ~  -1 

uo!?=n~=.nx p1a1g.q~ -3 
suo!~uaado SEQAI~ 

s s a u a ~ ! p a ~ 3  oo!ss!w 

I VIX3,LRI3 



X P ' O  +A 

ZSS 0 

Zi9 0 

021 0- 

00s 0- 

CSZ 0 

3kl03S 
I 

38P 0 

-9 

9 

---- 
A 

-A 

tl 

eari O- 

.ms 

B 3CWtlO 
V1&43LIU3 

tl 

8 

3 

2; 

+A %88 

A 

001 0 -0 

A 

A 

+a 
tl 

E) 

tl 

tl 

--- t] 

%001 

%08 

%OZ 

%OOC 

%SZ 
%"ST 

%SZ 

%SZ 

t ~ u a i  

%ZL 

L I ~ A J ~  
'=U*l 

050 0 

8L0 0- 

009 0- 

OOZ 0 

0OZ 0 

G0Z 0- 

002 3- 

002 0- 

a~oas 

052 0 

OSZ 0- 

0SZ 0 

UO=S 

%OL 

O/OG . 

%St 

%OOL 

560Z 

%07 

%OZ 

%0Z 

%OZ 

000 c 
osz 0 

OSZ 0 

OSZ 0 

OSL 0 

CCC 0 

EIE 0 

EEE 0- 

EEE o 

OZS 0- 

080 0 

080 0 

086 0 

080 0- 

080 0 

OSL 0 

O S L O -  

0C;i 0- 

0l;i LJ 

i*M1 8 IaAV amas 

9 

3 
0 
3 

+A 
9 

tl 

9 

a 
tl 

0 

3 
tl 

9 

tl 

tl 

8 

tl 

uo~es!m raquwa roj Gu~!xa&Ga~ana 

uo!se!m raqmoa roj 6sM?xwJJ1Ca~una '2 

ao!esp aa?qS!d a o ~  ~ U M ~ X P J J ~ ~ M U ~ ~  '1 - -  - 

U O ! V ~ I U A ~  p~ag.x!v '3 
suo!$urado Bn!Lla 

ssauaA)aaUz uo!ss!m 

I VRX3.LIX3 

%OOL 

%SZ 

%oSZ 

75SZ 

%SZ 

%001 

%&I  

%LC 

%FE 

%OOl 

%e 
~3 

% 8 

%8 

O/O e 
O/"St 

% s t  

9uSL 

%St 

saqnog ~uamnr t sn~ns!Ajo  aaqmnN -p 

~?!I!~')K".+V ~ ~ P Z ! V  aI-S IInd 'F: 
s?namar!nbax ~namlColdm3 dorpa!~ -2 

qnamd!nba rC~aaryLuppo~?umoa - S Z ~  '1 

suo!?=rd~ WIr!V 38V '3 

aarv ra.+!aoag pa?rquaono3 03 aauu$el(I 

no!qurnqa~ .raquu& .z 
NN OOL a r q ? ! ~  s 3 u a ~ 3  S q a n ~ a x  '1 

suo!?uiado raquu& 38v 'q 

( a m  sa?nox ~uamruqsuUsaqnog Iuns!A -6 

saSnux d a a  s a o d ~ a ~  ajuos p a  
sailuux uo~a?uamnr?snI Bnpaenauu~ pqmo3 my -L 

?namAoldma %paorw I W ~ ! ? O U J J B ~ W O ~  pun0.19 -9 

MN 092 u!q?!~ aS-a ?uqmo3 o!uoaqoa~g .g 

saxaldmo3 aSuu8 alquaoag .p 
- --- 

~ V O W  ~ P ~ W I V  Moq 'E 

sVOH ?*qmo3 q V  Jaq30 '2 
s v o ~  $sqmo=) r f v  oraosradn~ -1 

sno!quiado .zaqq@d 3gv .u 

suo!?arado iiu@ld 3xv '2 

S u p a a a ~ u ~  ass8 -a 

10a3ao~ oJgur& r!v/rafio& .p 

Qddns asaa -o 

X ~ y n o a ~  'q 
s?uuopqny ' s l !~  'mna1Oalad 'w 

no!$uaiiqa~ poddns %u!qsrado asus '1 

suo!qsrado 3 2 ~ ~  'a 

uo!ss!m ~ ! l i l v  roj ~UM"W@ufiun~ *p 



Numeric Grading Method 

CRITERIA I 
Mission Effectiveness 

1. Flying Operations 
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Numeric Grading Method 

CRITERIA I11 
Contingency, Mobility & Deployability 

1. Maximum on Ground (MOG) 

2. Widebody Aircraft Operations 

3. Fuel Hydrant System 

4. Fuel Storage by Pipeline 

5. CAT 1.1 Munitions Storage Capacity 

GENERAL MITCHELL IAP ARS 

Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

Level 3 Level 2 

20% 

20% 

15% 

10% 

15% 

0 333 

o 333 

-0 333 

0.333 

Letter 
Grade 

5% ----- 

15% 7 Geographic Location 

A Ground Force lnstallat~on w~ th~n  150NM 

6 Ra~l  Access w~thln 150NM 

C Port Fac~l~ty w~ th~n  I~ONM 

Score 
Letter 
Grade 

G 

G 

R 

R 

R 

CRITERIA 111 
GRADE & SCORE 

Y 0.000 

Score 

0 200 

0 200 

-0 150 

-0 100 

-0 150 

R 

Y 

i 

33% 

33% 

33% 

100% 

-0 050 

0 050 

I 

G 

G 

R 

Y+ 



Numeric Grading Method 

CRITERIA I11 
Contingency, Mobility & Deployability 

1. Maximum on Ground (MOG) 

2. Widebody Aircraft Operations 

3. Fuel Hydrant System 

4. Fuel Storage by Pipeline 

, 5. CAT 1.1 Munitions Storage Capacity 

6.Hot Cargo Pad 

7 Geographic Locat~on 

A Ground Force lnstallat~on with~n 150NM 

B Rall Access w~ th~n  150NM 

c Port Facll~ty wlth~n 150NM 

O'HARE IAP ARS 

Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis & Recommendations 

Level 3 
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33% 

33% 

100% 

Grade 

R 
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R 

Y - 

Score 

-0 333 

Level 2 

20% 
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Letter 
Grade 
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G 

Y 
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R 

R 
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o 333 

-0 333 

-0.333 

Score 

0 000 

0 200 

0 000 

-0 I 0 0  

-0 150 

-0 050 

-0 050 

CRITERIA 111 
GRADE & SCORE 

Y -0.150 
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CRITERIA VIII Letter score ~ e v e l  2 Letter 
Grade Grade Score Environmental Impact 

1. Water 4 O'% G 0 onr) 

CRITERIA VII 
Community 

10. Recruitable Pool 

11. Other ReservelGuard Units 

v 

12. Population per Unit 

13. Total Population 

2. Asbestos 5 Oh R -C 050 

3. Population per Unit 

Level 2 

20% 

20% 

4Ou/i, 

20% 

100% 

A. Habitat 10% Y 0 000 

6. Threatened and Endangered Species 25% G 0 250 
% 

I C. Wetlands 1 1 1 

CRITERIA V11 
GRADE 8 SCORE 

G- 0.800 

Letter 
Grade 

G 

Y 

G 

G 

D. Floodplains : o % Y 0 000 

100% Y+ 0.250 

Score 

C 200 

0 000 

0 400 

0 200 

0 800 

1 I I 

4. Cultural I 15% Y 0 000 
I I 

100% 1 1 0.413 

CRITERIA VHI 
GRADE & SCORE 

Y+ 0.413 

Numeric Grading Method Grades extracted from Appendix 7 
Analysis 8 Recommendations 

MINNEAPOLIS-ST.PAUL IAP ARS 
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SECTION B - FACILITIES 

w 
1. Ramp capacity and capability 

b. Nov 1994 Airfield Pavement Evaluation: 

The 91 1 AW existing apron and taxiway pavements can currently support all types of 
aircraft, at all pass intensity levels, with no construction modifications required, and as of 
December 1994, all pavements are classified as condition code one. A pavement evaluation team 
from HQ Air Force Civil Engineer Support Agency (AFCESA) conducted a 4-5 May 1994 to 
determine in place physical properties, compute allowable gross loads (AGLs), rate the surface 
condition and identi@ causes of existing distresses. The report results were not received until 
November 1994 and not included in the initial response for Base Realignment and Closure. 

During the May 1994 evaluation, a major pavement replacement project was under 
construction involving 12,000 square yards for Feature A04B. The pavement evaluation team 
tested the existing pavement that has since been completely replaced. As a result the pavement 
characteristics and AGL7s shown in the 1994 report for Feature A04B are grossly inaccurate. 
The construction project elevated the strength and AGLs equal to or greater than that of 
surrounding pavement. The report is negligent in its omission of any reference to Project JLSS 
930006 Phases B & C which was awarded on 16 May 94, started on 8 Jun 94 and concrete field 
work completed in Dec 1994. 

rn Most of the pavement is rated excellent to very good, with only the west apron area rated 
as fair. A11 of the pavement, except Feature A04B, received high pavement classification 
numbers for subgrade strength and allowable tire pressures. 

The existing apron pavement is in a location having no structures on the north and west 
sides. Because the adjacent areas were used previously for commercial aircraft, the areas are flat 
and consist of predominantly concrete pavement. These conditions allow for the capability to 
more than double the current apron area quickly and very economically. 



estern Ponns~lvrnb Coalition tor the 91 

10 April 1995 BRAC Briefing 
$U( jeet: ~-1.sio;er A. cornella carrRu(l,i 

CONFWT8 NOTED: YE8 {oxplrln) 0 WQ 0 

CORRECT AN3WEk 

REFERENCE& In reference to Page 10, Paragraph 4 o f  the subject 
brief inhthe attached report, Airfield Pavement Evaluation 
November 1995, is provided to document the capability of airfield 
pavement perforvlnce at Pittsburgh U P  ARS. The report uas received 
after the original BRAC suWssion. 

I cert i fy  that the above information is accurate and complete t o  the beet 
of my k n o ~ ~ ~ : & ~ ~ ~  

. Preparer: 4/13/0ii 





~ r l r  new pavement i n  equivalent to Fea turer  AO3B and A O 3 B  w h i c h  would 
r e r u l t  i n  r pavement c a p a c i t y  e x c e e d i n g  the  a r e a t e n t  p o s r i b l e  g r o s r  we igh t  
of  any r i r c r r f t  l n  t h e  group.  

r 

SUMMARY OF ALLOWABLE GROSS LOADS I N  BRITISH UNITS 

FEAT PASS 
NAME - INTEN" 

TolAI[? 

1 

PAVEMENT C A P A C I T Y  I N  K I P S  
FOR AIRCRAFT GROUP ImEX NUMBERS 

+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  + + + + + + + + + + + + +  
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  

I 

+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  + + + + + + + + + + + + +  
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  . 
+ + + + + + + + 4 4 6 + +  
+ + + + + + + + + + i t 4  

+ 3%7 
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  

* I 
V + + + + + +  + 4 1  + + + 4  

A 0 5 8 1 [ ?  

10111213 

+ + + 
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1 
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+ 
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+ 

+ + + +  + + + + + + + + +  + + + + + + + + + + + + +  
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  

+ 
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'2  
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+ + t  

A07eIi? 
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8 - 9  
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+ + +  
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+ + + +  + + + + + + + + +  + + + - +  + t - +  + + + + + + 
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  

L I 

+ Definition shown in page Gl under N o t e s .  
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+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  + + + + + + + + + + + + +  + + + + + + + + + + + + + +  
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+ 

+ + + + + + + + +  
+ t i + + + + + +  + + + + + + + + +  

+ + + 
+ + + + + + + + + + + + +  + ' + + + + + + + + + + + +  + + + + + + + + + + + + + +  t  + + + + + 



t 

LWvtnrW)IBU onoss mlom 
H'*EsT'OIS'6U OROSS WEYlnT 

LmEsTCOSSU* OR05S vvf9m 

'onEST OR035 WElgnt KDs18u , 

NOTES A 4 - UNITED STATES AIR FORCt 
IN REFERENCL TO THE ALLOWABLE GROSS LOAD POL) T A B U  : Cm &vGmmC SmOm AG8NCY 
A I)eMm b ~ ~ l  am ~ t o s r  weigh( ol my 7YNDA.U AIR FORCE W E ,  FLORIDA . 

r l h i n I h ~ o v p m c e & 8 r b A G L d V w p r v ~ n P l v ~  
ernroc wppotl ritean for r88pWfiva pas8 Irdmlly IML 

J . L 

AIRCRAFl GROUP INDEX 

4 
i 

PASS INTENSITV LEVEL J 

1 . 

lX 
P 
93 

1 

HEAVY LOAD 
11 1 12 1 1, 

*lo! a,. ~u 
mol -41 
&loll w ' 
011 

w 

( I 2 1 3  
3UO.OOOPASSES 

50,WOPASSES 

15,000 PASSES 

3,000PASSES 

300,000PASSES 

W,OOOPAssES 

LIGHT LOAD MEDIUM LOAD 

1 

~ i S l 8 l ? I ~ ! @ ~ i o  
50.000 PASSES 
1 5.000 PASSES 

3.000 PASSES 

500 PASSES 

50.000 PASSES 

15.000 PASSES 

*r-lll 
-119 

* ,  

1 
U) 
Clt 
Gll 
'Ga 
T4T 

coumowa- 
1 I I * 

1 i I i 2 ! c s d  
1 5,000 PASSES , 

3,000 PASSES 
500 PASSES 

2 

100 PASSES 
15,000 PASSES 

3,000 PASSES 

l o  . 

w 
4 

GIO 
8 . 9  
&T 

&I0 
- C1 
H 

%I8 
&la 

C.1m 
T* 
131 
ta 

w.10 
010 

J 

GROSS WEIGHT LIMITS FOR AIRCRAFT GROUPS 
1 1 2  1 1 4  1 8 1 8  l ? ]  ~ # ] 1 0 ~ 1 1 1 1 ~ ~ 1 $ ,  

PAVEMENT W A C J T V  IN KIP8 

8 
25 

7 

7 . I #  
?n mi ~ 1 4 1  
ot, .13, *l 

MOO 
bT87 

@ I .  

07 
w 
00 

6 1 4 0  

m 
'To 

I 

81 
PAVEMENT CAPACITY IN KlLOGRAMS X 1OOO 

tl 

121 

2 

11 

48 

114 

8~ 
1% 

w 
1, 

I 

S 

$7 

$2 ( 0 ~ 1 8 0  325 HO ~ 4 1 ~ '  

22 

$2 

#I0 

31 

$40 a 

1 0 ,  L )  

$5 I $7 

4, 488 $90 

42 

U5 

W 

i 7  
181 

68 
218 

147 100 151 6 2 '  

381 267 385 221 





INSTALLATION WORKSHEET 

PURPOSE: To document answers to Questions 

SOURCE: The Allegheny County Health Deparunent, Bureau of Air Pollution Control 

METHOD: ANwer extracted from the Allegheny County Health Department, Bureau of Air Pollution 
Control 

CONCLUSION: The above questions are not applicable. 
Per discussion with Mr. George Leney of the Allegheny County Health Department, Bureau of 
h r  Pollution Control @h. 112-578-81 11) , the AQCA has been in attainment for ozone and CO 
since 1990 and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources in Nwember 1993 
proposed that the AQCA be reclassified as an attainment area. In addtion, the 9 11 A W  was not 
included in the Bureau's 1990 baseline emissions inventory, and therefore no data is available for 
calculations. 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Preparer: Date 28 Auri1 1995 
~ i c & d  Feid, 9 1 1 AW/CEV, DSN 277-8749 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

hL-WCOM Reviewer Date 

'I 



COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ' 
BOARD OF HEALTH 

ROY L. 7itohw+, M.D. 
Chalrman 

Tom Foerster Martin Kreusa, O.D. 
Cheirmen Vlcs Clwlrman 

h t u  Fbherty Robert Engal. Enq. 
BWREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Division of A i r  Qualit X 
Arthur H. Reset, Ph.D. 

LHIY Dunn Emiesions Inventory Seat on ~usanne M. LioUln, P ~ , D  
Adzi PoweW 301 ~ h i r t y - n i n t h  Street 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15301-1891 WJ~. Charlcr Owen Rice 

Bruce W. Won, M.D. Fmdsriok Ruben, M.D. 
Dlmctor May 18, 199.5 Anthony b. Stagno, ST. 

Mr. Robert F. Mooslain 
Base C i v i l  Engineer 
911th A i r l i f t  Wing/CB 
Pittsburgh International Airport ARS 
1113 Raman Avenue 
~orropolis, PA 15108-4421 

Dear Mr, Moeslein: 

I ara writing at the request of M r .  Richard Feid, Environmental 
Officer, to confirm the oubstance of our telephone convar~ations on 
April  28, 1995 and May 15, 1995. As I indicated to him, Allegheny 
County is part of a oevon county region in southwester Pennsylvania 
that was designated as an area of wmoderatem non-attainment for 
ozone under the 1990 Clean Air Aut .  The designation was based on 
violatione of the air quality standard in 1987-90. The area met 
the standards during 1991-93 and in Novearber 1993 the Pennsylvania 
Department ot Environmental Resources applied to t h e a  U . 8 .  EPA to be 
redesignated to attainment. No action has been taken by the EPA 
because of the  staters failure to implement an Enhanoed vehicle I/M 
program which was part of the proposed control mearrurer. The state 
has now proposed an alternative amendment which w i l l  be submitted 
to a P U ~ ~ L G  ~ e a r i n g  on May 23, 1995. If it is accepted by the EPA, 
the area will be redeoignatsd to attainment, 

Part of  the ozone redesignation request inuluded an emissions 
inventory for all sources (mobile, stationary, and area) in the 
region for Voc, NO,, and CO,  The inventory incorporate8 8mi~aion8 
from stationary sources i n  Allegheny County derived from the 
County*~ 1990 base year inventory submitted to  the EPA, The 
County's base year inventory doe6 not inolude emissions from the 
911th Airlift Wing. Our i n i t i a l  report was received under cover 
letter of November 20, 1990 and a preliminary evaluation did not  
indicate the base wau a major source, A subsequent inventory for 



85/19&5 69: 17 FlllEGHENY COUNTY CENTRRL SUPPLY 682 

Mr. Robrrt F. Moeslein 
~ame c i v i l  mgineer 
911th Airlift Wing/CB 

Page 3 

1992, requested in 1993, has never been received by the ~ivision of 
Air Quality. The amount of emiesione indicated from current 
knowledge would not change the 1990 base year inventory 
sufficiently to warrant amending it a t  this time. 

Youra truly, 

George S. Lenev V 
A i r  6ollukion kdministrator 
gairrsiona Inventory 

om: ja 
oat Wr. Richard Feib 





western Pennsvlvanlc Coalltlon lor the 91 1jh 

8UBJECI: Biological - Wetlands C~TERW$): 

Original answer inadvertantly stated that vetlands, estuaries and other 
special aquatic features ARE present on the base. - 

CORRECT M W E l t :  
Correct answer.is that wetlands, estuaries and other special aquatic 
features ARE NOT present on the base. -- 

( REFERENCEO: 
v Refer to Installation Worksheet certification that shows our answer was 

% -- ARE NOT present. Our answer was changed by unknown persons or okganizations. 

ADOITIONAL FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

1 

I certify that the above information is accurate and complete to the best 
of my knbvledge and b- 



ertern Pennsvlvanlr Corlitlon for the 91 1Q 

Quartlonnrlre Work8heot 

$ u ~ J E C ~ :  Bio log ica l  - Wetlands CRITERU(8): 

Orig ina l  answer s h e e t  s t a t e s  t h a t  the base  h a s  NOT been surveyed f o r  
wet lands.  

CORRECT WWU2 - I 
Wetlands survey was performed i n  sunnner of  1994 and r epor t  rece ived  i n  
December 1994. Therefore ,  c o r r e c t  answer i s  t h a t  the base HAS been - 
surveyed f o r  wet lands  (YES). 

f REFERENa& 
rg) Survey r e p o r t  a v a i l a b l e  from CEV. 

1 8 

3 

ADOlflONM FACTS IN SUPPORT OF ANSWER: 

I c e r t i f y  t h a t  the  above information is a c c u r a t e  and complete t o  t he  b e s t  
of my knbwledse and b 

Preparer  : 



- GEONEX North Amer~can Operal~ons. Inc 

September 6, 1994 
'IPI 

Mr. Richard Fied 
911 AG/CEV 

i Pittsburgh IAP-ARS 
316 Defense Ave, Ste 101 
Coraopolia, PA 15108-4403 

Dear Mr. Fied: 

As discussed during the initial visit to Pittsburgh IAP-ARS, the 
enclosed draft products are provided for your review. 

The plots include a USGS Topographic 1:24,000 scale plot without 
wetland attributes and a 1:12,000 scale plot w i t h  wetland 
attributes. Please review for accuracy. The photos and copies of 
the plots were forwarded to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Wetland Inventory's National Quality Review Office for 
their review. 

If you have any questions concerning this or any other matter, 
please feel free to contact me. l4y telephone number is (813) 578- 
0100. Ext.3348 

We look forward to working with you and your staff. 

sincerely, 

g*+z Jeffrey Yo g 
~ h o t e a m m e t e  Manager 

enclosure (8) 

cc: L. Lyons, U.S. Fish and Wildlife service 
E. Aler, U . S .  A i r  Force 
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GEONEX North Amerlcan Operat~ons. Inc. 8950 Ninth Street North, St Pelersburg. FL 33702 

w October 6, 1994 

Mr. Richard Fied 
911 .AG/CEV 
Pittsburgh' IAP-ARS 
316 Defense Ave, Ste 101 
Coraopolis, PA 15108-4403 

Dear Mr. Fied: 
In reference to the Geonex field team that was to visit your 
facility for a draft map review on October 3, 1994, I can only 
humbly apologise for their absence. I have only just been made 
aware of this situation and feel we may have caused you a 
considerable inconvenience. My field team's travel was delayed but 
that is no excuse for not contacting you to inform you of this. I 
can only hope this error did not disrupt your plans entirely. As we 
discussed on the phone, prior to the visit, there- .were no--wetlands 
apparent at your installation. If you feel we should make a return 
trip anyuay, I will see to it that it gets arranged. 

If you have any questions concerning this or any other matter, 
please feel free to contact me. My telephone nunbar is (813) 578- 
0100, extension 3348. 

~hotogrammete Manager 


