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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COhIMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE. NORTH DAKOTA 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Air Mobility Command base. Home of the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing (48 KC-1 35R). Major 
tenant is the 32 1 st Missile Group (1 50 Minuteman 111). 

DOD ~ECOMMENDATION 

Realignment. 
The 32 1 st Missile Group will inactivate unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of 
Defense determines that the need to retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively 
precludes this action. If the Secretary of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, 
North Dakota, will realign and the 91st Missile Group will inactivate. 
A portion of the Minuteman I11 missiles from the group which is inactivated will be relocated 
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, to support ongoing conversion from Mii~uteman I1 to 
Minuteman 111. 
All activities and facilities at Grand Forks AFB associated with the 3 19th Air Refueling 
Wing, including family housing, hospital, commissary, and base exchange, will remain open. w 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The Nuclear Posture Review recommended an ICBM force structure consisting of "three 
wings of Minuteman I11 missiles carrying single warheads (500-450)." This requires 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force. 
The missile field at Grand Forks ranked lower than Minot AFB or Malrnstrom AFB due to 
operational concerns. 
The missile field at FE Warren AFB, Wyoming, was excluded from consideration because it 
is the only Peacekeeper missile base. The DoD force structure plan requires Peacekeeper 
missiles through the period during which BRAC actions must be taken, and inactivation of 
Peacekeeper missiles could have adverse START implications. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs: $1 1.9 million 
Net Costs (Savings) During Implementation $1 1 1.7 million 
Annual Recurring Savings $35.2 million 
Return on Investment Year Immediate 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years $447.1 million 



MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (E:XCLUDES 

w CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline 4,607 557 0 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS A.FFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

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

1,506 119 0 0 (1,506) (1 19) 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental impact is minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Kent Conrad 
Byron Dorgan 

Representative: Earl Pomeroy 
Governor: Edward Schafer 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 1,085 Jobs (837 Direct, 248 Indirect) 
Grand Forks County Economic Area: 45,092 Jobs 
Percentage: 2.4 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 996-2001): 2.4 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

The Air Force analysis of missile field operational effectiveness rankecl Grand Forks AFB 
lower than Malmstrom AFB or Minot AFB based on target coverage, availability for launch, 
survivability, operations and maintenance accessibility, and logistics supportability. 



The 1974 Protocol to the 1972 ABM Treaty restricts each side to deployment of one ABM 

u site located at either an ICBM field or the nation's capital. The United States agreed that its 
ABM system "will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area." 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSflSSUES 

Closing the Grand Forks missile field could send a misleading signal to the former Soviet 
Union regarding our intent to "unilaterally change the treaty," and could jeopardize any 
future ballistic missile defense deployments. 
Retaining Grand Forks AFB as a multi-mission base (tankers and missiles) is more efficient 
than the current DoD proposal that creates single mission bases at Grand Forks AFB 
(tankers) and Malmstrom AFB (missiles). 
Costs associated with relocating the ABM site should be included in the analysis, if it is 
determined that relocation is necessary. 
Air Force rationale for excluding the FE Warren AFB, WY missile field should be reviewed 
since Peacekeeper missiles are already scheduled for retirement in 200:3. 
Complete closure of Grand Forks should not be considered because of the Air Force's "core 
base" concept for tankers. 
Grading scale for "Mission (Missile) Requirements" awards green , ye1 low, and red to reflect 
order of finish for the three bases under consideration. The red received by Grand Forks may 
be misconstrued as a strong negative. 
The evaluation criteria for "Facilities Condition: Housing" is based on the number of units 
needing upgrade to whole house standards. This is a poor measure of overall quality of w housing at Grand Forks AFB. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE. NORTH DAKOTA 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Air Mobility Command base. Home of the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing (48 KC-135R). Major 
tenant is the 32 1 st Missile Group (1 50 Minuteman 111). 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realignment. 
The 321 st Missile Group will inactivate and a portion of the Minutemim I11 missiles from the 
Group will be relocated to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, to support ongoing conversion from 
Minuteman I1 to Minuteman 111. 
All activities and facilities at Grand Forks AFB associated with the 3 19th Air Refueling 
Wing, including family housing, hospital, commissary, and base exchange, will remain open. 

COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 

Add for Closure. The 32 1 st Missile Group will be inactivated and the :3 19th Air Refueling 

Y 
Wing will be relocated. 

JUSTIFICATION 

Air Force analysis identified an excess of 2 to 3 large aircraft bases. Rt:location of the 3 19th 
Air Refueling Wing and closure of Grand Forks AFB reduces this excess capacity and 
produces significantly more savings than the DoD proposed realignment. 
The Nuclear Posture Review recommended an ICBM force structure cclnsisting of "three 
wings of Minuteman I11 missiles carrying single warheads (500-450)." This requires 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force. 
The Air Force analysis of missile field operational effectiveness ranked Grand Forks AFB 
lowest based on target coverage, availability for launch, survivability, olperations and 
maintenance accessibility, and logistics supportability. 

STAFF COMMENTS 

None. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs: 
Net Costs (Savings) During Implementation 

w 
$2 15.3 million 
$1 1 7.8 million 



Annual Recurring Savings 
Return on Investment Year 

W Net Present Value Over 20 Years 

$87.7million 
2000 (2 Years) 
$960.2 million 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (E,XCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Military Civilian Students 

Baseline 3,95 1 425 0 

Reductions 
Realignments 
Total 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental impact is minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Kent Conrad 
Byron Dorgan 

Representative: Earl Pomeroy 
Governor: Edward Schafer 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Potential Employment Loss: 6,896 Jobs (5,273 Direct, 1,623 Indirect) 
Grand Forks County Economic Area: 45,092 Jobs 
Percentage: 13.4 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 996-200 1): 13.4 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Grand Forks north central location is operationally significant for supporting our strategic 
nuclear war plan. 
On average over the past year ,66  percent of the tanker aircraft were off station. As such, in 
an operational context, there is no excess tanker capacity in the north central region. 
Spreading Grand Forks tankers to a number of smaller units and locations dilutes our ability 
to efficiently accomplish the air refheling missions which are critical to support the national 
security strategies of strategic deterrence and crisis response. 
Grand Forks has the airspace, infrastructure and location the Air Force requires for a core 

w tanker wing. 



Core tanker wings realize economies of scale in operations, logistics, and organization; and 
avoid duplication in equipment, supply, manpower, and overhead. 
Tanker units are just beginning to stabilize following a period of reorganization and high 
operations tempo. A significant reorganization now will disrupt operating efficiencies. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

The Air Force and DoD correctly assessed the military value of Grand Forks AFB in 1993 
when selecting it as a core tanker base. 
Grand Forks was selected as a core tanker base because its location, capacity, facilities, and 
infrastructure were the best suited for this mission. 
The runway condition was upgraded to Code 1 in 1994. 
A pipeline feed to the base and an improved hydrant system assure rapid and effective 
aircraft refueling capability. 
State and local zoning guarantee no future runway encroachment problems. 
The missile field at Grand Forks is the newest in the Air Force. It has always been 
considered fully capable of performing its assigned mission, and remains so today according 
to the BCEG. 
The Grand Forks missile field should not be graded down for water in the launch facilities. 
Topside grading and improved seals at the launch facilities eliminated this problem. 
Closing the Grand Forks missile field could send a misleading signal to the former Soviet 
Union regarding our intent to "unilaterally change the ABM Treaty," arid could jeopardize 
any future ballistic missile defense deployments. 
The costs of closing the Grand Forks missile field are greatly underesti~nated, because they 
do not include the costs of demolishing/relocating the ABM site. 
Closing the Grand Forks missile field unduly restricts ballistic missile defense options under 
the ABM treaty. 
The Grand Forks community is a great place for the Air Force. 
The University of North Dakota is a tremendous asset not taken into account in the 
evaluation process. 
The evaluation criteria for "Facilities Condition: Housing" is based on the number of units 
needing upgrade to whole house standards. This is a poor measure of overall quality of 
housing at Grand Forks AFB where houses have been upgraded inside 2nd out, but have been 
deferred from undergoing the whole house upgrade, which would have increased their square 
footage, because they were in better condition than housing at many other bases. 
A May 4, 1995 letter from Senator Baucus refers to an internal Air Force study which 
recommends "closure of Grand Forks." This is actually a study of the missile field only. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None. 



1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications 

Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakot:a 

Recommendation: Realign Grand Forks AFB. The 32 1 st Missile Group will inactivate, unless 
prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain ballistic 
missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action. If the Secretary of Defense 
makes such a determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be realigned and the 91 st Missile 
Group will inactivate. 

If Grand Forks AFB is realigned, the 321 st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman I11 
missiles will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depoit facilities, or be 
retired. A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required. The 3 19th 
Air Refueling Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with 
the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing, including family housing, the hospital, cormnissary, and base 
exchange will remain open. 

If Minot AFB is realigned, the 91st Missile Group will inactivate. Minuteman I11 missiles 
will relocate to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, be maintained at depot facilitie;~, or be retired. The 
5th Bomb Wing will remain in place. All activities and facilities at the base associated with the 
5th Bomb Wing, including family housing, the hospital, commissary, and base exchange will 
remain open. 

w Justification: A reduction in ICBM force structure requires the inactivation of one missile 
group within the Air Force. The missile field at Grand Forks AFB ranked llowest due to 
operational concerns resulting from local geographic, geologic, and facility characteristics. 
Grand Forks AFB also ranked low when all eight criteria are applied to bases in the large aircraft 
subcategory. The airfield will be retained to satisfy operational requirements and maintain 
consolidated tanker resources. 

If the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain BMD options effectively 
precludes realigning Grand Forks, then Minot AFB will be realigned. The rnissile field at Minot 
AFB ranked next lowest due to operational concerns resulting from spacing, ranging and 
geological characteristics. Minot AFB ranked in the middle tier when all eight criteria are 
applied to bases in the large aircraft subcategory. The airfield will be retain'ed to satis@ 
operational requirements. 

Return on Investment: For Grand Forks, the total estimated one-time cost to implement this 
recommendation is $1 1.9 million. The net of all costs and savings during thLe implementation 
period is a savings of $1 1 1.8 million. Annual recurring savings after implernentation are $35.2 
million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value of the costs and savings 
over 20 years is a savings of $447.0 million. Savings associated with the ini~ctivation of a 
missile field were previously programmed in the Air Force budget. 



Return on Investment: If Minot AFB is selected, the total estimated one-time cost to 
implement this recommendation is $12.0 million. The net of all costs and savings during the 
implementation period is a savings of $1 14.8 million. Annual recurring savings after 
implementation are $36.1 million with an immediate return on investment. The net present value 
of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $458.6 million. Savings associated with the 
closure of a missile field were previously programmed in the Air Force budget. 

Impacts: For Grand Forks AFB, assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could 
result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,113 jobs (1,625 direct jobs and 488 indirect jobs) 
over the 1996-to-200 1 period in the Grand Forks County, North Dakota economic area, which is 
4.7 percent of the economic area's employment. Environmental impact from this action is 
minimal and ongoing restoration at Grand Forks AFB will continue. 

Impacts: If Minot is selected, assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could 
result in a maximum potential reduction of 2,172 jobs (1,666 direct jobs and 506 indirect jobs) 
over the 1996-to-2001 period in the Minot County, North Dakota economic area, which is 6.1 
percent of the economic area's employment. Environmental impact from tlhis action is minimal 
and ongoing restoration at Minot AFB will continue. 



BACKGROUND PAPER 
ON 

GRAND FORKS AF'B - ABM ISSUE 

BACKGROUND 

- The DoD recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB says that "the 321st Missile Group will 
inactivate unless prior to December 1996 the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to retain 
ballistic missile defense options effectively precludes this action." 

- During the March 1, 1995 hearing, Secretary Perry indicated that he could not promise a 
recommendation by late June, because the ABM determination requires an interagency process. 

- On March 7, 1995 the Commission voted to add Minot AFB for realignment and inactivation of the 
91 st Missile Group if ABM considerations preclude the proposed realignment of Grand Forks AFB. 

ABM AGREEMENT 

- ABM Treaty--Signed May 23, 1972, ratified October 3, 1972 

-- Restricts the number of ABM deployment areas by permitting each nation to have one 
limited ABM system to protect its capital and another to protect an IlCBM launch area. 
(Treaty, Article I11 (a), (b)) 

- Agreed Statements, Common Understandings, Unilateral Statements--Signed May 26, 1972 

-- Stipulates that the US ABM deployment area for defense of ICBM silos "will be centered in 
the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area." (Agreed Statement, Paragraph A) 

-- Permits second site to be located in Washington DC area. 

- Protocol to the ABM Treaty--Signed July 3,1974, ratified March 19, 1976 

-- Further restricts ABM deployments by requiring that "each Party slnall be limited at anv one 
lime to a single area out of the two provided in Article I11 of the Trealy for the deployment of 
ABM systems." (Protocol, Article I) 

-- Permits each side to reverse its original choice of an ABM site, and. states that the right to 
change from the original deployment site to the alternate site may be exercised only once. 
(Protocol, Article 11) Thus, the US could dismantle its ABM site near Grand Forks AFB and 
deploy an ABM system in the Washington DC area, but not elsewherle. 

-- Requires advance notice be given prior to changing from the original deployment site to the 
alternate site, and stipulates that this can only be done during a year in which the ABM Treaty 
is scheduled for review by the Standing Consultative Committee. (Protocol, Article 11) 
Accordingly, this could be done during the next five year review in 1997. 



AIR FORCE POSITION - 1993 

- During June 17,1993 hearing, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations (Mr. 
Boatwright) was asked if the ABM site would "preclude closure of Grand Forks AFB or its attached 
ICBM missile field now or during the 1995 round of the base closure process. He provided the 
following insert for the record: 

"The ABM Treaty would not preclude closure of Grand Forks AFB. A major provision of the 
treaty limits deployment of ABM systems to one site located either around the nation's capital 
or centered within a group of ICBM silo launchers. If the base is c10:ied and all silo launchers 
are eliminated, the US would have the right to relocate the US ABM system to the nation's 
wi ta l .  not to another ICBM base or some other location. If we eliminate all the ICBM silo 
launchers in the deployment area and choose not to relocate the ABM system, the Treaty is 
wclear whether the US may leave the ABM system in place without dismantling it pr: 
reactivate it someday. The existence of the ICBM launchers was a she  qua non for the initial 
deployment of the ABM system there pursuant to Article 111. But a u:view of the ne~otiating 
record would be reauired to determine whether the US would still have a right to an ABM 
system there. In any case, the US could seek explicit apreement of the Treaty Parties to have an 
ABM system there." (Emphasis added.) 

DOD POSITION - 1995 

- During March 1, 1995 hearing, The Deputy Secretary of Defense (Mr. Deutch) was asked about 
ABM implications and responded as follows: 

"In order to come to a proper judgment on it, it's not just a Department of Defense matter. We 
have to get interagency views fiom others about the treaty implications. That's going to take 
some period of time. I believe the material transmitted to the Commi:jsion contains a view 
fiom our General Counsel and our Undersecretary for Policy that W h i n k  it's clean fiom the 
point of view of the Treaty. But we do need to have interagency confirmation of that ..." (No 
separate views have been received from the General Consul or Undersecretary for Policy, but 
their views may be implicit in the DoD recommendation.) (Emphasis added.) 

GRAND FORKS COMMUNITY POSITION 

- In a December 9, 1994 letter, Ambassador Edward L. Rowny argued that closing Grand Forks AFB 
"would be prejudicial to the national security interest of the United States." 

-- Closing the missile field at Grand Forks AFB without working out the details with the former 
Soviet Union could signal that the US is working unilaterally to change the ABM Treaty. 

-- Moving the ABM site fiom Grand Forks will require negotiations that could complicate 
plans for eventually establishing a multiple site strategic defense of the US. 

David OlsonlAF Team/Pl/[ar 20, 1995/12:00 



BACKGROUND PAPER 

ON 

NORTHERN TIER MISSILE BASES 

MINUTEMAN PEACEKEEPER KC- 135R B-52H 

GRAND FORKS 150 0 48 0 
MINOT 150 0 01 26 
MALMSTROM 200 0 12 0 
FE WARREN 150 50 0 0 

DoD proposal closes the missile group at Grand Forks AFB or Minot P,FB and moves 
120 of the missiles to Malmstrom AFB to complete the Minuteman I1 to Minuteman I11 
conversion program. In addition, the proposal terminates fixed-wing flying operations at 
Malinstron~ AFB and relocates 12 KC-135R aircraft to MacDill AFB. 

- Substitutes Minot AFB for Grand Forks AFB missile field only if th.e need to retain 
ABM Treaty options precludes closure of the Grand Forks missile field. 

- Responds to Nuclear Posture Review requirement to eliminate one rnissile grouplwing 
and addresses tanker shortfall in Southeastern US. 

- Excludes the missile field at FE Warren AFB from consideration because it is the only 
Peacekeeper missile base, and early inactivation of Peacekeeper missiles could 
adversely affect START. 

- Avoids moving KC-135s from Grand Forks AFB because it is one of three core tanker 
bases (Others are Fairchild AFB and McConnell AFB). 

DoD ranked Grand Forks AFB Tier I11 and Minot AFB and Malmstrom AFB Tier I1 
based on ailalysis of the military effectivenes of their respective missile fields and their 
ability to support large aircraft flying operations. FE Warren was exclulded fiom tiering. 

- JCS annual analysis shows no difference in survivability or alert rates for any of the 
four missile groupslwings, and no shortfall in target coverage. 

- The Nuclear Posture Review recommends an ICBM force structure c:onsisting of 
"three wings of Minuteman I11 missiles carrying single warheads (500/450)." 



-- DoD analysis does not use the number of missiles (500 or 4510) as a measure of 
missile military effectiveness. USSTRATCOM believes 500 ICBMs provide 
more military value. 

- Ground water intrusion requires some additional maintenance at Gr,and Forks AFB, 
but is managed effectively at no discernible additional cost. Surface water problems at 
all lllissile units have been eliminated by topside grading. Other missile bases heve 
their own unique maintenance challenges. 

COBRA Level Play analysis (below) shows that complete closure of Grand Forks AFB, 
Minot AFB, or Malmstrom AFB would produce substantially greater savings than the 
DoD proposed realignments. Data on FE Warren AFB was not included in the DoD 
proposal but has been requested. 

ANNUAL 
RECURRING NET PRESENT ECONOMIC 

COST TO CLOSE SAVINGS VALUE (2:O 15) IMPACT 

-. . ... " 
DOD GRAND 29.3M 40.3M 501.3M 4.7% Grand Forks 
FORICS-MALM 2.3% Great Falls 
PROPOSAL 

DOD MINOT- 29.4M 
MALM PROPOSAL 

6.1% Minot 
2.3% Great Falls 

MlNOT CLOSE 59.3M 71.1M 783.5M 18.4% Minot 

GRAND FORKS 130.OM 58.4M 704.6M 15.4% Grand Forks 
CLOSE 
MALMSTROM 32.7M 56.8M 762.9M 15.2% Great Falls 
CLOSE 
FE WARREN REQUESTED REQUESTED REQUESTED REQUESTED 
REALIGN 

Potential options include: 

- Close Millot AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman I11 missiles; Relocate: 26 B-52H aircraft 
to Beale AFB , Fairchild AFB, or Barksdale AFB. 

-- Satisfies the requirement to eliminate a missile grouplwing. 

-- Does not respond to the Southeastern US tanker shortfall, but this could be 
addressed by the separate realignment of tankers from Malmstrom AFB. 

-- Counters Air Force decision to leave B-52s at Minot. 



- Close Grand Forks AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman I11 missiles; Relocate 48 KC- 
135R tankers to Malmstrom AFB (24) and MacDill AFB (24). 

-- Inactivation of missile field is uncertain due to ABM issue. 

-- Breaks up one of three core tanker bases. 

- Close Malmstrom AFB. Inactivate 200 Minuteman 111111 missiles: Relocate 12 KC- 
135R tankers to Mac Dill AFB. 

-- Avoids Minuteman I1 to Minuteman I11 conversion. 

-- Reduces ICBM force to 450 missiles. 

--Satisfies missile reduction and tanker relocation objectives. 

- Realign FE Warren AFB. Inactivate 150 Minuteman I11 missiles to facilitate a non- 
BRAC closure when Peacekeeper missiles are deactivated in 2003. 

-- Ullcosted but likely to produce significant annual savings. 

-- Does not respond to the Southeastern US tanker shortfall, bul: this could be 
add]-essed separately by the realignment of tankers from Malms.trom AFB. 

-- Overturns Air Force decision to exclude FE Warren AFB, but avoids early 
inactivation of Peacekeeper missiles. 

OlsodAF T e d 1 1 0  April 199511 100 





FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

USA F BASE FACT SHEET 
GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA 

~llkJCOM/LOCATIONISIZE: AMC base sixteen miles west of Grand Forks with 5,422 acres 

3 19th Air Refueling Wing 
- 48 KC- 135FUT and 6 C- 12F 
321st Missile Group (AFSPC) 
- 150 Minuteman III and 4 HH- 1H 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 9512) - 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: - 
As a result of the DOD Bottom Up Review, the Air Force has deleted funding for 150 i - 3  Minuteman launch facilities. Additional actions concerning missile launch facilities will be 
determined by the 1995 Base Closure and Realignment Commission. 

The Air Force will reduce approximately 11,700 civilian authorizations in fiscal year 1995. 
These reductions are a result of the Federal Workforce Restructuring Act of 1994, the 
National Performance Review, and depot workload reductions. This action helps bring 
Department of Defense civilian employment levels in line with overall force reductions and 
results in a decrease of 50 civilian manpower authorizations at Grand Forks AFE3. . 

MlLI'rARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($000): - 
WSCAL YEAR 94: 
Upgrade Hydrant Fueling System (Congress Insert) 
Underground Fuel Storage Tanks 
Lif;: Safety Upgrade [DMFO] 
Alter Squadron Operations Facility (Base Closure)* 
TOTAL 

asing Manager: Maj Pray/XOOB/77356 
Editor: Ms Wright/XOOBD/46675/12 Jan 95 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

1 GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA (Cont'd) 
w 

FISCAL YEAR 95: 
Underground Fuel Storage Tanks-Missile Facilities 
Housing Office WFH 7 1 11 
Alter Corrosion Control Facility (Base Closure)* 
Add to Fabrication Shop (Base Closure) * 
'TOTAL 

"Projects forecast for funding by the Base Closure Account. Associated with the 1993 Defense 
;Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendation to realign Griffiit AFB, NY. 

:SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUESffROBLEMS: None 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 





MAP NO. 35 

NORTH DAKOTA 

MINOT AFB 

RIVERDALE 

STATE C A P I T A L  

ARMY I N S T A L L A T I O N  

N A V Y  I N S T A L L A T I O N  

Prepared By: Weshixreton Headquarters Servicea 
Directorate for Information 

0~eratior.s and Report. 



NORTH DAKOTA 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 (DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

I Personnel/E~penditures I Total I 
I .  Personnel - Total 19,295 

Active h t y  tlil i tary 9,786 
Civilian 1,702 
Reserve & National mard 7,807 

.--------------------------------------- 
11. Expenditures - Total $460,379 

I A .  Payroll Outlays - Total 1 340,399 1 
Active Duty Military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve 6 National Guard Pay 
Retired Military Pay 

I B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000 
Total I 119,980 I 

Supply and Equipnent Contracts 
RDTU Contracts 
Service Contracts 
Construction Contracts 
Civil Function Contracts 

Air Force Defense 
Marine Corps Activities 

Ha jor Locations 
of Expenditures 

I Grand Forks AFB 
Minot AFB 
Grand Forks 
Fargo 
Minot 
Bismarck 
Cavalier 
Devils Lake 
Jarnestown 
Valley City 

1 t l K t L y T n d C G Z  ian Personnel I 
Total 

. - - - - - - - - - - . 
5,452 
5,295 
397 
158 
58 
32 
30 
24 
18 
6 

Major Locations 
of Personnel 

Hinot AFB 
Grand Forks AFB 
Fargo 
Bismarck 
Devils Lake 
Neu England 
Cavalier 
Hinot 
Valley City 
Dickinson 

Expenditures 

I Active Dutq 
Military - - - - - - - - - - - - Total 

$153,542 
145,158 
41,461 
31,134 
26,174 
18,618 
7,153 
6,255 
4,927 
2,134 

Civilian ----------- 
583 
542 
291 
158 

Prime Contracts Over $25,000 

Payroll 
Outlays 

$106,952 
123,122 
23,784 
27,604 
10,691 
18,534 
1,064 
6,144 
1,635 
2,102 

I Navy Other 
Total & 1 ~ i r ~ o r c e  1 Defense I 

Pr b e  
Contracts -------------------------------------.--------------------- 
$46,590 
22,036 
17,677 
3,530 
15,483 

84 
6,089 
111 

3,292 
32 

(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities ....................................... 
fiscal Year 1993 $20,791 
Fiscal Year 1992 56,472 13,756 
Fiscal Year 1991 148,658 85,536 49,878 9,985 

Top Five Contractors Receiving the Largest 
Dollar Volume of Prime Contract Awards Total 

in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Description -------------------------------------------- 

1. INDUSTRIAL BUILDERS, I N C  
2. STRATA CORPORATION 
3. PIEINECKE- JOHNSON COMPANY 
4. DUBOIS h SONS MASONRY INC 
5. CAPE, JAHES h SONS COHPANY 

$14,968 Al lOthe rNon-Bu i ld ing fac i l i t i e s  
8,340 Airport Runways 
6,975 Other Administrative 6 Service Buildings 
6,838 Maint/Other Residential Buildings 
5,790 Airport Runways 

I Total of Above I $42911 1 ! 35.81 of total wards over $25,000) I I 
I 1 I 
Prepared by: Washington Headquarters Services 

Directorate for Infornaticn 
Operations and Reports 







BASE VISIT REPORT 

GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, ND 

MARCH 30,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner James B. Davis 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Rebecca G. Cox 
Commissioner S. Lee Kling 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Lyles, Staff Director 
Mr. Wade Nelson, Communications Director 
Mr. Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 
Mr. Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Mr. David Olson, Air Force Team Analyst 
Mr. Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Senator Kent Conrad 
Senator Byron Dorgan 
Representative Earl Pomeroy 
Governor Edward Schafer 
Mayor Michael Polovitz, Mayor of Grand Forks 
Mr. John Marshall, President, Grand Forks Chamber of Commerce 
Brig Gen Jim Andrews, Commander, 3 19th Air Refueling Wing 
Col John Gibeau, Commander, 321st Missile Group 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Air Mobility Command base. Home of the 319th Air Refueling Wing (481 KC-135R). Major 
tenant is the 321st Missile Group (150 Minuteman 111). 

The 321st Missile Group will inactivate unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of 
Defense determines that the need to retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively 

w 



precludes this action. If the Secretary of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, 
North Dakota, will realign and the 91 st Missile Group will inactivate. w A portion of the Minuteman I11 missiles fiom the group which is inactivated will be relocated 
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, to support ongoing conversion fiom Minuteman I1 to 
Minuteman 111. 
All activities and facilities at Grand Forks AFB associated with the 3 19th Air Refueling 
Wing, including family housing, hospital, commissary, and base exchange, will remain open. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION; 

The Nuclear Posture Review recommended an ICBM force structure consisting of "three 
wings of Minuteman I11 missiles carrying single warheads (500-450)." This requires 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force. 
The missile field at Grand Forks ranked lower than Minot AFB or Mal~nstrom AFB due to 
operational concerns. 
The missile field at FE Warren AFB, Wyoming, was excluded from consideration because it 
is the only Peacekeeper missile base. The DoD force structure plan requires Peacekeeper 
missiles through the period during which BRAC actions must be taken, and inactivation of 
Peacekeeper missiles could have adverse START implications. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Nekoma ABM Site, Missile Alert Facility C-0, Launch Facility C-24, KC-11 35 Squadron 
Buildings, Upgraded Runway (Code I), Upgraded Refueling Hydrants, Three Bay Hangar, 
Aircraft Maintenance Parts Store, Consolidated Aircraft Servicing System Facility, Sports and 
Fitness Center, Upgraded Dormitory, Base Housing, Missile Maintenance Building, Weapons 
Storage Area, Education Center, Officer and NCO Club Renovations, Dining Facility Upgrade, 
Child Development/Youth Center Upgrade, HospitalIDental Clinic Improvt:ments, Underground 
Storage Tank Replacement Program. 

KEY ISSUKS IDENTIFIED: 

The Air Force analysis of missile field operational effectiveness ranked Grand Forks AFB 
lower than Malmstrom AFB or Minot AFB based on target coverage, availability for launch, 
survivability, operations and maintenance accessibility, and logistics supportability. 
The 1974 Protocol to the 1972 ABM Treaty restricts each side to deployment of one ABM 
site located at either an ICBM field or the nation's capital. The United States agreed that its 
ABM system "will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area." 
Grand Forks AFB is one of three core tanker bases in CONUS (McConnell AFB and 
Fairchild AFB are the other two). Concentrating four or more tanker squadrons at each of the 
core bases improves the Air Force's ability to support long term forwardl deployments. 
Construction during 1994 upgraded the Grand Forks AFB runway condition to Code 1. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 



Closing the Grand Forks missile field could send a misleading signal to the former Soviet 
Union regarding our intent to unilaterally change the ABM treaty, and could jeopardize any 
future treaty negotiations with former Soviet republics. 
Retaining Grand Forks AFB as a multi-mission base (tankers and missiles) is more efficient 
than the current DoD proposal that creates single mission bases at Grand Forks AFB 
(tankers) and Malmstrom AFB (missiles). 
Costs associated with demolishing/relocating the ABM site should be included in the 
analysis, if it is determined that demolition/relocation is necessary. 
Air Force rationale for excluding the FE Warren AFB, WY missile field should be reviewed 
since Peacekeeper missiles are already scheduled for retirement in 2003. 
Complete closure of Grand Forks should not be considered because of the Air Force's core 
base concept for tankers Grading scale for "Mission (Missile) Requirements" awards green , 
yellow, and red to reflect order of finish for the three bases under consideration. The red 
received by Grand Forks may be misconstrued as a strong negative. 
The evaluation criteria for "Facilities Condition: Housing" is based on the number of units 
needing upgrade to whole house standards. The community believes this is a poor measure 
of overall quality of housing at Grand Forks AFB where houses have been upgraded inside 
and out, but have been deferred from undergoing the whole house upgrade, which would 
have increased their square footage, because they were in better condition than housing at 
many other bases. 
The Grand Forks missile field should not be graded down for water in ihe launch facilities. 
Topside grading and improved seals at the launch facilities eliminated this problem. 
The missile field at Grand Forks is the newest in the Air Force. It has allways been 
considered fully capable of performing its assigned mission, and remaiins so today according 
to the BCEG. 
A pipeline feed to the base and the improved hydrant system assure rapid and effective 
aircraft refueling capability. 
The runway condition has been recently upgraded to Code 1. 
State and local zoning guarantee no future runway encroachment problems. 
On average 40 percent of the tanker aircraft are deployed to forward operating locations. As 
such, there is no excess tanker capacity as a result of the core base concept. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Request focused COBRAS for closure and realignment of FE Warren AFB. 
Review Air Force rationale for excluding FE Warren AFB. 
Request Maintenance Information Management System data on alert rates, unscheduled 
maintenance, non-dispatch days, and wet missiles, for Grand Forks, Mi~~ot ,  Malmstrom, and 
FE Warren AFBs. 
Develop comparative cost analysis for complete closure of Minot, Grand Forks, Malmstrom 
or FE Warren AFB versus DoD proposed realignments. 

Olson/AF Temd3 April 199511200 



BASE VISIT REPORT 

GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, ND 

MAY 26,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

Commissioner Wendi L. Steele 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

None. 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Mr. David Olson, Air Force Team Analyst 

LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Representative Earl Pomeroy 
Lieutenant Governor Rosemarie Myrdal 
Mayor Michael Polovitz, Mayor of Grand Forks 
Lieutenant General Edwin Tenoso, Vice Commander, Air Mobility Command 
Brigadier General Jim Andrews, Commander, 3 19th Air Refueling Wing 
Colonel John Gibeau, Commander, 321st Missile Group 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

Air Mobility Command base. Home of the 3 19th Air Refueling Wing (48 :KC- 135R). Major 
tenant is the 321st Missile Group (150 Minuteman 111). 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

The 321 st Missile Group will inactivate unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of 
Defense determines that the need to retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively 
precludes this action. If the Secretary of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, 
North Dakota, will realign and the 91 st Missile Group will inactivate. 
A portion of the Minuteman I11 missiles from the group which is inactivated will be relocated 
to Malmstrom AFB, Montana, to support ongoing conversion fiom Minuteman I1 to 
Minuteman 111. 
All activities and facilities at Grand Forks AFB associated with the 3 191th Air Refueling 
Wing, including family housing, hospital, commissary, and base exchange, will remain open. 



COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE: 

w Add for Closure. The 32 1 st Missile Group will be inactivated and the 3 19th Air Refueling 
Wing will be relocated. 

JUSTIFICATION 

Air Force analysis identified an excess of 2 to 3 large aircraft bases. Relocation of the 3 19th 
Air Refueling Wing and closure of Grand Forks AFB reduces this excess capacity and 
produces significantly more savings than the DoD proposed realignment. 
The Nuclear Posture Review recommended an ICBM force structure consisting of "three 
wings of Minuteman I11 missiles carrying single warheads (500-450)."' This requires 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force. 
The Air Force analysis of missile field operational effectiveness ranked Grand Forks AFB 
lowest based on target coverage, availability for launch, survivability, operations and 
maintenance accessibility, and logistics supportability. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Toured: KC-135 Squadron Buildings, Upgraded Runway (Code 1) ($6.5M), Upgraded 
Refueling Hydrants ($3.6M), Three Bay Hangar, Aircraft Maintenance Parts Store, Consolidated 
Aircraft Servicing System Facility, Corrosion Control Hangar, Sports and Fitness Center 
Renovation ($4.6M), Upgraded Dormitory ($2.5M), Base Housing, Missile Maintenance 

w Building, Weapons Storage Area Upgrade ($2.5M), Missile Alert Facility G-0, Launch Facility. 

Briefed: HospitalIDental Clinic Improvements ($1.6M), Officer and NCO Club Renovations 
($2.OM), Dining Facility Upgrade ($1 58K), Child DevelopmentJYouth Ce.nter Upgrade ($2.4M), 
Transportation/Fuels Area Upgrade ($4.1 M). 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED: 

The decision to relocate Grand Forks tankers is independent of the deciision to relocate 
Malmstrom tankers. 
Grand Forks has the location, capacity, facilities and infrastructure the Air Force requires for 
a core tanker wing. 
On average 66 percent of the Grand Forks tanker aircraft are deployed .to forward operating 
locations or are undergoing depot maintenance. As such, in an operational context, there is 
no excess tanker capacity in the north central region. 
Grand Forks' north central location is operationally significant for supporting our strategic 
nuclear war plan; central location location is also best for other operations and training. 

0 Core tanker wings realize economies of scale in operations, logistics, and organization; and 
avoid duplication in equipment, supply, manpower, and overhead. 
Tanker units are just beginning to stabilize following a period of reorganization and high 
operations tempo. A significant reorganization now will impact quality of life and could 

r disrupt readiness. 



The runway condition was upgraded to Code 1 in 1994. 
A - 

w A pipeline feed to the base and an improved hydrant system assure rapid and effective 
aircraft refueling capability. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES: 

The Air Force and DoD correctly assessed the military value of Grand Forks AFB in 1993 
when selecting it as a core tanker base. 
State and local zoning guarantee no future runway encroachment probllems. 
The missile field at Grand Forks is the newest in the Air Force. It has always been 
considered hlly capable of performing its assigned mission, and remains so today according 
to the BCEG. 
Closing the Grand Forks missile field could send a misleading signal to the former Soviet 
Union regarding our intent to "unilaterally change the ABM Treaty," and could jeopardize 
any future ballistic missile defense deployments. 
The costs of closing the Grand Forks missile field are greatly underestimated, because they 
do not include the costs of demolishing/relocating the ABM site. 
The Grand Forks community is "paradise" for the Air Force. 
The University of North Dakota is a tremendous asset not taken into account in the 
evaluation process. 
The evaluation criteria for "Facilities Condition: Housing" is based on the number of units 
needing upgrade to whole house standards. This is a poor measure of overall quality of 
housing at Grand Forks AFB where houses have been upgraded inside and out, but have been 
deferred from undergoing the whole house upgrade, which would have increased their square 
footage, because they were in better condition than housing at many other bases. 

OUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 

Determine magnitude and impact of tanker shortfall in the southeast. 
Identify potential receiver bases other than Macdill or Seymour-Juhnson AFBs. 
Identifjr potential receiver bases for Minot B-52s. 
Determine impact of DoD proposal on Grand Forks ABM and how it may affect the cost of 
inactivating the ICBM field. 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Section I 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

- - 

1. Force Structure 
I.1.A List of all on base NAF and non-Air Force activities: 

1 
'Unit or Activity: 
I 

I .  1 .A. I j Pro-Serve 
1.1 .A.2 AARL'F Anthonyt$ P i n a  

Personnel Authorizations for ~ ~ 9 3 / 4  
Oflicer 

- 
1.01 

1.1 .A.2 AAf.13S Barber Shop 

Enlisted 

!. 
Civilian 

---{- -f 5: 
6 
8 
5 

3 3  3 3  

21 2 
51 5 

I 1. I .A.4 ~AAIXS Base Theater 

I I. I .A.S AAW-! Beauty Shop 
1. I .A.6 AAl.13 Burger King I 1. I .A.7 'AAIS~! (.ar&(.omic Shop 

I. I .A.9 
I. I .A. I0 
I. I .A. 1 1 
1.1 .A.12 
1.1 .A. 13 
I. I .A. 14 
I. I .A. 15 
1.1 .A. 16 
I. I .A. 17 
I. I .A. 18 
I. I .A. 19 
I. I .A.20 
I. 1 .A.2 1 
I. 1 .A.22 
I. 1 .A.23 
1.1 .A.24 
I .  1 .A.25 
1.1 .A.26 
1.1 .A.27 

- - 

I I. I .A.8 jAAFES Class VI 

61 6 

-31 - - 3 -. 

73! 73 
4 

- 
2 .I-- 2 : - - -  

1 Oj 10 

10 "I - - -- - 5i 
- - - - -  - 

6 6 
- 

. - -  - 

- - -- - - - - - - .- - - 
16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 

4 
1 

-- 2 
110 

58 
1 9  

-- 
2 

2 

8 
18 

- . -  

-- --  

- - - - 

AAFES Dry Cleanqrs 
,AAFES A o r e r  shop 
AAFES Main Exchange 
AAFES Military Clothing 
AAFES Optical Shop 
AAFES Overhead 

4 

- - 4 
2 

- - 
110 

6 6  
- --- 

- - -  
37  

-- - - 2 

. - - - -- - - - - .  - - 
AAFES Service Station 
AAFES Shoppette 
American National Mgt Corp 
Army Corps of Eng 
Army Vetinarian 
Coastal Government Svs 
- - -  -- - - - - 
Commissary Baggers 
DECA 
DFAS 
DIS 
DRMO 
Education Service Ctr 

- - 

Eielson Elementary 

- 9 9 
- -. 

28 28  
7 5  

- 
7 5  

- -. - - -- 

1 

- - - - -. 

- - A-- 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- 

i 1.1 .A.28 First Liberty CU 
I. I .A.29 First National Bank I 1.1 .A.30 jGranco 
1.1 .A.3 1 'HAMS 

- 

- - 

-- - --- 

I. I .A.32 
I. I .A.33 
1.1 .A34 

J&G Landscaping 
Kay and Associates Inc 
lxaf  Dry Cleaning 

I. 1 .AS  1 
I. l .AS2 
1.1 .AS3 
I. 1 .AS4 
I. 1 .AS5 
I.l.A.56 
I. 1 .AS7 
I. 1 .AS8 
I. 1 .AS9 

- - - 

- -  - - -  

~- 

- - 

1. I A.35 ,MWR Service Contractors 
1.1 .A36  'Minot Vocatronal Workghop 
1. I .A37  'NAF Accounting Support 
1.1 .A.38 'NAF Aquatic Center 
1.1 .A.39 [NAF Arts B Crafts 

I - ;, . - - { I  NAF Outdoor Recreation 

19 
4 
8 

10 
26 
11 
2 

75 

. - - - - - 
8 

I I 
3 

12 
5 

28 
42 
6 1 
12 
- .  

2 
- 

3 
19 

1.1 .A.40 
1.1 .A.41 
1.1 .A.42 
1.1 .A.43 
I. 1 .A.44 
I. I .A.45 
I. I .A.46 
I. I .A.47 
I. 1 .A.48 
I. 1 .A.49 
I. 1 .AS0 

NAF Vetinary Clinic 
NAF Youth Center 
NAPA 

--- 

Red Cross Office 
- 

SATO 
--- - 

- 

stone's Mobile Radio 
- - 

TCI cable fi 
- - -  - - - - - - 

Tee-Corn 
-- - -- - - - -- - - ~ 

19 
4 
8 

10 
26 
11 
2 

75 

-- -- -- 8 
I I 
3 

12 
5 

28 
42 
61 

- - 

12 
- -~ 

2 
- 

-- 3 
19 

NAF Auto Ilobby Shop I 

NAF Bowling Center 
NAF Child Dcvelo ment Ctr P ~~ 

NAF Enlisted Club 
NAF Golf Course 
NAF Human Resources 
NAF Kiddie Campus 
NAF Lodging 
NAF Marketing/Publicity 
NAF Officers Club 
NAF Outdoor Maintenance 

- -- 

2 2 

- - 24, 24 
-I 

I. 1 .A.60 Twining Elementary -- - -- - 3-2. 82 82 
-- - - - - - 
16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED -- 1.02 

~ 

- - 

-- - -- ~ 

- -- 1 / . 1 
- -  -- -. --- - - 171 - 

17 
2' 2 

- - I: _ -  _. 

_ .- 
- - 3  1 

-_  9 -- 

-- -- 3 -- - -~ 3 
- 

- -- - - 4 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

1.1 A.61 
I. I .A62 
1. I A.63 
1.1 A.64 
I. I A.65 
I. I A.66 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
. 

I -I -I I 11 

- 

UNISYS 
US Post Office 
US West 
'unitid Construction 
WIC 
Westbrook Industries 

TOTAL: 1 11571 

1.13 RemoteA;mgraphiclrllg Separated ['nits receiving more then 50% of Base Operational Support from the base: 

I. I .H.1 Supported [!nit: I I9 t:iphtcr (irtwp GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation: i:arpo. NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: ('omniantl. 1)isacter Preparedness. Data Processing. Fxlucation Services, Finance and Accounting, Health Services. Supply, 

Mllltary I'rr\onncl Support. Mohili7ation Support, Mortuary Services. Weather Slupport 
1.1.8.2 Supported ['nit: I I ?  Alrllfl W~ng GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Minncapol~s. MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided1 I.'inancc anti Accounting. llealth Services. Mobilization Support, Weather Support 

I. I .R.3 Supported Unit: 14% Fighter (iroup GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Duluth. MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Disaster preparedness. Data Processing, Education Services. Finance and accounting, Health Services, Supply, Legal 

Services, Military Personnel Support, Mortuary Services, Training Services-Small m s ,  AFORMS 
1.1 .B.4 Supported Unit: 25 ADSlOLAC GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Finley, ND REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Finance and accounting, Supply, Mortuary Services, Transportation-Shipping, Transportation-Packing and Crating 

I. 1 .B.5 Supported Unit: 447 Med Co. GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
 ti^^; Grand Forks, N i l  REM - Kemote Unit 

Support provided: Civil Engineer - Facility Maint., Supply 
1.1 .B.6 Supported Unit: 934 Airlift Group GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Minneapolis, MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Health Services, Legal Services, Mobilization Support, Mortuary Services. Weather Support 

1.1 .B.7 Supported Unit: AFJROTC UNITS, Park Sr H GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Cottage Grove. MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Administrative Support-PDO 

~ . .. --.-- . -- - - ~  

UNCLASSIFIED 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB .. - AMC 
I. I .B. 16 Supported Unit: I:linflon Test Station GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Flinflon. Canada REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: PMEI, Suppon. Transportation-Shipping. Transportation-Packing and Crating 

I. I .B. 17 Supported Unit: Johnson Sr. f1S GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation: St. Paul, M N  REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: AudidVisual. Data Processinglcomputer mx, Food Service. Finance and Accounting, Health Services. Housing and 

Idg ing .  Supply, Resource Mgmt. Transportation- Shipment of supplies, Packing and Crating 
I. I .R. I R Supported llnit: M.F.P.S. GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Imalion: Fargo. NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support pror Mrd: 1:lnarx.c am! Acctunttng. Ilcal~h Scrv~ces, lrgal Services. Military Personnel Sup~r~r t ,  Mortuary Services, Transportation - 

Pax u r r ~ c c ,  'I'ransp~rta~lon - I'ack~ng and Crating 
I .  1 .R. 19 Supported Unit: Mtckelcrm Safcpuartl ('t~niplcx GSU - Geographically Sephrated Unit 

Imalhn:  Nehtma. NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support pror Mrd: Ilcalth Serb I'\~rcha\~ng ('cmtracr~ng 

I. 1 .B.20 Supported ['nit: Naval HCUIVC ('cntcr GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation : 1.-argo. NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Supply 

I. l .B.21 Supported Unit: Nonh l{S GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Fargo, ND REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: AudidVisual, Data Processing/computer mx, Food Service, Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and 

Lodging, Supply. Resource Mgmt, Transportation- Shipment of supplies, Packing and Crating 
I. I .B.22 Supported Unit: OMEGA Statoin GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: LaMoure, ND REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Transportation - Vehicles 

1.1 .B.23 Supported Unit: Park Sr HS GSU - Grngiiaphicdiy Separated Unit 
Location: Cottage Grove, MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Audio/Visual, Data Processing/computer mx, Food Service, Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and 

Lodging, Supply, Resource Mgmt, Transportation- Shipment of supplies, Packing and Crating 

UNCLASSIFIED 1.05 



1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

-.. -- - 

1. 1 .B.24 Supported Unit: ROTC. III3'r 610. NDSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Fargo. ND REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Public Affairs. Social Affairs. Fire Protection, MWR - aerobics testing. Police Services - Pass and ID, Transportation - 

Vehicles, Administrative Support - Records Management, Administrative Support - Reprographics, Administrative 
Support - PDO, Administrative Support - Suggestion Program, AudidVisual, Data Processing/Computer Training, 
Communication Support. Education Assistance, Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and Lodging. Supply, 
Military Personnel Support. Mortuary Services, PrintingIReproduction, Purchasing/Contracting, Resource Mgmt, 
Transportation- Shipment of supplies. packing and crating 

1.1 .B.25 Supported Unit: IJSAF Recruiting Squadron GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation: Snclling. MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Puhlic Affairs. Social Actions. MWR Services, Administrative Services, AudidVisual Services, Civilian Personnel 

Services. IYucation Services. Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and Lodging, Laundry and Dry Cleaning, 
Supply. Legal Services. Military Personnel Support, Mortuary Services, Printing at18 Reproduction, Purchasing and 
('ontracting. Resource Management. Conimunity Relations, Retired Affairs 

I. I .B.26 Supported Unit: Wcxxlhury IlS GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Woodbury, MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support providedl AudidVisual. Data Processing/computer mx. Food Service, Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and 

Imdging. Supply, Resource Mgmt, Transportation- Shipment of supplies. Packing and Crating 

-- .- - - -- - - - -. . PA- -- 
UNCLASSIFIED 1.06 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

--- - -  

2. Operational Effectiveness 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- - - - - - - - - 

A. Air Traffic Control 
ATCALS - Air Traffic Control and Landing Systems 
NAS - National Airspace System 

1.2.A. 1 Some of the base ATCALS are ofllcially part of the NAS. 

1.2.A.2 Details for specific ATC facilities: 

1.2.A.4 The primary instrument runway is designated 35 

(A.2) ATC Summary: (A3) Detailed traffic counts: 

0 operations were conducted this runway during calander year 1993 

TY ~e of Total Civil Military ILS 
Facility Traflic Count Traffic Count 1 Traffic Count Traffic Count 

I 
RAPCON 2' 98374 86520 9275 

lSS4l 
Tower 2 401 04 8426 3 1678, NIA 

1.2.A.5 Known or potential airspace problems that may prevent mission accomplishment: 

Review of LOAs show n o  projected airspace problems 

PAR 
Traffic Count 

0 

N/A 

I.2.A.6 The base does Not experience ATC delays. 

 on-PAR 
Traffic Count 

- - ,  

424 

NIA 
- 

B. Geographic Location 

1.2.B.1 Nearest major primary airlif't customer: FORT McCOY 

Nearest major primary airdrop customer: FORT RILEY 

I.2.B.2 Distance to foward deployment Air Bases: 

Lajes AB: 3106 NM 

UNCLASSIFIED 

distance 

distance 
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Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- -- - 

Rota AB: 4078 NM 

Ilickam AFB: 3318 NM 

RAF Mildenhall: 3750 NM 

Class of Airfield: 
Military airfield, runway >= 3,000R 
/Military airfield, runway >= 8,M)Ofl I 
Military airfield, runway >= IO,oOft 
Military or civilian airfield, runway >- 3,000ft 
Military or civilian airfield, runway >- 8,000ft 
!Military or civilian airfield, runway >= 10,Ooft __ 

Civilian airfield, runway >= 8,OOR for capable 
of conducting short term operations 

t 
Civilian airfield, runway >= IO,Ooft for capable 
of conducting short term operations 

1 

Name 
HECTOR INTL 
HECTOR INTL 
MlNOT AFB 
Mark Andrews Int'l 
'Hector Field, ND 
'Minot AFB 4 

llector Field. ND 
I 

iDuluth Int'l 

Distance from 
Base 

67 
67 
16 1 
14 
68 
16 1 

1.2.B.11 Name and distand to an emergency landing airfield compatible with aircraft flown at the base. 

Hector Field 68 NM 

C. Training Areas (Special Use Airspace (SUA), Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Drop Zones (DZs), 
Military Operating Areas (MOAs)) 

I.2.C.1 There are No supersonic Air Combat Training (ACBT) MOAs or warning/restricted areas (minimum size of 4,200 sq NM) within 300 
NM. 

I.2.C.2 There are No MOAs or warninghestricted areas (minimum size of 2,100 sq NM and an altitude block of at least 20,000 ft) within 200 
NM. 

I.2.C.4 Scorable range complexes / target arrays (capable of or having tactical targets, conventional targets, and strafe), within 800 NM: 

I.2.C.3 Low altitude MOAs and warninglrestricted areas, with a minimum size of 2,100 sq NM and a floor- no greater than 2,000 ft, within 600 
NM: 

- 

&XE>?e - 

TIGER NO- 
Distance 

85 NM 

- -- - 
Area Nape _ _ - 
WILLISTON 

O'NEILL 

--- - -- 
. Diskmce !9Em!E -- 
297 NM POWDER RIVER h 

363 NM,HAYS 454 NM- 
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Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- . ---- 

I~rn Name 

IHARDW0OD 

Nearest electronic combat (EC) range and distance from base: 

tlARDWOOD 377 NM 

Nearest Air Combat Maneuvering lnst rumentat ion (ACMI) range and distance from base: 

VO1,K t:l1<1 , I )  MIJS 383 NM 

Nearest full-scale. heavyweight (live drop or inert range and distance from base: 

i1ARI)WoOI) 377 NM 

Total number of slow routes (SR)/ visual routes (VR) / instrument routes (IR) with entry points within: 

,Typt of Route: 100 NM 150 NM 2ONM 1 400NM 1 6M)FiM 1 800NM - 1 
IR 0 2, 
SR + . 0 0 
VR 0 0 

Total Routes: 0 2 43 92 
- -- 

Identify Routes: 

IR-605 127 NM 
IR-430 160 NM 
IR-606 223 NM 
SR-727 263 NM 
VK-607 283 NM 
iR-508 321 N M  
1R-476 336 NM 
VR-510 377 NM 
VR-540 392 NM 
IR-478 403 NM 
VR-1515 421 NM 
VR-512 471 NM 
IR-524 491 NM 
SR-616 507 NM 
VR- 1639 522 NM 
VR-1574 - - 560 ..- NM 

- - 

1R-925 147 NM 
IR-4W 160 NM 
SR-730 238 NM 
SR-728 266 NM 
IR-613 286 NM 
IR-509 321 NM 
IR-473 336 NM 
'R-484 378 NM 
R-518 397 NM 
'R-479 403 NM 
VR- 1520 421 NM 
VR-545 472 NM 
VR-1636 497 NM 
SR-617 507 NM 
VR-634 527 NM 
VR- 1644 562 NM 

UNCLASSIFIED 

113-492 160 NM 
SR-731 238 NM 
SR-729 266 NM 
VR-1616 297 NM 
VR-1521 325 NM 
VR-1650 338 NM 
VR- 1648 381 NM 

IR-479A 403 NM 
IR-609 436 NM 
SR-773 474NM 
SR-618 500 NM 
SR-774 509 NM 
IR-527 534NM 
VR- 1647 562-@-__VR- 

- -- 

IR-678 248 NM 
IR-644 2 7 0 N M  
1R-431 3!5 NM 
IR-429 336 NM 
113-485 349 NM 
SR-785 384 NM 

IR-478A 403 N M  
SR-771 456 NM 
IR-507 479 NM 
SR-619 5 0 0 N M  
SR-540 517 NM 
IR-416 548 NM 

1645 563 NM 
---a- - - --A 
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VR-532 624 NM 
VR-535 633 NM 
VR-1642 66ONM 
SR-701 675 NM 
VW-619 6R6NM 
VR-168 bW NM 
VR-lM7 717NM 
VR-1174 740 NU 
SR-715 755 NM 
I R -  174 762 NM 
VR I I 2n 765 N M  
SR-206 773 Nhl 
SR-713 774 NU 
1R-302 7x7 bJM 
SR-218 791 NM 
SR-231 791 NM 
SR-216 791 NM 
SR-733 793 NM 

c 
IR-415 SKI NM 

1R-502 61 1 NM 
VR- 1627 625 NM 
IR-498 643 NM 
VR-138 662 NM 
SR-703 675 NM 
IR-IRI 689 NM 
IR-143 706 NM 
VH Is2 735 NM 
SH-204 752 NM 
VR I422 759 NM 
IR41X 763NM 
IR 120 767 NM 
SK 223 774 NM 

I 

SR-710 774 NM 
VK-1304 787 NM 
SR-220 791 NM 
SR-230 791 NM 
SR-062 791 NM 
SR-737 796 NM 

I.2.C.9 IR-430 is the closest 400 series Military Training Route (MTR) which leads into the Tactics Training Range Complex (ITRC). Point 
A is 160 NM from the base. 

rand Forks AFB - AMC 

1.2.C.10 Total number of Air Refueling (AR) routes with anchor points for refi~e!ing snchors or air reiheiing control points (ARCPs) for 
rctheiing iracus within: 

1.2.C.lO.a Routes and distance to route's control point: 

VR-1626 585 NM 

IR-504 61 1 NM 
VR- 1628 625 NM 
1R-414 644 NM 
IR- 185 667 NM 
VR- 1624 678 NM 
1R- I83 689 NM 
IR-146 706NM 
IR 177 737 NM 
VR-1182 752 NM 
VR-1423 759 NM 
IH420 761NM 
I H  I 2 0  76XNM 
SH 707 774 NM 
SW-224 774 NM 
IH-301 790 NM 
SR-222 791 NM 
SR-229 791 NM 
SR-060 791 NM 
SR-738 798 NM 

Refueling Route Distance 

- 

SR-781 589 NM 

VR-533 614 NM 
VR-615 627 NM 
IR-503 651 NM 
VR-119 667 NM 
VR-1625 678 NM 
VR-1546 691 NM 
VR-1130706NM 
1R-610 740 NM 
SR-295 752NM 
SR-239 761 NM 
IR-117 765NM 
VR-1102 768NM 
SR-708 774 NM 
IR-172 776NM 
SR-225 790 NM 
SR-221 791 NM 
SR-227 791 NM 
SR-732 793 NM 
IR- 107 799 NM 

IR-614 592 NM 

VR-412 623 NM 
IR-409 630 NM 
VR-1640 651 NM 
SR-702 671 NM 
IR- 175 684 NM 
IR-592 697 NM 
IR-171 7WNM 
VR-108 748 NM 
SR-709 755 NM 
IR-157 762 NM 
VR-I113 765NM 
SR-296 768NM 
SR-711 774 NM 
IR-173 776NM 
SR-059 791 NM 
SR-237 791 NM 
SR-226 791 NM 
SR-735 793 NM 
IR-110 -800 NM 

AR-6 19 
AR-106H WEST 183 NM 

VR-1635 592 NM 

VR-413 623 NM 
VR-534 633 NM 
VR-1641 660 NM 
VR-1679 673 NM 
IR-618 686 NM 
VR-1617 699 NM 
IR-182 709NM 
VR-1668 748 NM 
SR-712 755NM 
VR-1141 762 NM 
VR-1137 765NM 
VR-1140 769NM 
SR-714 774 NM 
SR-205 776NM 
SR-061 791 NM 
SR-232 791 NM 
SR-219 791 NM 
SR-734 793 NM 
VR-1446-80 NM 

Refueline Route Distance 

- - -  - 

AR-453 I 1 1  NM 
AR- 106L WEST 183 NM 

AR- 106L EAST 272 NM 

AR-0 1 2H WEST 302 NM 
AR- 105 WEST 339 NM 

- - 

AR-0 1 2 ~  WEST 302 NM 

16-Feb-95 

Refueling Route Distance 
AR-606 1 15 NM 

AR-019 SOUTH 350 NM~AR-024 SOUTH 350 NM~AR-607 368 NM 
-- -- - -- - - - - - - - -- - - 

UNCLASSIFIED 1.10 

Refueling Route Distance 
AR-629 134 NM 

AR-109H EAST 286 NM 

AR-605 327 NM 

AR- 109L EAST 286 NM 

AR-105 EAST 339 NM 
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Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
-- .- 

AR-017 SOUTlf 370 NM AR-012ti EAST 

I 380 NM AR-012L EAST 

I 380 NM AR-604 

I 420 NM 
AR- 10911 WEST 42 1 NM AR- I OOL WEST 421 NM AR-01 I WEST 424 NM AR-014 WEST 424 NM 
AR-019 NORTI1 425 NM AR-024 NORTH 425 NM AR-640A 440 NM AR-017 NORTH 444 NM 
AR-32 1 448 NM AR-318 EAST 491 NM AR-3 18 WEST 496 NM 

1.2.C.IOb The total number of refueling events within: 
500 NM 700 NM 
12286 4252 1 

I.2.C.10~ The neared nmcmtratcd m l c c r  arra ( A  W track with at Iea..t S O  events) is I83NM from the base." 

1.2.C.10d Percentage of tanker demand in region: 5.0  
Percentage of tankers h a d  In -ion: I 5 .0  

Tanker saturation within the region has been classifled a9 tanker Rich 

1.2.c.12 Closest primary landing zone (LZ) listed in AMC Pamphlet 55-57 (9 Jun 94) with a minimum size of 3000 by 60 ft: 
KALAHAR 168 NM 

I.Z.C.11 Drop zones (DZs) listed in AMC Pamphlet 55-57 (9 Jun 94) within 150 NM with a minimum size of 700 by 1000 yards: 

1.2.C.13 Nearest full scale drop zone(s) (minimum size 1000 by 1500 yds) which can be used for personnel drops or night equipment drops: 

I I i T - - -  -1- - 

- - - --- - - - 
l ~ o u t e  Count 1 

I 
,Distance INight? 

350 NM, 

i I ~ N M  r /  

1 330 NMI 

- - -- - -- - - -- -- - - -- -- 

UNCLASSIFIED 

I.2.C.ll.a 

Personnel? 
r /  

r /  

r /  
o 
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Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
-- - . - -- -- - 

1.2.C.14 Name and distance to ground force installation (US Army, USMC) with a restricted airspace capable of supporting tactical aircraft 
employment (floor no higher than 100 fl AGL, ceiling no lower than 3,00 ft AGL, minimum area 25000 sq NM> 

CAMP GRAYLING 565 NM 

- - - - -- - -- - - -- - - - 
UNCLASSIFIED 



UNCLASSIFIED 
- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

-- - - 
Grand Forks --- AFB . - AMC 

D. Ranges 
Ranges (Controlled/rnanaged by the base) 

1.2.D.1 The base Does not control or manage any ranges, questions 1.2.D.2 to I.2.D.17 skipped. 

Ranges (Used by the base) 
1.2.D.18 The haw u.ws ranges on a rcp;ular haqis 

1.2.D.19 The mission and training is Not adversely impacted by training area airspace encroachment or other conflicts. 

1.2.D.20 MOAstbombing rangedother training areas have No scheduling restrictionsflimitations. 

I.2.D.21 MOAdbombing rangedother training areas have No projected scheduling restrictionsflimitations. 

1.2-lX22 No slgr?l!lc~n! chaiig~~'i~triciiun~iimiiaiions effecting the scheduling of low level routes in progress. 
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. - -- . - - 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

. 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
1.2.E. 1 Airspaces scheduled or managed by the base: 

AR IMtUL Air Refueling Track / Anc 

Details for airspace scheduled or  managed by the base: 

Airspace: AR 106HA, 

An environmental analysis ha9 No! been conducted for this airspace. 

There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

Commercial /civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

Restrictions currently acting on this airspace: 

Altitude restrictions apply 

Published availability of the airspace: 

AR 106UH is available on a 24 hour basis. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 
I.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 320 hrs 

- - - -- - - - - -- 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.14 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
Hours used: 289 hrs 

Reasons for non-use: 

The reason for the difference in scheduled and actual hours used on AR 106 H/L was weather and maintenance cancellations. 

Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

It is possible to expand hours to increaw the airspace utilization, volume can Not be expanded. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

The area of AR 106 IVI,  is a I 0  M N  corridor either side of a track from Aberdeen to Miles City 3411921. The vertical limits are 17,000 
MSI. lo 1-1. 230 f t r  thc low rr;irk. ant1 1.1. 260  to 1:l. 310 for the high track. 

100.00 pcmnt  of the einpace i s  usable. 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
The b a u  is Not joint-use (militarylcivilian). 

List of ell airfields within a 50 mile radius of the haw: 

Airfield: 
Anderson 
Bakke 
Berg 

I 
Boeder 

I 
'Breckmeier 
Central Valley 
Christianson 
Cooperstown 
.- 

\Crookston 
\Dakota 
'Deck 
Downs 
Dray ton 
Elliot 

- - - - - - - - - - - - 

Airfield: 
Civilian 
Civilian 

- 

Civilian 
Civilian 
I 'Civilian I .  
'Civil~an 
FiviIian 
General Aviation 

/civilian 
General Aviation 
Civilian 

i Civilian 
Civilian 

. ~ ~ 

Civilian I . ~- -- - 

Civilian 
.. ~. 

- . -- - -.- ~- - ~ - ~ -  ~ 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.15 
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Gensrick 
liaegun f'arm 
I lashbarger Fann 
Ilillsboro 
lngebrctson 
lnkster 

J&T 
Jenscm 
Johnurn 
Karnl 
Karlctd 
Kelly 
KIccc~g 
Knutum 
Kyllo 
l.akota 

Mark Andrews International 
Maquan 

I 
:McVille 
I 
;Miller 
6 - -  
iMinto 
~Morton 
/0lafson 
Page Reg. 

I F ' d  River 

p*~rnl~~-- - - -- . - - - 

Red Lake Falls 

Rickettybach 

Sanderson 

. -- . - --- - 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- -  - - - 

Civilian 
,Civilian 
,Civilian - 

General Aviation 
t 
Civilian 

1 
,General Aviation 
Civilian 
Civilian 
Civilian 
<'t~lllan 
<;enera1 Aviation 
('lvllian 
('~vll~an i 
('1vrltan 
C~vtlian - -- 
General Aviation 
General Aviation 

I 
Commercial 
Civilian 
!General Aviation 
lcivilian 
bcneral Aviation I 
Civilian 
"iviiian 
Civilian 
/~enera l  Aviation - 1 

- --- - - -- Civilian 
t ';'"" Aviation 
Civilian 
Civilian 
Civilian 

I Civilian 
- - - - - -- - - 

Civilian 
Civilian - - 1 _ --.;. _=---?-- 1-_ - 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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F. Potential for Growth in Training Airspace (Area) 

1.2.F. 1 Expansion of training airspace is possible. 

I.2.F. 1.a Estimated expansion potential is 50.0 percent. Rationale for estimate: 

There is room for added air refueling tracks in the area but our present track is enough for local training. 

1.2.F.2 Current access is expected to change. 

1.2.F.3 No reductions in training airspace are expected. 

1.2.F.4 Current special use airspace and training areas meet all training requirements. 

1.2.F.4.a Deployed, off-station training is not required to meet training requirements. 

G.  Composite / Integrated Force Training 
I.2.G. 1 Nearest Active Duty or Reserve ground combat unit where joint training can be accomplished and that has impact areas capable of 

tactical employment: 

CAMP RlPLEY 

172 NM from the base. 

I.2.G.2 DELETED 

1.2.G.3 Nearest Naval unit where joint training can be accomplished: 

Ocezna N A ,  VP. 

1 168 mi from the base. 

1.2.G.4 Nearest Active Duty Air Force or  ARC unit where dissimilar training can be accomplished: 

Hector Field, Fargo, ND 

76 mi from the base. 

1.2.6.5 DELETED 

H. Missile Bases (AF Space Command) 
Applies to missile bases only. Responses are classified. 

LTechnidTrainine [Air Education and Trainine C a m m a n d L _ _ -  __ _ -  

16-Feb-95 UNCUSSlFlED 
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-- - - - -  - - . ~ - - ~  .. - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

- - -- -- . - - - - -- - " \ .--- - - -  --.----- - -  ----- ---C) - - -  ----- - 

1.2.1 No technical training mission. 

J. Weather Data (AF Environmental Technical Applications Center) 

- ~ . - --------- -- -- 

UNCLASSIFIED 

I.2J.1 Percentage of time the weather is at o r  above (ceiling / visibility) 
I / a. 2M)ft/l/~mi:, b. ~ ~ h l l m i : !  c. 150Oft/3mi:/ d. 3WOf?/3rni: 

99.3 98. I 89.0, 82.5 
e. 3000R15mi: 

8 1.2 

1.25.2 Crosswind component to the primary runway: 

I.2J.2.a Is at o r  below 15 knots 88.5 percent of the time 

1.2 J.2.b Is at o r  below 2S knots 973 percent of the time 

1.25.3 85 Days have freezing partcipitation (mean per year). 
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Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
Section I1 

1. Installation Capacity & Condition 
A. Land 

j Site 

,Defense Fuels 
,Finlev AS 
.Grand Forks AFB 
,GWEN Sites 
gissile - . 
 radio Relays 
' ~ i v e t  Mile 
/WMC Annex 

B. Facilities i 

II.l.B.1 From real property records: 

Excess 
Category Description 

2 2 
. - -- 

100.0 0.0 
. . - - - - - - - -. 

0.0 0 
Communications-Buildings N/A 19,973 74.0 26.0 0.0 

- - 
NIA 

Operations-Buildings 20.0 0.0 NIA 

-- . - - -- - 

SF 

Fleet Service Terminal SF 

I 

I 
Description 

t 

.Fuel Depot - - 

,Air Station - --- 

.Mam Base - 

.EXXX, FSGR - .- .- 

,MAFs & MF --- 

JGAP. JGAQ. JGAR _- 

JFSA - 

1.aeoon -- 
TOTALS: 

Total 
Acreage 

-- 28 
84 

5 .406 
22 

1 8,07 5, 
3 

324 
23,946 

Acreage 
Presently 
Developed 

.- - -  11 

1,214, 

1.811 

265 
3,301 

- - -  - -. 

Acreage 
Suitable for 
New Development 

69 
779 

5 5- 
- - _ - 903- 

, I 

--I T-.- - -- 
k.7:d.v- 171-618 Field Training ~acili; 

II.1.B.l.d 171 
- - -  

- - - - -  

Il.l.B.1 .d.ii -- - 
ii.i.61 .d.iii 

11.1 .B.l .d.iv 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 11.20 

Training Buildings SF 

- 

171-211a 
- 

171-212 

171-212a 

-- - -- - - N/A] 101,875 
11.1.0.l.d.i 171-211 - - 

- 

combat(%& Tmg Squadron Facility - - - . 
Flight Simu~atorTriinin~ (High Bay) 

Companion Tmq Proqram 

Flight Training SF 
. . - - - - -- 

SF 
- - - - - -- 

SF 

SF 

97.0 3.0 
--- - - 

NIAI 0 0.0 
- - -- 

. 
NIA 

33,000 
0 

- - 
0.01 NIA 
0.01 0 

2 -  .----I- 

0 

28,474 

0 

- -- i--- --- 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

- 

100.0 

0 

0 

0 

- 

0.0 

0.0 



- - 

II.1.B.l e 

11.1 B.1.e.i 

11.1 .B i .e.ii 

11.1 .B.l .e.iii 

II. 1 .B 1 .e.iv 

11.1.B.1 e.v 

fl.1 B 1 ev i  

I1 1 6 1  ewt 
I 
II 1 €3 1 e vla 

II 1 B l  etx 

I l l B t e x  
I 

II 1 B l  ex i  

)I. 1 .B. 1 e.xii 

111.1 .B. 1 .e.xiii 

11.1 .B. 1 .f 

II.1.B.l.f.i 

II.1.B.l.f.ii 

II. 1 .B. 1 .f.iii 
... . . - ~ 

II.1.B.l.f.i~ 

11.1 .B.l.g. 

11.1 .B.l .g.i 

11,l.B.l.g.ii 
- -- 

II.l.B.l.h 

II.1.B.l.i 

ll.l.B.1.j 

UNCLASSIFIED 
. -- - 
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Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
I~alntenance Aircraft 1 SF 
'Matntenance Hanger 

General Purpose A~ruaft Matntenance 

DASH 2 1 SF 

Non-Destructrve Inspectton (NDI) Lab 

Aircraft Maintenance Unit 
1 
\Jet Engtne Insection and Maintenance I SF 

Contractor Operated Maln Base Supply 1 SF 

- -- 

NIA 

9,793 

36,000 
2.000 

4,000 
36,640 

- - - - - . 

3,600 
NI A 

Atrnan Cwrosm Conlrd Hanger 
I 

1 35$00 46*972 
Large krccall Mamtenance Duck SF 

528.247 

9,793 

69,936 

120 

4.095 

16,680 
.- 

33,300 

0 

20.0 80.0 

171.500 ' 237.67y 
- - 6 4 . i  .- - - 36.0 

0.0 

-- 
69.01 31 .O 

100.0 0.0 

86. i  

100.0 0.0 

- - 

0.0 
-- - 

0.0 

0.0 

11,972 

- 0.0 

0.0 

100.0 

--- - 

NI A - 
- 0 

33,936 

66,170 

100.0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Medium Awaan Ma~ntenance Dock SF 0' 01 I 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 - - - - - -  
0.0 

0.0 
-- - - -~ 

0.0 - - 

0.0 

- - 
0 

95 
- 

0 

29,700 
-- - 

.. 
0 

-- 

Small Atrcrafl Matntenance Dock SF 25.665l 25.6651 0.01 100.0 
Fuel System Maintenance Dock SF 36,000' 79,888, 100.0/ 0.0 
Test C d  SF 4,248 4,248' 100 0; 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
- - 

15.0 

0.0 
- - -- - 

0.0 
- 

0.0 

0.0 
- -- - - 

0.0 
- 

0.0 
- - - - -- 

0 

43,888 - 

0 

NIA 

- . 
0 

0 
~ - .  

0 

.- -- . - - - - - 0 

- 
NIA - -- 

4,661 
- - - - 

-- - -- - 

56.0, 29.0 

I 0.0 

1 0.0 

I 0.0 

6.01 94.0 

- 100.0/ 0.0 
- - 

100.0, 0.0 
- - 

Mant Gutded Mtsstles SF NIA~ 123,0581 
Misstk Assembly (Butld-Up) Shop SF 0 I 
Integrated Matntenance Feoltty (cruise Mlsstles) SF 1 NI A 

Tactcat Mtss~le Matntenance Shop 
* SF I NIA 
,Integrated Matntenance Factlrty 
i 

SF 34.432 

,Maintenance-Automottve SF NIA 

TratlerlEquipment Matntenance Facility 75,810 

0 

34,432 

184,772 

80,471 

3,192 

14,436 

17,732 

35,700 

17,443 

0 

0 

37,360 

13,427 

7,867 

127,492 

0 

- 

100.01 - 0.0 0.0 492 

0.0 0.0 0 

36.0 NIA 
-- -- 

I J.U I J.U i ,443 

Refueling Vehicle Shop 
-- 1- - 

2.700 
1 ~ ~ " s  and Release Systems ( ~ k a m e n t  Sho 17,500 

Conventional Munttions Shop 3,500 

Maint-Electronics and Communications Equip NIA 

Avionics Shop 1 SF 16,K!!3 

0 :: NIA ECM Pod Shop and Storage 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

90.0 

Alrcraft Support Equtpment ShoplStorage Factllty 

--- - -- -- -- - - -- 
Precision Measurement Equipment Lab 

Maintenance-Installation, Repair, and Ops 

Science Labs 

-- - 

0.0 NIA 

0.0 
- 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

- 0.0 -. 

Weapons and Weapon Syst RDTBE Facilities I SF - 1 
- - 

- - - -  . -- - - -- - 
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SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

28,000 

17,783 

-- 
0.0 

- - - -- -- 
&i 0 0.0 0.0 N/A 
NIA 0 0.0 NIA 

0.0 
- - 

0.0 

0.0~ 
- -. 

0.0 

0.0 
- - -- 

-- - 10.0 -- 

. - -- - - - 
0 

- -  
0 

9.360 
- -- - -- 

0 

--- 
2,867 
- 

-- - - - NI A 

SF 

SF 

SF 

5.000 
NIA 

NIA 
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1 B l q  317 Eled Comm 6 Elect Equlp RDT6E Facllltles SF 
I I 
,I1 1 B 1 r 318 t~ropuls~on RDTdE Faoblles I SF 

NI A 

NIA 

0 

I + t 

II 1 B.l s.i 411-135 Jet Fuel Storage I BL , I 

i l l  1 B 1 t 422 I~mmunfim Storage lnstallatm 6 Ready Use I SF 
11.1 B 1 1 I (422.253 : ~ u ~ - ~ u b t c l e  Magarme Stwage SF 

1 
111 1 B 1 t ri 422-258 : ~ b o ~  Ground Magazine j SF 

t 
II 1 B 1 t HI 422-264 'igloo Magazine 1 SF 

1 I 

II 1 B 1 t w 422-266 Spare Inert Storage (Alternate Mlsslon Equtpmen SF 

0.0 

- 
0 

50,000 325,000 

NIA 111,288 

33.526 38.025 

o 0 
. -- , .- 

25.789 55.000 

0 12.476 
II 1 B 1 t v 422-275 Andbry E rplowas FacdRy (Hoklmg Pad) SF ' Nl A, 0 

- 

0.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

-- - 

NI A 

l l t B l u  441 Storage C a v u d  Depd 6 A r m 1  SF NI A 0 
- - .  

I I l B l v  442 S lorw Covered Instalatm & Organ SF NIA ~23.535~ 640 
I 

'11 1 B 1 v I 442-2578 ~ydrlv~ne storage SF NI A 
O, 

-- -- 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 --- 

- 
0 0.0 0.0 

- 

0.0 

0.0 
- --- 

0.0 
- -- . 

0.0 

-0.0 

NI A 

NIA 

0 

- N/A 
275,000 

- - 

.- 
NI A 

4,499 
- 

0 

0.0 

5.0 

0.0 

6,000 

29,211 - - - -- - - - 
12,476 

- 

0.0 

11.0 

0.0 

II 1 B 1 v 1 U 2 - 2 S  LOX Storage G A 4.000 10.000, 100.0; 0.0 

II 1 B 1 v UI 142-758 Aaso Warchusng St@m and Equcpment SF 1 18.375 161.763 88.0; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
- . - 

0.0 
- - 

b 100.01 3.0 9.0 43,388 
II 1 B 1 v w U2-7- Bew Warehouvng Supp(las and Eqmpment (W SF 22.603 15.950' 0.0 0.0 0 

!I1 1 B 1 v v 2 k a r s ~ n t n g  Supph  and Equpnml (AGS Par SF ' 29,400' 6.552 100.0, 0.0 0.0 0 

111 1.8 1 w '510 ' ~ e d i d l  Cmtec andlar Hospctal SF , 90.0 0.0 
- - 

NIA 

II 1 B 1.x 530 Medical Laboratones SF 1 0.0 0.0 NI A 

1I.l.B.l.y 540 Dental Cllncs SF 0.01 100.0 0.0 NIA t 

f t t -- - - - 
II.1.B.l.z 1- /~ls~ensarles andlor Cllncs 

i 
SF NIA 0.0 0.0 NI A 

- I -- . - 
II.l.B.1.aa '610 Bulldlngs NIA 294,026 62.01 34.0 4.0 NIA I SF 
11.1.B.l.aa.i - - .  - 
11. 1 .B.l .aa.ii 

II.1.B.l.bb 

Il.l.B.1.bb.i 

lI.1.B.l.c~ 

t - - - -- .- - - - - - 
61G144 
. 

Munltlons Maintenance Administration SF 0 0.0 0.0 0 
- 

61G144a Del~verylStorage Sectton SF 0 t - 0.0 0.0 
--- - -. -- - - 

0 

721 Unaccompanied Enltsted (UEPH & VAQ) NIA 1,202 85.0 
721-312 Unaccompanied Enl~sted Dorm PN 1,627 1.139 

722 IDtnlng Hall 
- .  . . 

~ h a n  Dlnlng   all 
[;:i:;.i FGl Unaccompanied Officer Hous~ng (OQ 8. VOQ) 

II.1.B.l.ee Personnel Support and Servlces Facilities NIA 118,898 

11.1 .B.1 .ff 740 Morale, Welfare, and Rec (MWR)-lntenor NIA 407.921 19.0 - -- - - - - - - - - - 

11.1 .B.l .gg 852-273 Acft Support Equipment Storage SY 

Notes for specific Cat Codes: 
Il.1.B.l.a i [ 121-12211 1 additional pits are programmed in the FY96 Alt Z MILCON. 
I1.1.B.l.c.ii 1 141-753be have included AMU requirement to conform to HQ AMC directed Squadron OperationdAircraft Maintenance Units of 40,860 

SF per squadron. AMU current capacity is added to SQ OPS capacity. Current capacity for category code 141-753 is 48,417 SF 
II.1.B.l.e.i I G1-11 ]bomber Companion Trainer Program Hangar, soon to be converted to another use. - --- - -. - -- - - - - - - --- -- -- - -- 
16-Feb-95 UNCUSUFIED 11.22 
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11.1.8.1 .e.ii 1 21 1 - 1520ne of these two hangars is used for Civil Engineering space and the category code will be corrected as soon as possible. 
11.1.B.l.e.v 1 21 1 - 154,rnis space is covered under category code 141 -753. The current capacity for category code 21 1-154 is 16,680 SF. 
1l.l.B.l.e.vi 1 21 I -157A BRAC MIIKON project is under design to convert the remainder of this building to a squadron operations in the FY94 program. 
11.1 .B.l .s.i ( 41 1 - 135The Defense Fuels Suplly Point connected to the base by a pipeline has 270,000 BL additional storage capacity. We used 20.000 

B L  for a KC- 135 squadron plus 10,000 BL for each additional squadron to calculate the requirement. 
11.1 .B.l.v.ii / 442-25RDRMO occupies 13.200 SF of this category code. The existing capacity of DRMO was added to the requirement for base supply 

warehouse space. 

1I.I.R.2 From in-house survey: 

Fdl l ly  
-wm 
cod. 
11 1 

<-wPYDercrlptfon 
Amraft Pavemecrt Runway(a) 

kmdd Pavsmerrh Tamway 

A h &  f'- A p m ( s l  

Clangscan Carm Pad 

Elec Power Trans 6 Chstr Lmnes 

'Heal-trans 6 Dntr L- 
Sewage and lndust Waste Cd)ect~on (Mains) 

Water-Distr Sys-Potable 
t 

I 
Water-Fire Protection (Mains) 

Roads 

VeWEquip Parking 

Units of Cummt 
Meawn, : Capacity I 

SY 411.666 0.01 100.0 0.0 

C. Family Housing (Facility Category Code 711) 
-- 
ll.i.C.1 Capacity (housing Inventory) 

II.l.C.l.a Number of adequate units from current DD Form 1410, line 18d: 1227 l - - - - I 
II.l.C.l.b Number of substandard units from current DD Form 1410, line 1%: 10 
II.1.C.l.c Current deficit (-) or surplus units in validated Market Analysis: 1-23 . - ] (includes E-1 - E3 requirements) 

1 

II.1.C.l.c.i A Market Analysis was used to answer the questions in Section II.l.C. 

II.l.C.l.d FY9514 projected net housing deficit (-) or surplus of units: 1- 29 - -  - J  ( inclsdes officers and enlisted extrapolated 
to Fk-95 if necessary, uses validated market 
analysis corrected to include realignment 
actions) 

- -- -- - -- -- - -- - - - 
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Condition 

Number of adequate units meeting current whole-house standards of (includes projects programmed through 
accommodation and state of repair: l2 I FY9Y4. Units meeting whole-house 

standards are those that were programmed 
after kT88) 

Number of adequate units requiring whole-house renovation or (Units meeting whole-house standards are 
replacement: 12269 ] those that were programmed/ renovated 

after FY88). 

Number of new housing units projected to meet current deficit. 10 I 
Percentage of military families living on baw as compared to the total number of families (officer and enlisted) assigned to the base 

91.0 percent of oMcer families live on base. 

68.2 percent of enlisted families live on base. 

72.0 percent of all military families live on base. 

2. Airfield Characteristics 
11.2 Runway Table: -- - - -- - -- - I k n g h e n ~ i ; ; ~  ft E o s s  IircraFt Arresting Systems (11.2.1) 

Width Runway Number Types 
Primary 1 2350 ft I None 1 - -- - 

II.2.A There are 1 active runways. 

II.2.A.1 There are NO cross runways 

II.2.B There are NO parallel runways. 

11.2.C Dimensions of the primary runway (35). 

II.2.C.1 Length: 12,350 ft 

II.2.C.2 Width: 300 ft 

II.2.D Dimensions of all secondary runways are in the runway table. 

II.2.E The primary taxiway is 75 ft wide. 

II.2.F Determination if PRIMARY PAVEMENTS can support aircraft operations based on latest Air Force Civil Engineering Support 
Agency(AFCESA) Pavement Evaluation Report or the procedures in A F M  88-24 (Airfield Flexible Pavement Evaluation). 

An AFCESA Pavement Evaluation Report was used to complete this section. 
- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

- - 
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C-5R 
Airlift C- 141 

Criteria 
61 Kips j 
37 Kips j i 

I 450 Kips 
i 450 Kips , 
' 320 Kips j 
, 550 Kips ! 
, 800 Kips , 

725 K i p  

Grand Forks AFB - 
-- - 

Runways 
300.000 Passes Supports Now 
3tlo.000 Passes 1 Supports NOW --- .. - 

1 5,000 Passes j Supports Now 
50,000 Passes Supports Now 
50,000 Passes Supports Now 
15.O(M Passes Supports Now I - 

50.OW Passes Supports Now 
50.000 Passes I Supports Now 

AMC 
Taxiways 

Supports Now 
rts Now 

Supports Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 

rts Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 

Aprons- - 
supports Now- 

Supports Now 
Supports Now 

Supports Now 
Supports Now 

II.2.C. Kxcess aircraft park in^ capacity for operational use. 

11.2.G.1 The total usable apron space for aircraft parking is 318,606 Sq Yds. 

11.2.G.l.a Specifications for individual parking area3 (irregularly shaped areas are approximated by rectangle). 

'Parking area name: 
Alert parking (samq) 
Alert parking A 1 -A 16 
Alert parking same 2 
M a s  parking B l - B  12 
Mass pgk_i_ng T I -T 1 2 
Transient parking 

- 

1)imensions CURRENT USE DATA. (Type of Aircraft and which of the 
,(Equivalent Rectangle)permanently assigned aircraft use the area.) 

I1.2.G.2 Permanently assigned aircraR currrently require 284,950 Sq Yds of parking space. 

138 ft , 1 30 ft 
I,llOft j 130ft 
2.01 0 ft I 1 30 ft ; 2.120 ft 1 130 ft 

, 2.1 20 ft 1 130ft /&imary Aircraft 
1 1.450 ft 490 ft Transient Aircraft 

II.2.G.3 33,656 Sq Yds of parking space is available for parking additional non-transient aircraft. 

Primaly Aircraft . 

PrimaryAircraft 
- - . - - . -- 

Primary Aircraft -- -- -- 
Primary Aircraft -- - - - - -- -- - - 

/KC-] 35 

1 - - - -  - - 

II.2.G.4 The following factors limit aircrafl parking capability: 
. . .  ... . . Llmltmg factors are the ronfigura!ic?n ~f the ~,+zfisien! p d i n g  z,.ea ~ , 7 d  L+,P ;emde p ~ k i i i g  xea. E o ~  of &ese being uilllzea unaer 

the current parking plan. (Additional Comments Page). 

11.2.H The dimensions of the (largest) transient parking area: 11,450 Ft 1/4!Nk 1 
11.2.1 Details of operational aircraft arresting systems on each runway are in the Runway Table (11.2) 

II.2J There are No critical features relative to the airfield pavement system that limit its capacity: 

- - -- - -  --- -- - - - -- 
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3. Utility Systems 

113.A The overall system capacity and percent current usage for utility system categories: 
Utility System Capacity .- -.- . Unit of Measure Percent Usage ...... .. .. rXX IIIIIIIIII,XXI 

113.A.1 water:! 2.726 MGID .......... MGID - million gallons per day , .......................... -- 361% 
1 .I96 MGID II3.A.2 

113.A.3 Electrical distribution: ....-........... 40.77 MW MW - million watts 
113.A.4 0.848 MCFID MCFID - million cubic feet per day 
11.3.A.5 High temperature waterlsteam, ................ ".,. ..... , .... - .. 

generationfdistribution: ' 189.0 MBTU1-I. MBTUH - million British thermal i . - .  ............................. 73 1% 
units per hour 

113.B Characteristics regarding the utility system that should be considered: 

FY93 MII.<'ON Propct JI:SDS)380()4 will add 42 AC to the primary lagoon on base, this will leave no developeable waste annex land 
in answer 11. I .A. 

4. Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Facilities 
Specifications for kenera] maintenance hangars and nose docks, excluding Depot and Test & Evaluation facilities. 

. -- 

Facility number: 520 Hanger 
Current Use: 2 Bay hangar 
Size (SF): 9,256 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: F-15 

- - -- -- - - 

Facility number: 52 1 Hanger 
Current Use: 2 Bay Hangar 
Size (SF): 9,256 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: F-15 - 

$MENSIONS: 
Door O p n h g :  

-- -- - - -. - -- 
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Facility number: 523 t langer 
Current Use: hangar 
Size (SF): 21.319 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-130 
DIMENSIONS: 
'Door Opening: 
'Largest -- unobstructed - - - space - - - . inside the f a c i i i t ~  -- --- - - 
Facility number: 6(X) Now I l o c k  
Current llse: NOSi: IXM'K 
Size (SF): 18.21 2 Sl' 
Iswest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: B-52 
1)IMENSIONS: Width 1 lieight 
Door Opening: I98 i t  I28 i t  

Isrgest unobstructed space inside the facility: I98 ft !28 ft 
- -- - 2-- ------ 

Facility number: 601 1 langrr 
Current Use: IiAN(i1iK 
Size (SF): 37.026 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: B-1 
DIMENSIONS: 

Facility number: 602 Nose Dock 
Current Use: NOSE DOCK 
Size (SF): 18.2 12 SF 
Lsrgs! aircraft the hang~i! iiow dock iaii Ci iMPiETEiY enciose: B- 52 

Width Height 
1198 fl 

j~argest unobstructed - -  space inside the facility: ( 1  98 ft 28 ft - --- _____.J 
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11.4.A.l Facility number: 603 Ilanger 
C u m n t  Use: t{AN<ifiR 

11.4.A.2 Size (SF): 37.026 SF 
11.4.A.3-4 1,argest aircrafl the hanger1 nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: B-l 

DIMENSIONS: 
11.4.A.S Door Opening: 

Width Height 
!I98 ft 131 ft - - -- -- 

11.4.A.6 A Lasest - unobstructed ~ ~ a c e  inside the facility: ' 198 ft 149 ft r94 ft - -- - - -- -- - - --A- 

11.4.A.1 Facility number: 6 0 5  l langer 
Current Ilr: IiAN(itIH 

11.4.A.2 S l u  (SF): 37.026 SI: 
II.4.A-3-4 largest .irrnrn the hangerl nose dock can COMPI.ETEI,Y enclose: B-1 

DIMENSIONS: width I lleig 
11.4.A.S I h r  Opening: I9H ft 129 ft 
11.4.A.6 Large~t unobstructed lrpoce inside the facility: 19% ft '49 .-- ft 
11.4.A.I Facility number: 61 3 N t n c  I h k  

Current Use: N o x  I k k  
Size (SF): I 1.992 SF 
Largest aircrafl the hangerl nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: B-52 
DIMENSIONS: 
[ ~ o o r  Opening: 

Width Height 
1200 ft 

I ~ a r - e s t  unobstructed space inside -- the facility: I200 ft 128 ft 187 - ft 1 
Facility number: 649 Ilanger 
Current Use: 3 Bay Hanger. EACH BAY is 40,385 SF 
Size (SF): 40.385 SF 
Largest aircriifi the hanger; rluse dock can COMPLETELY enclose: B- 1 
DIMENSIONS: 
Door Opening: 
[Largest unobstructed space inside the facility: -------- - 

5. Unique Facilities 

II.5.A There are No unique (one-of-a-kind) Air Force faciiitaties which must be replaced if the base is c!t~:;ed. 

6. Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) and Terminal Area Procedures 

- - - ~ ~ 
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1,ocaVRegional Land Encroachment 
Percent current off base incompatible land use: 

I I I Percent percent PERCENT OF CURRENT LAND USE WII FOLLOWIN 
Est 

-* - *-- 

Runway 
Number :Area Pop 

I 

0.0 Gen Cornpat 0.0 0.0 3.0 100.0 0.0 
- - 

0.0 
35 0.0 Gen Cornpat 0 .O 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

1 

17 APZ 1 0 344, 0 0 ' ~ e n  Cornpat 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.0 0.0 62 .O 
35 APZ I 0 3$4. 0 O'GW ~ o m p a l  0.0 0.0 16.0 0.0 84.0 

C - 

17 APZ 2 0 483 0 0'M Cornpat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
35 APZ 2 0 482 0 0 ' ~ e n  Cornpal 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.01 ld0.0 

DNL PWCUI~ pwa~tlt PERCENT OF CURRENT LAND USE WII FOLLOWING CATEGORE% 

UNCLASSIFIED 11.29 

N d n  E d  Incomp.tlw-* 
' 

Contour Pop A u u  W U w  LmdUu RES IND 

65- 70 865 15.744 0 GenComp81 0.0' 0.0 
I - 

0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 
~ 

0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

39.0 

- -  

0 Gen Compat 0.0 I 0 Gen Cornpat 
- .  

0.0 - - -- -- 
0 Gen Compat 0.0 

PUBlSEMl 

0.0 

0 Gen Cornpat 

17 APZ 2 0 Gen Cornpat 

35 APZ 2 0 Gen Cornpat 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

]percent Percent 

0 Gen Cornpat 

0 Gen Compat 

7580 0 Gen Compat 

80+ 832 0 Gen Compat 

REC 

0.0 
70-75 445' 8.128' 0 . M  Cornpal f 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Percent future off baw incompatible land use: 

1 percent percent PERCEN-~ - . -- OF CURRENT - - - - LAND - USE WII FOLLOW~K 
Est 

-- 
Runway Incompatible Incompatible 
;Number /A= ;Pop Acres Land undur E S  O M  IND 1 PlJB,S,l I REC 

OPEWAG/ 
LOWDEN 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0~ - -  - 

7580 145' 2.614' o 'cen ~ornpst  o o 0.0 

80+ 45 832 0  en Cornpat 0.0 

- - -- - - - - - --- - -- - - - --- -- - - 

PERCENT -- - - - -- OF CURRENT - = - LANDUSE - - - --- WII - - FOLLOWINGCATEGORIES - -- -- - - ---- 

100.0 
-- -- - -. 

100.0 
- - 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

RES 

0.0 

REC 

0.0 
-- -- 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

OPEWAOl 
LOWDEN 

100.0 

COM 

0.0 
- - -. -~ 

0.0 
-- - - - 

0.0 

0.0 
- - - - - - 

IND 

0.0 
- 

PUBISEMI 

0.0 
- 

0.0 
- - 

0.0 

0.0 
- - 

0.0 
- --- 

0.0 

0 .O - - -- 

0.0 
- -- 

0.0 

0.0 
-- - -- 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
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The most recent, publicly released AICUZ study is dated Sep 91 

Current AICUZ study's flying activities subsection does not reflect all currently assigned aircraft 

Subsection does Not reflect the number of daily flying operations conducted by all assigned aircrart 

Current AICUZ study's flight track figurehap does Not reflect current flight tracks. 

Explaination of areas where the current AICUZ study does not reflect the current situation: 

Mission change from B- I B/T-38 aircraft to KC- 135RlC- 12 type aircraft 

The AICUZ study was last updated on Feb 94 

The study is no longer valid. Milestones for updateing the study: 

Grand Forks AI'U AI('IJ% update was recently completed by government contractor Sectrum Sciences and Software in Feb 94. Resulting new 
AlCUZ containing new and current AICUZ updated information has anticipated release date of August 1994. 

Local governmenb have incorporated AICUZ recommendations into land use controls 

AICUZ recommended height restrictions. 

Government name,: Types of controls in place Types of encroachment limited: 
- -- .- . - - . - -- -- . - 

Grand Forks County 7~ning 

Government name: Types of controls in place Types of encroachment limited: - - - -.- 

Types of encroachment limited: - -- - -- 

- 

1 

Grand Forks County ;Zoning 

i 
G~~ei i i i i i e i i t  iiiiiiie: T. -P.. 

1 y p  UI cur~irois in piace 

I I 1 - - - 

AICUZ recommended development limits between the 75 M n  and 80 M n  Noise Contours. 

AICUZ recommended development limits for Accident Potential Zone 2. 

- - - - --- - - - 

Grand Forks County 

AICUZ recommended development limits between the 70 M n  and 75 M n  Noise Contours. 

Zoning 

Government name: 
- - - - - - -- - - - - Types of controls in place Types of encroachment limited: 

. - - - - - - - -- -- 
UNCLASSIFIED 11.30 

Government name: Types of controls in place Types of encroachment limited: 
Grand Forks County 1 
AICUZ recommended development limits between the 80 M n  and above M n  Noise Contours. 

Zoning 

- - -- - -- - - -- -- - - - - - - -- - 
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/ ~ r a n d  Forks County !zoning 

11.6.G Assessment of significant development (i.e., residential subdivision, shopping mall, or center, industrial park, etc.) existing or 
anticipated within any of the 7 AICUI, zones. 

No significant development currently exists in any AICUZ zone. 

No significant development is projected for any AlCUZ zone. 

No long range (20 year) developmcnt trends in the 7 AICUZ zones are evident. 

11.6.H Population figures and projections: 

11.6.H.l Communities in the vicinity of the installation. 
Community Name 

~ ~ e k m ~ & .  ND 

Larimore. NO 

Honeyiord. ND 
f 

Grand Forks 

Gilby, ND 

Emerado, ND 

~ r i l l a ,  ND 

II.6.H.3 County (ies) encompassing the installation. 
Community Name 
 r rand Forks County 

1960 Pop 11970 Pop 1980 Pop 1990 Pop 2000 Pop 
01 

17141 

1960 Pop 1970 Pop 
48677 61 10 

11.6.1 All clear zone acquisition has been completed. 

11.6-J Al! exis!ing nl? haw faci!i!I~c are s I ! ~  II? accerdrr~ce wit!: A!CUZ rwommcnda:ioiia. 

All planned on base facilities will be sited in accordance with AICUZ recommendations. 

Air Space Encroachment 
11.6.K Noise complaints are received from off base residents. 

I1.6.K.1 1.0 noise complaints per month (average) are received from off base residents. 

11.6.L The base has implemented noise abatement procedures as follows: 

II.6.L.1 The procedures used are by height and obstruction ordinances off base, AICUZ implementation is local ordinances off base, and by 
. direriin~ flleht nrrt hs awnv fmm the haw nnd s ~ ~ r r n ~ ~ n d i n ~  towns and ~ i h e . S e e  worksheet fnr mnce detaiL ____ 
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111.I.C.4 The hydrant system Is 1 3  miles from the bulk storage area. 

111.1.C.S No pits are  certified for ho tg i t  operations. 

1II.I.D The base bulk storage Facility is serviced by a pipeline. 

111.1.0.1 The pipeline is the primary fuel source for the bulk storage Facility. 

III.I.D.2 The arc No limitations to continious sewice from the primary source. 

Accordinp, to inlormation from det 29 SA A1.C we have 2512,230 gallons excess storage. 

Ram! on normal mquimments in the Fuel Imgistim Area Summary(F1,AS) or Inventory Management Plan (IMP). 
Storage for otherr Is excluded. 

Other m l p t  modes available: tank truck and tank car are additional receipt modes available. 

Number of omoad headers: 24 

4 tank truck. can be rimultancoudy oflloaded 

3 tank cars can be simultaneously omoaded 

2 reheling unit fillstands are available. 

2 refuelers can be filled simultaneously. 

Current despensing capabilities as defined in AFR 144-1 sustained: 1 4400 1 2 
maximum: 39 1488 1 

The base is directly supported by an intermediate Defense Fuels Supply Point (DFSP). 

Supporting: DFSP: DFSP-Grand Forks temina! 

Square Footage available (including physical capacity limit): 85949 178980 - - 1 
Normal installation mission storage requirement: 113651 4Q3 - _  _ - -  

Cat 1.1 and 1.2 munitions storage requirements and capacity. 
Maximum NET EXPLOSIVE WEIGHT (NEW) storage capacity: 

Physical Limits for Cat 1.2 Munitions: 

Site Plan 93-52 

Cat 1.1 Cat 1.2- 
708560 

- - - - - - --- - - - - - --- 
UNCLASSIFIED 
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The base has a dedicated hot cargo pad. 

Access to the hot cargo pad is not limited. 

The size of the hot cargo pad is 77,475 sq feet. 

The sited explosive capacity of the hot cargo pad is 800 

The hot pad access is taxi-onltsxi-off. 

The taxiway servicing the hot pad is  75 fl wide and has a pavement classification number (PCN) of 69. 

Aimran using pod over the lad 5 ytam: 

H- I R. H 747. Kc' I 15 (all moclcls). ('- 141. C'- 130. ('-9. and various sniall fighters. 

Proximity (within 150 NM) to mobilization element.. 

Tht base h over 150 331 from a ground f o m  installation. 

The haw h proximate to a railhead. 

Railheads within 1-50 NM: 
Grand Forks - 1)15P 
Grand Forks - timerado 

The base is over 150 NM from a port. 

The base has a dedicated passenger terminal. 

The base has a dedicated deployment facility capable of handling DoD standardized cargo pallets. 
The base medical treatment facility does Not routinely receive referral patients. 

No military medical facility in the catchment area (40 mile radius) have been designated for closure or realignment. 

UNCLASSIFIED 111.35 
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1II.I.L Unique misqions performed by the base medical facility: 

FFGK2-Contingency-38 personnev FFGK4-Contingency-29 personnel/ FFGKS-Contingency-43 personnel/ FFGK6- Contingency-8 person 

Unique medical missions include aeromedical staging facilities, environmental health laboratories, area dental laboratories, 
physiological training units, wartime taskings, 

II1.I.M Base medical facilities project planned to begin before to 1999: 

Life Safety Code upgrade to hospital and dental clinic(1994). replace HVAC system in dental clinic (1994). repair interior electric in hospi 

Facilities projects Include military consruction program (MCP) or Operations and Maintenence (O&M) alterations. 

llI.I.M.I The project ha.  heen approved. 

111.1.M.2 No major MCP has been completed since 1989. 

III.1.N Rase facilities have a total excess storage capacity of 13,890 sq ft. 
III.l.N.1 Base facilities have a total covered storage capacity of 223,535 sq ft. 

III.l.N.2 Breakout of the toral covered storage capacity: 

Supply (warehousing, Individual Equipment 
Unit, Tool Issue, Base Service Store): 223,535 sq ft 
Mobility storage: 161,763 sq ft 
War Readiness Support Kits (WRSK) storage: 1 5.950 sq ft 

111.1.0 466 light military vehicles are on base. 

III.1.P 409 heavy military and special vehicles are on base. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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Section IV 

1. Base Budget 

FY-93 Appropriation 
14930 -- - - - - - - 

FY-94 k;;mpriation 

IV.l Non-~avroll wrtion of the base budget for ~ r i o r  vears: 

Direct Reimbursable 

1 1 3 , 8 5 8 . G - G ~ r  -ppT 
Direct 

--- 
Direct 

IV.1.A xxx56 Environmental Conipl~ance 
FY-91 1 Appropriation j Direct Reimbursable 

,4930 I 522.20 SsK 3 1.30 $sk 
FY-92 ' Appropriation 

4930 1.792.60 SsK , 0.00 $sK 
FY-93 Appropriation Direct Reimbursable 

- . -- - - - - - -- . - - - - -- 
UNCLASSIFIED IV.37 

FY 91 Total I FY 92 Total 1 FY 93 ~ ? t a l - T  l% Kc&:] 

I 
I _ -- - - 

553.50 $SK [ - - 
-- 

1 1,792.60 $SK 1 - T  
4930 3.5 18.90 SsK 0 . F  $sK I I 3,s 18.90 $SK 1 

. - -  

FY-94 , Appropriation , Direct , Reimbursable 
- 1 

4930 686.50 SsK 0.00 SsK 
x x d 6  TOTALS: 1 553.50 $sK 1.792.60 $sK 

FY 92 Total IV.l.B xxx76 Real Property Ma~ntenance A - FY 91 Total 
3.5 18.90 $sK 
FY 93 Total 

FY-91 , Appropriation , Direct , . ~eimbursable 
4930 , n , 20,835.80 SsK , 530.20 $sK 

FY-92 , Appropriation , Direct 1 Reimbursable 
,4930 : 14.482.30 SsK/ - 289.00 $sK 

FY-93 1 Appropriation 1 Direct Reimbursable 

686.50 $SK~ 

686.50 $sK. 
FY 94 Total 

F Y J l  1 Appropriation / Reimbursable 
14930 I 

t - I - -  7: --I lII1 
FY-92 1 Appropriation , Direct Reimbursable 

I 
- - 

!4930 : 0.00 $SKI 0.00 $sK 0.00 $SKI - - 11.1 - -1 

4930 / 279.50 SsK 
9 4  Appropriation Direct 

4930 / 499.00 SsK 

21,366.00 $sK I I 1 -  - ::---I 
[ 14,771.30 $SKI - - I -1 -~~~~ 

I 
- - -  

I 3 13.60 $si<ll------ - -I 34.10 $sK 
Reimbursable 

0.00 $sK 
21,366.00 $SK- xxx76 TOTALS: 

I IV.1.C xxx78 /Real Property Ma,intenance S 

499.00 $sK 
14,77 130 $ 5 ~  

FY ?I To+A , FY 92 



IV.l.G MFH 
FY-91 

- - -- -- - - . - - - . - - -- - - -- 
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4930 I 68.30 SsK 0.00 $sK 
Appropriation j Direct 1 Reimbursable-. 

4930 I 80.40 SsK ' 0.00 $sK I 
i Appropriation 1 Direct I Reimbursable 
'4930 1 I I R . ~ O S S K ~  0.00 $sK I 
I Appropriation Direct I Reimbupble-. 
4930 , 63.00 $SKI 0.00 $SK 

xxx90 TOTALS: 
Comniunica~~ons 
Appropriation , Direct . Reimbursable 

4930 634.90 SsK 5.50 SsK 
t 

Appropriation , Direct , Reimbursable 
4930 681.50 SsK 13.20 SsK 
Appropriation + Direct , Reimbursable 

1 68.30 $SKI 1 -1 
- 1 

I 80.40$s~[  I - - I 
I 1 118.50$s~[: - - ---- -1 

68.30 $sK 
FY 91 Total 

4930 1.063.70 SsK I I 1,063.70 $SK 1 _ 1 
'4430 

xxx95 TOTALS: 
Base Operating Support 
Appropriation Direct Reimbursable ..- - . - - 

6,426.40 $sK 4.30 $sK 6,430.70 $SK - 1 - - -- - - . - L -  :__IT- 
----  - 

- 7  
5 7 3 ~ 3 0  $;KT- _ - -- --. -- -1- -, 

Direct Reimbursable - .- - 

- - 

- 2  - - - - -- -- - -- - - - 

14.56 1.70 $sK 227.50 $sK I - - _ _ -1 49789.2~$~!LL _ 

- -  - - -  

-1 

xxx% TOTALS: 
Military Family Housing 
Appropriation 

4930 
Appropriation 

4930 
Appropriation 

640.40 $SKI I I - - - I 
I 694.70 $SKI I 1 

80.40 $sK 
FY 92 Total 

6 3 . 0 0 0  ~ 

1 8.50 iskI- 63.00 $sK 
FY 93 Total N 94 Total 

I D i r e c t  
7,765.30 $sK 

Direct - - 

9.1 63.50 $sK - 
Direct 

4 9 8  - -  

Appflpriagon 

Reimbursable 
15.lO$?K 

Reimbursable 
3 2 9  $sK 

Reimbursable 

______ 

7,780.40$sc---- - . - -- - - I -: - : I - 1  
- 

-- 

------T - -  :- ----- 

9,196.40 $ z q  
- - - 

_I____L1 
9,628.80 - $sK 
- Direct - - 

. -  - - 36.20 $sK 
Reimbursable , 

_-=_- -1 13665.00~ 1 1 
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IV.2 -Large, unusual items integral to the unit mission, but which cannot be moved as regular keight: 

4930 ' 9 . 6 1 8 . 6 0 ~ ~ ~ 1  
MFH TOTALS: 33'00 SsK 1 7,780.40 SsK 

Total relocation costs: $ 1,700,000.00 K 

. - - - - -- -- - -- -- - - - 
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9,196.40 SsK 

. - -- - - - . - - 

- _9s6!l.~ SSK] 
9,665.00 $sK 9.651.602sK 
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Section I V N  I ~ v e l  Playingfield CORRA Data 

One time closure costs: 129SsM 

Twenty year Net Present Value (731)SsM 

Steady state savings CiOSsM per year 

Manpower savings associated with closure 1,217 

Return on Investment (years): 2 

- - -  - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED IVN.40 
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Section VII 
1. Community Infrastructure 

Describe the off-base housing situation. 

VII.I.A.1 Off-base housing is affordable 

VII.I.A.2 Units are available for families 

VII.I.A.2 Units are available for  single members. 

V11.1.A.3 7.1 Percent o f  off-ha.* housing was rated as unsuitable i n  the latest VHA survey 

V11.1.A.4 Median monthly cost of off-haw housing based on latest V I I A  survey: 

Describe the transportation systems. 

VII.I.B.l The baw is NOT served b y  RKGIJI.AR1.Y SCHE:DUI.ED, public transportation. 

I 

VII.~.B.~ Distance to the nearest municipal airport with scheduled, commercial air traffic: 13 miles 

VII.l.B.2 Airport  name: Mark Andrews International (Grand Forks) 

VII.l.B.3 Number o f  commercial a i r  carriers available at the airport: 3 

VII.l.B.4 Average round trip commuting time to work: 49 minutes 

Off-base public recreation facilities: 

I 

lL is t  ONLY THE N E A R E S T  facil i ty f o r  each subcategory. 

Facility Subcategory Type Name of Nearest Facility Distance to: Drive Time 

25 ~ r s . -  3 0  ="- 
Hrs. 30 Min. 

-- - . - . - - . . - -- 
Hrs. 20 Min. -- --- 

RED RAY LANES ~ r s .  30 ~ i n . -  

- - -- - -. - - LARIMORE, ND --- .. 

VII.l.C.6 LARIMORE. ND -- - - 5 . -  20 .___ Mln. 
Assinibinie Park Zoo - .  . 180 ---- 

Ft White Center Aquarium ~ 180 - -- 
Grand Prtx Amusement Park 180 3 Hrs. 30 Min. 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA II - -- - -- Hrs. 30 Min. - -- 
-- -- - - .  - - -. - - -- - -- - - - --- -- 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED V11.42 
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VII.I.C.lf P ~ P I ~ D  facil*l= ARVILLA. ND (TURTLE RIVER STATE PARK) 

VIl.l.C.13 /Beaches (lake or ocean) 
~11.1.c.14 ,Outdoor winter sports Beunavlsta 

VlI.1.D Nearest Shopping facility (two major anchor stores plus smaller retail outlets): 

COLUMBIA MALI-. SOUTH FORKS PLAZA 30 min (1 8 Miles) 

VII.1.E Nearest Metropolitan center (population in excess of 100,000): 

MINNEAPOI,IS. MN (5 l1RSY WINNEPEG, CANADA 3 hrs 30 min (1 80 Miles) 

Local area crime rate: 

VII.1.F.I Violent crime rate (per 1O.m) in the local area: (Note: The most current annual FBI Statistics Report used as the 
source document. Violent crime is defined as the sum of homicide, rape, robbery, felony assault, and simple assault) 1 46 

V11.1.F.2 Property crime rate (per 10,000) in the local area: (Note: The most current annual FBI Statistics Report used as the 
source document. Property crime is defined as the sum of auto thefl, burglary, thefl, and arson.) 5672 

2. Education 

V11.2.A The highest m a x i h m  allowed pupil to teacher classroom ratio, based on grades K - 12 and using local area ratios: 25 to 1 

V11.2.B Local high schools offer a four-year English program. 

V11.2.B Local high schools offer a four-year Math program. 

VII.2.B Local high schools offer four-year Foreign Language programs. 

VII.2.C Local high schools offer an Honors program. 

V11.2.D 75.0 percent of high school students go on to either a two- or four-year college 

VII.2.E There are opportunities for off-base education within 25 miles of the base. 

VII.2.E.I Opportunities for off-base V O C A T I O N A ~ C H N I C A L  TRAINING provided by the following i~stitutions: 

Northwest Technical College 

VII.2.E.2 Opportunities for off-base UNDERGRADUATE COLLEGE provided by the following institutions: 

University of North Dakota 

VII.2.E.3 Opportunities for off-base GRADUATE COLLEGE provided by the following institutions: 

University of North Dakota 

3. Spousal Employment 
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VII3.A 71.0 percent of spouses are able to  find employment (within 3 months) in the local community. 

VII3.B 67.0 percent of spouses find employment commensurate with job skills, work experience, and education. 

V113.C 3.5 percent unemployment in the local area (Department of Labor Statistics) 

V113.D 8.4 percentage rate of job growth in the local area (Department of Labor Stastics) 

4. Local Medical Care 

V11.4.A Current ratio of active, non-federal physicians in the community: 

V11.4.B Current ratio of hospital beds in the community: 

2.0 physicianst 1000 people 

4.0 beds/ 1000 people 

- -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- . - 
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Section VIII 

1. Air Quality - Clean Air Act 

VIII.1.A Air Quality Management District for the base: North Dakota Air Quality Management District 

VIII.1.B The base is NOT located within a maintenance or non-attainment area for pollutants. 

1 .  There are N O  criticnl air quality regions within 100 kilometers of the base 

(Critical air quality regions are non-attainment areas, national parks, etc.) 

VIII.1.D On- or off-haw activities have NOT been restricted or delayed due to air quality considerations. 

(Restrictions or delays may be imposed by a Metropolitan Planning Organization or similar organization and include restrictions to 
construction permits, rectrictions to industrial facilities operating hours, Iligh Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) rush hour procedures, etc.) 

VIlI.I.D.1 The baw has NOT been required to impliment emissions reduction through special actions 

(i.e. carpooling or emissions credit transfer) 

VIII.1.E Restrictions placed on operations by state or local air quality regulatory agencies: 

VIII.E.l Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE): 

E.1.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts the operation of portable internal combustion engine equipment, 
to Ir?c!ude AGE. 

E.1.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires permits for such units. 

E.1.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires the base to modify the hours of operation of the AGE. 

E.1.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires retrofit controls for AGE. 

VIII.E.2 Infrastructure Maintenance 1 Public Works 

E.2.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionnaly exempts small activities or engines used for infrastructure maintenance 
(i.e., sewer cleaning, wood chipping, road repair, etc.). 

E.2.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the hours of these activities. 

E.2.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis or emission testing of equipment used to support these activities. 

E.2.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires emission offsets for these activities. 

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

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED V111.45 
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VIII.E.3 Open Burn/Opn Detonation 

E3.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits open bum / open detonation (OBIOD) or training 

E.3.b The state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts OBIOD operations or training. 

E.3.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency 1-imits the number of detonations to keep an exemption. 

E3.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic emission testing. 

VllI.E.4 Fire Training 

E.4.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Specifies requirements which exceed the fire training andor controlled bum requirements for local 
puhlic fire agcncics where fire training activities that produce smoke are regulated or conditionally exempted. 

E.4.b No state or Itwal alr qrtaltty regulator) agcncy Prohihits fire training activities that produce smoke. 

VIlI.K5 Signal Flares 

E.5 No state cn Icu-al alr clitaltty repulatcwy agcncy I'rohihits the use of signal flares for search and rescue train~ng or operations. 

VIII.K.6 Kmtrgency <;cncratom 

E.6.a Ihc state cx local alr qualtty rcpulat~wy apcncy Wcpulates cx conditionally exempts emergency operation GT generators or engines. 

E.6.b No state cn Icr-al atr qual~ty rcgulatcry agency 1.1ni1ts the hours of emergency operation of generators. 

E.6.c No state cx Icxal atr qual~ty regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis or emission testing of emergenct generators. 

E.6.d The state or Icxal atr qual~ty rcgulatcwy agency Requires an air quality operating permit if the emergency operation of the generators exceeds an 
exeniption threshold. 

E.6.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires emission offsets. 

VIII.E.7 Short-term Activities 

E.7.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts short-term (I2 months or less) activities (i.e., air shows, 
exercises, construction. or emergency actions). 

E.7.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the operation for short-term activities. 

E.7.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis, emission testing, or emission offsets. 

E.7.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits any short-term acttvities. 

VIII.E.8 Monitoring 

E.8 No state or local air quality regulatory agency Has continious emissions monitoring requirements for sources at the base which exceed the Federal 
New Source Performance Standards requirements. 

VIII.E.9 BACTLAER 

E.9 No state or local air quality regulatory agency Has BACTILAER emissions thresholds (excluding lead) that exceed the Federal Clean Air Act 
requirements. 

2. Water - Potable 

VIII2.A The base potable water supply is Local Community and the source is: 
- - -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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VIIIA.C.1 Nature of the contamination: highly mineralized ground water 

V111.4.C.2 The contaminated surface water is a potable water source. 

5. Wastewater 
VII1.S.A Base wastewater is treated by On-Base facilities. 

V111.S.B The following 1 wastewater treatment facilities (industriaVdomestic) are located on-base: 

\sewage treatment lagoon I 
VII1.S.C There are No discharge violations or outstanding open enforcement actions pending. 

6. Discharge Points / Impoundments 
V111.6.A Describe the National Pollutant Elimination System permits in effect: 

NPI>I:S pcrn~it-pcm~~t nurilher N1)(W)20621. Two NPDFS construction permits are still in effect for unfinished projects on-base--the sewer 
lagoon expansion project and the N-S ditch remcdition project. 

VIII.6.B The base currently discharges treated wastewater ON-Base. Description of treated wastewater discharge location: 

On-base ditch located immediately upstream from Kelly Slough Wildlife Refuge (off-base). The ditches are considered part of the base 
because of the wording contaned in the permanent leasefeasement agreements for the ditch. 

VIII.6.C The base has discharge impoundments. 

VIII.6.C.I There are 3 wster/wastewater treatment impoundments. 

VIII.6.C.2 There are 4 industrial wastewater treatment impoundments. 

VIII.6.D There are no discharge violations or outstanding discharge open enforcement actions pending. 

7. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Asbestos 

VIII.7.A 100.0 percent of facilities have been surveyed for asbestos. 

VIII.7.A.1 65.0 percent of the facilities surveyed are identified as having asbestos. 

VIII.7.A.2 26 facilities are considered regulated areas or have restricted use due to friable asbestos. 
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8. Biological - Habitat 

V111.8.A Ecological or  wildlife management areas ON the base: Ecological or wildlife management areas ADJACENT TO the 
base: 

Small wooded area used for niilitary field training exercises that is Kellys Slough National Wildlife Refuge is immediately adjacent to the 
relatively undisturbed-located imn~ediately north, northwest of the base sewage lagoon system 
flighline and is the same area where the Turtle River intersects the The National Wildlife Refuge lies east, northeast of the base 
base property . 
lJND has a small o p n  area cm the SW comer of the base used for 
wildlife research 

VII1.8.A.I Natural area3 on or  adjacent to the baw are generally recognized as important ecological sites. 

Kellys Slough National Wildlife Refuge is immediately adjacent to the 
haw sewage lagoon sycteni 
Small wcxxlcd area used for niilitary field training exercises that is 
relatively undisturhctl- Itxatetl imnied~ately north, northwest of the 
flighline and is the same area where the Turtle River intersects the 
base property . ! 

The National Wildlife Refuge lies east, northeast of the base 
UND has a small open area on the SW comer of the base used for 
wildlife research 

VIII.8.B The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has identified criticallsensitive habitats on base. 

The small wooded area used for military field traiing exercises is 
relatively undisturbed. This area is located immediately north, 
northwest of the flightline and is the same area where the Turtle River 
intersects the base property. 
The small wooded area used for military field training exercises is 
relatively undisturbed. This area is located immediately north, 
northwest of the flightline and is the same area where the Turtle River 
intersects the base property. 

VIII.8.C The base does not have a cooperative agreement for conducting a hunting and fishing program. 

Cooperative agreements are between the base with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the State fish and Game Department. 

VI11.8.D The presence of these resources does not constrain CURRENT construction activities/operations. 

The presence of these resources does not constrain FUTURE construction activities/operations, 
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9. Biological - Threatened and Endangered Species 

VI11.9.A There are No Threatened or endangered species identified on the base. 

V111.9.R There are No Special Concern species identified on the base. 

10. Biological - Wetland$ 

VIII.1O.A Wetlands, estuaries, or other qpecial aquatic features present on the base: 

VII1.IO.A.I Identifkation and type of wetland: Approximate acreage: 
'palustrine cmergcnt seasonally flded/saturated areas 1 

I 41 

VIII.lO.A.2 The base is Not involved in jointly-managed programs for protection of these resources. 

VI1I.IO.B The base has Not deen surveyed for wetlands in accordance with established federally approved guidelines. 

VIII.lO.C Part of the base is located in a 100-year floodplain. 

VIII.lO.D The presence of these resources does Not constrain current or future construction activities or operations. 

11. Biological - Floodplains 
VIII.1 l.A Floodplains are present on the base. 

VIII.11.A.l Floodplains do Not constrain construction (siting) activities or operations. 

VIII.ll.A.2 Periodic flooding does Not constrain base operations. 

12. Cultural 
VIII.12.A No historic,prehistoric, archaeological sites or other cultural resources are located on the base. 

- - - -  - - - - - - - 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED V111.50 
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VI11.12.B None o f  the buildings on-base are over 50 years old. 

VIII.12.C No Historic Landmarkrnistricts, or NRHP properties are located on base. 

VIII.I2.C.1 No properties have been determined to be or may be eligible for the NRHP. 

VIII.12.C.2 Buildings and structures have not been surveyed for Cold War o r  other historical significance. 

VII I .  I2.D The haw ha$ Not been archmlogically surveyed. 

V111.12.D.I Not Applicable. 

V111.12.1).2 No archeological sites have httn round. 

V111.12.D.3 No archeological collections are housed on base. 

VIII.IZ.D.4 No Native Americans or others usdidentifled sacred areas or burial sites on or  near base. 

V111.12.K The base has no agreements with historic p m w a t i o n  agencies 

Agreements include IBrogrammatic Agreements and Memorandum of Agreements. 
llistorical preservation agencies include State llistorical Preservation Officer o r  the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservatiob. 
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13. Environmental Cleanup - Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CEHCLA) 

V111.13.A A preliminary assessment of the installation has been performed. 

V111.13.A.1 6 IRP sites have been Identified 

V111.13.A.2 No IRP sites extend off base. 

V111.13.A.3 All on-site remediation is estimated to be in place i n  1997 

V111.13.B The installation b Not a National Priority I,& (NPI,) site nor proposed as an NPL site. 

VIII.13.C Federal Fmrility Agmemmlr to clean up the baoc are i n  place. 

Federal Fmility Agmments include Interagency Agreements, Administrative Orders of Consent, and other agreements. 

V111.13.1) There mportcd or known uncantrolled or  unmgulatcd occurrences o f  specific contaminate types and sources. 

Contaminate types and m u m s  include landfills, medical wastes, radioactive wastes, etc. 

V111.13.E There are sites or SWMlls currently being investigated and remediated pursuant to RCRA corrective action. 

SWMU - Solid Waste Management Units 
RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

VIII.13.E.l 21 sites are being investigated and remediated. 

VIII.13.F The IRP currently restricts construction (siting) activitiesloperations on-base. 

14. Compliance 1 IRP Costs ($000) 

VIII.14.A Expenditure Category 
azardous Waste DisposaVRemediation I!-. ---- - -  -- - 
- -- - - .- - -- 

- --- - --- 

Current M FY+1  F Y + 2  M+3 M+4 

15. Other Issues 
VIII.1S.A There are no additional activities which may constrain or enhance base operations. 

- - 16. Air -- Quality -Clean Air Act 
ldFeb-95 UNCLASSIFIED V111.52 



UNCLASSIFIED 
- 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
V111.16.A Air Ounlitv Control Area (AOCA) eeoera~hic reeion in which the base is located: 

Rest of North Dakota 

VIII.16.B Air quality regulatory agency responsible for the AQCA:. Division of Environmental Engineering. North Dakota State Department of 
Health 

V111.16.B Name and phone number of the AQCA program manager for issues pertaining to the base: 

Mr. Tom Bachman (701) 221-5188 

Tht KPA haq dcsigmtcd the A K A  (or the specific portion of the AQCA containing the base) to be: 

V111.16.C.l In Attatnmcnt Inr (hcm V111.16.C.2 In Attainment for Carbon Monoxide 

V111.16.C.3 In Atta~nrncnt for Parttculatc rnaftcr (I'M- 1 0 )  V111.16.C.4 In Attainment for Sulfur Dioxide 

V111.16.CS In Attainment for Nttrcqcn 1)ioaitk (Not N O a )  V111.16.C.6 In Attainment for Lead 

V111.16.C.7 The KPA has No( ppacd that any AW'A pollutant in A'ITAINMENT be listed as NONATTAINMENT 

VIII.16.D.1 Ozone daily maximum hourly design value for the portion of the AQCA in which the base is located: 0.08 ppm 

VI11.16.D.2 Carbon monoxide 8 hour design value for the portion of the AQCA in which the base is located: 2.9 ppm 

VIII.16.D.3 Ozone Design value is 66.7% of NAAQS 

VIII.16.D.4 Carbon monoxide Design value is 32.2% of NAAQS 

Air Quality Survey complete, No additional data required. 

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

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED V111.53 







CoORA REALIGNMENT SUUARY (CWRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - POW l /2  
Data As O f  W:47 06/20/1995, Report Created W:51 06/20/1%fi 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl.COR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\MBRA%UF\DM\STSURVEY\FINAL-SFF 

s tar t ing  year : 1% 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI  Year : luaediate 

NPV i n  2015(%): -447,088 
1-Time Cost(%): 11,947 

Net Costs (%) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 2001 ----  - - -  - - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - -  

nilcon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 0 0 -11,987 -33,897 -33,897 -33,897 
Overhd 207 155 -1,140 -1,257 -1,257 -1,257 
Moving 0 0 1,471 0 0 0 
Missio 0 0 0 0 -0 0 
Other 0 3,556 807 673 0 0 

TOTAL 207 3,711 -10,850 -34,481 -35,154 -35,154 

1996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 2001 ----  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 0 77 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 725 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 35 0 0 0 
TOT o o a37 o o o 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 

s-ry: - - -  - - - - -  
Take BOS savings from draudoun of Grand Forks missi le f ie ld .  S i l o  
destruction not a BRAC move; houever, missi le movement r i v e t  add i s  
included. 
Security Police and Uing overhead associated with missi le wing taken as 
savings 
CMISSIW MODIFIED COBRA. REMOVED 55,519K IN HOUSING DEMOLITIW COST. STAFF 
DETERMINED THAT THIS U S  NOT A BRAC REWIRED COST. 

Total - - - - -  
0 

-113,679 
-4,549 
1,471 

0 
5,036 

Total - - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-33,897 
-1,257 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT # ) P U R Y  (COBRA vS.08) - P a ~ e  2/2 
Data As Of 09:47 06/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1= 

D e p a r t m t  : Air  Force 
Option Package : Grnd Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\CRLU)FKOl.CER 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COORA%UF\DOO\STSURVEY\F1YALLSFF 

Costs ($lo C a t n t  Dollars 
1 996 1997 1 998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Milcon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person o o 4,%1 o o a 
Overhd 207 155 116 0 0 a 
Moviw 0 0 1,471 0 0 01 
nissio 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 3,556 807 673 0 0 

TOTAL 207 3,711 7,356 673 0 [I 

Savinas (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - ---  

Milcon o o 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 18,205 35,154 35,154 35,1516 

Total - - - - -  
0 

4,961 
478 

1,471 
0 

5,036 

Total - - - - -  
0 

118,640 
5,028 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  09:47 06/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Crond Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\GRWDFKOl.CBR 
Std Fctrs FiLe : C:~COBRA~~UF\DOD\STSURVEY\FI)(AL.SFF 
Year Cost(S) Adjusted Coot($) 



TOTAL OYE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 35.08) - Page l/t 
Data As O f  09:47 06/20/1995, Report Cre8t.d 09:51 06/20/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r a d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\W6RA%UF\DBCRC\WDFKO1.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\CaBRA%UF\DOO\STSURVEr\FIUL.SFF 

w (ALL values i n  Dollars) 

Construction 
M i  l i t a r y  Construction 
FemiLy Housing Construction 
I n f  o m t i  on Management Accwnt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C iv i l i an  RIF 
C iv i l i an  Early Retirunent 
C iv i l i an  New H i r a  
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Pleming Sipport 
Mothball / Shutdovl 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
% 
9 Other 

HAP / RSE )r Environmental Mit igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 11,946,986 --.--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
F m i l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i  1 i tary  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
E n v i r o m t a l  Mit igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique k v i n g s  0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 11,946,986 



WE-TIN COST REPORT (COBRA vr5.0B) - Page 2/2 
Data As M 09:47 W/20/19%, Report C r u t d  W:51 06/20/1995 

D o p m r t m t  : A i r  Force 
Option Pockage : G r d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i 11 : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\CRLIOFKOl .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\CWU%UF\DOD\STUIRVEY\FILUL.SFF 

Base: GRAJiO FORKS, ND 
(ALL values i n  Dollars) 

Construction 
M i l i t a ry  Construction 
Fami l y  Hwoing Construction 
Infornetion Management Account 
Lend Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C iv i l i an  R I F  
Civ i l i an  Early Retirement 
C iv i l i an  N e w  Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unempl~ynrent 

Total - Persomcl 

Overhead 
Program P l u n i n g  S~~ppor t  
Mothball / Shutdovl 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i l i an  Moving 
C iv i l i an  PPS 
M i l i t a ry  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs .\ Total - Moving 

Other 

Envirommtal  Mit igat ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 11,946,986 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a ry  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
H i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Lend Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental Mi t igat ion Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Saviws 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Yet --Time Costs 11,946,986 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTlOll ASSETS ( m R A  ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of W:47 W/20/1995, Report Creatd  09:51 W/20/1995 

Depar tmt  : A i r F o r c e  
Option Pockage : Grand Forks A L t  1 
Scenario ~i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl .CBR 
Std Fctrr F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DOD\STWRVEY\FIYAL.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  U( 

Base Name ---------  
GRAW FORKS 

Totals: 

Total 
M i  lcon - - - - - -  

0 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

I MA 
Cost - - - -  

0 
, - - - - - -  

0 

Lend 
Purch - - - - -  

0 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

Cost 
Avoid - - - - -  

0 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

Total 
Cost - - - - -  

0 - - - - - - - -  
0 



PERSONNEL SUOURY REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of W:47 06/20/1995, Report Created W:51 06/20/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : C r d  Forks ALt 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\~RA%\AF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl.CBR ' Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\AF\DOD\STSURVEY\FINAL.SFF 

(r PERSONNEL SWMRY FOP: GRAND FORKS, NO 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Off icers Enlisted Students Civ i  l iens ----------  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

719 3,888 0 557 

FORCE STRUCTURE CWGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Off icers -68 - 74 -67 0 0 0 -209 
Enlisted -167 -303 -167 0 0 0 -637 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l ians  -6 -60 6 0 0 0 - 60 
TOTAL 2 1  -437 -228 0 0 0 -906 

BASE POPULATION (Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Studwrts Civ i  1 i ens 
- - - * - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

510 3,251 0 497 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - --  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Off icers 0 0 -77 0 0 0 -77 
Enlisted 0 0 -725 0 0 0 -725 
Civ i  l iens 0 0 -35 0 0 0 -35 
TOTAL 0 0 -837 0 0 0 -837 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off icers Enlisted Students C iv i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ..--------- 

433 1 - - - - - - - - - -  2.526 0 462 



TOTAL PEREOUNEL IWACT REPORT (COBRA d.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of W:47 06/20/1995, Report Cre8ted 09:51 06/20/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r a d  Forks A l t  1 
S c e ~ r i o  F i l e  : C:\WBRA%UF\DBCRC\CRWDFKOl.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DOO\STSURVEY\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
CIVILIAN WSITIWS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  Lien Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i l ians  Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i an  Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civ i  Lian Turnover 15.00% 
Civc Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians  Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians  Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVlLlAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i l ians  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Neu Civ i l ians  H i r e d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i an  Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 4 0 0 0  4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 0 0 3 0 0 0  3 
T O T A L C I V l L I A N P R I O R I T Y P U C E M E N T S #  0 0 21 0 0 0 21 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
.. U i l l i n g t o M o v e a r e ~ t a p p l i c a b l e f o r m v e s u n d e r f i f t y m i l e s .  

+ The Percentage of C iv i l ians  Not Wi l l ing t o  Move (Volrmtary RIFs) varies from (I baseto,. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (CWRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 09:47 W/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1995 

Departmarit : A i r  Force 
Option Package : C r u d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario ~i 1; : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\CR)(OFKOI .CBR 
Std Fctrn F i l e  : C:\U30iU%UF\DOD\STuIRVEY\FINAL.SFF 

Bane: GRAND FORKS, ND Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Early Ret i rramt* 10.00% 
Regular Reti rammt* 5.00% 
Civi Lien Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RlFs)* 6.00% 
Civ i l ians Moving (the rmmindcr) 
Civi Lian P o s i t i o n  Available 

CIVILIAN WSITlWS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 

0 Civ i l i an  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)-• 6.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l ians Available t o  Move 
Civ i l ians Moving 
C iv i l i an  RIFs (the remainder) 

2001 Total - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civ i l ians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civ i l ians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civ i  Lien Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 4 0 0 0  4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 3 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 21 0 0 0 21 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, C iv i l i an  Turnover, and Civ i l ians Not 
; - U i l l i n g t o M o v e a r e n o t a p p l i c a b l e f o r m v e s u d e r f i f t y m i l e s .  

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  P lacwmts involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 1 of PPS placements involving a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA d.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As Of W:47 06/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/199!5 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : C r u d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\CRWDFKOl.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DOD\STUIRVEY\FINAL.SFF 

w ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 
-----(%)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTIOII 
Ul L W  0 0 0 0 
Fan Housing 0 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 

ogll 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RlF 0 0 54 0 
Civ Ret i re 0 0 17 0 

CIV WVIYG 
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 0 
Hwfe H w t  0 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 317 0 
RITA 0 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Pecking 0 0 0 0 
Freight 0 0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 0 
Driv ing 0 0 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 9 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 207 155 116 0 
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 
New Hire 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Move 0 0 1,154 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING \ PerDiem 0 0 0 0 
POV Miles (I HHG 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Misc 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 
ELim PCS 0 0 4,881 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 154 0 
Envi r m t a l  0 0 0 0 
I n fo  Uanage 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 3,556 653 673 

TOTAL ONE-TIE 207 3,711 7,356 673 

Total - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIWS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/6 
Data As O f  W:47 W/20/1995, Report Created W:51 06/20/1945 

D e p a r t m t  : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r a d  Forks A l t  1 
S c m r i o  F i  l e  : C:\MBRA%UF\DBCRC\GRNDFK01 .COR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DOO\STSURVEY\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
---- - ($K)--- - -  

FAN HOUSE OPS 
0811 
RPCU 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

UlL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Uisc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 207 3,711 7,356 673 0 0 11,947 

Total - - - - -  ONE-TIME SAVES 
-----(&)----- 

CWSTRUCTIOII 
n l L m  
Fam Housing 

0811 
l - ~ i a r  Move 

MIL PERSO)(NEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 

Environmental .I7 1-Time Other 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  ( S K ) - - - - -  
FAU HOUSE OPS 
ogn 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAUPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
H u e  Allow 

OTHER 
Procurentent 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Uniquc Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3/15 
Data As Of 09:47 06/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1435 

Department 
Option Pukage 
Scenario File 
Std Fctrs F i l e  

: A i r  Force 
: G r a d  Forks A l t  1 
: C:\COBRA%\AF\DBCRC\GUWFKOl.CBR 
: C:\COBRA95UF\DOO\STSURVEY\FIUAL.SFF 

WE-TIM NET 
---- - ($K)--- - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
NlLum 
Fen Hwoing 
ow 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

NIL PERSONNEL 
N i l  Noving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rwrnental 
l n f  o Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TINE 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
-----(S)----- 
FAN HOUSE OPS 
o&n 
RPU 
60s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAHWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
N i l  Salary 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Nisc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPRWRIATIONS DETAIL REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4/6 
Data As O f  09:47 06/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1PK 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r a d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COSRA%\AF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DOD\STSURVEY\FIWL.SFF 

Base: GRAND FORKS, ND 
ONE-TIME COSTS 19% 1997 1 998 1 999 
-----($K)-----  
CONSTRUCT1 ON 

M I  L W  
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

Om 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
nisc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FRE 1 GHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unempl oyment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

'- MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL W I N G  
Per Diem 
WV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rornrental 
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL a€-TIME 

Total - - - - -  



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPWT (U)IBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/6 
Data As O f  W:47 06/20/1995, Report Created W:51 06/20/15% 

D e p a r t m t  : A i r  Force 
Option P ~ k a g e  : G r d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\GRUDFKOl.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DOD\STSURVEY\FIUAL.SFF 

Base: GRAND FORKS, ND 
RECURRINCCOSTS 1996 
-----($K)-----  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
OBn 
RPM 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMWS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL COSTS 207 3,711 7,356 673 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
-----($K)-----  

1% 1997 1 998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  2001 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LmN 0 0 0 0 0 0 
F a n  Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O M  
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER " Land Sales 
Envi rocmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
---- - ($K)--- - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBn 
RPUA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CWPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurarent 
Mission 
nisc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 18,205 35,154 35,154 35,'154 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Total - - - - -  

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 - 0 8 )  - Page 6 / 6  
Data As O f  09:47 W/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1995 

Depmrtmt  : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r a d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\MBRA%UF\DUl\STSURVEY\FIUAL.SFF 

Base: WUD FORKS, ND 
WE-TIME NET 1996 
-*---(Qo-**-- - - - -  
COWSTRUCTIOH 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

om 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 207 ' 

MIL PERsoWNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi rormentel 0 
In fo  Manege 0 
1-T im  Other 0 
Lend 0 

TOTAL WE-TIME 207 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
*--- - ($K)--- - -  
FAW HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CWWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A l l o w  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - - 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL NET COST 207 3,711 -10,850 -34,481 -35,154 -35,154 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (MIBRA ~5 .081  
Datr As O f  09:47 06/20/1995, Rcport Created 09:51 06/20/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option P ~ k a g e  : G r a n d  Forks ALt 1 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOO\STSURVEY\FINAL.SFF 

Base ---  - 
GRAND FORKS 

Base - - - -  
GRAND FORKS 

Personnel 
Change %Change - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-837 -20% 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 OX 0 

RPCU(S) BOSCS) 
Change XChange Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 OX 0 -1,256,923 -11% 1,502 

RPMASOS(S) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS -1,256,923 -9% 1,502 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REWRT (COORA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 09:47 06/20/1995, Roport Created 09:51 06/20/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : G r u d  Forks ALt 1 
Sconario F i  Lc : C:\MBRA%UF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\C06RA%UF\DOD\STUIRVEY\FINAL.SFF 

w' YetChanoe(SK) 1996 1997 1998 1959 2000 2001 Total Beyond --------------  ---- - ---  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
BOS Change 0 0 -1,257 -1,257 -1,257 -1,257 -5,028 -1,257 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -1,257 -1,257 -1,257 -1,257 -5,028 -1,257 



INPUT DATA REPORT (MIBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 09:47 W/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1995 

D e p a r t m t  : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRAPSUF\DBCRC\GRNDFKOl.CBR 

I 

Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DOD\STsURVEY\FINAL.SFF 

-' INPUT SCREEN OIE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Tine-Phasing of Construction/Shutdon: No 

Base Name ------- - -  
GRAND FORKS, ND 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Real i g m t  

Take BOS savings from drawdown of Grand Forks missi le f ie ld .  Si l o  
destruction not a BRAC move; however, missi le movement r i v e t  add i s  
included. 
Security Police and Uing overhead associated with missi le wing taken as 
savings 
CWISSION ClOOIFIED COBRA. REMOVED S5,519K I N  HWSING DEMOLITION COST. STAFF 
DETERMINED THAT T H I S  UAS NOT A BRAC REWIRED COST. 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - S T A T I C  BASE INFORMTION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total En1 is ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i an  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing On Base: 
C iv i l ians  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
Off icer  Housing Uni ts Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 1 Total Base Faci 1 i ties(KSF): 
Off icer  VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VW ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (WYear): 
C m i c a t i o n s  (%/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 (%/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  (%/Year): 
Family Housing (%/Year): 
Ares Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
C H W S  Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
CWPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i t y  Code: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMTION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Ac t i v i t y  Infortnation: 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Tirne Unique Save (So: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-Hi LCm Reqd(%): 
Act iv Mission Cost (%): 
Act iv  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
S h u t d m  Scheduie (X): 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(%): 
Fen Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoirk(%): 
CHAMPUS In-Patimts/Yr: 
CWPUS o u t - ~ a t i e n t h / ~ r :  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - --  - - - -  - - - -  
3,556 653 673 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 1,154 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX OX 

33% 34% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Hwsing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 3 



INPUT DATA REWRT (COBRA ~5 .08 )  - Page 2 
Data A8 Of 09:47 06/20/1995, Report Created 09:51 06/20/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DBCRC\CRNDFKOl.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \~%V~F\WD\STSURVEY\F INAL.SFF  

w' INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATIOI 

Name: GRAND FORKS, NO 
1996 - - - -  

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  ChengeCNo S.1 Save): 
En1 ChangecNo Sal Save): 
Civ Change(N0 Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i ta ry :  
Caretakers - C iv i  lim: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Off icers Harried: 76.80% 
Percent Enl is ted Married: 66.90% 
En1 is ted  Housing M i  LCon: 80.00% 
Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ u i  t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En1 is ted  Salary(S/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents(S): 5,162.00 
Avg Unenploy Cost(S/Ueek): 174.00 
Unenployment ELigibility(Ueek6): 18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary(S/Year): 46,642.00 
C iv i l i an  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C iv i l i an  Early Ret i re Rate: 10.00% \ Civi  L i n  Regular Ret i re Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i l i an  RIF Pay Factor: (I SF F i l e  Desc: 

39.00% 
Final Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TUO - FACILITIES 

RPM Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA w population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quorters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Puerters<SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C iv i l i an  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
C iv i l i an  Neu Hire Cost($): 0.00 
Net Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Horne Purch Reilnburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reildrrrs(S): 11,191.00 
C iv i l i an  Homeouning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Va lw  ReiRkrrse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Horaeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Va lw  Reilnburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Holneouner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
In fo  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
M i  [Con SIOH Rate: 
M i  [Con Contingency Plan Rate: 
Milcon S i te  Preparation Rate: 
D iscant  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb1: 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  l i e n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost (S/lOOLb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport (S/Pass Mile): 0.20 
nisc ~ x p  (S/Direct Eaploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 Light Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mi Le): 1.40 
POV ReiRlkrrsement(S/MiLe): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Twr Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (W 6.08) - Page 3 
Data k Of 09:47 W/20/1995, R-rt C r u t d  09:51 06/20/1995 

Depsrtlant : A i r  Force 
Option Package : G r d  Forks A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\cOBRA95\AF\DBCRC\CRNDFKOl .tOR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\C081U95\AF\DOO\STSURVEY\FIYALLSFF 

(I' STANDMD FACTDaS !KEEN FOUR - MILITARY CWSTRUCTIW 

Category - -------  
Horizontal 
Uaterf ront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Adninistrat ive 
School Bui [dings 
Maintenance 91- 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami Ly Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Fac i l i t i es  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Conmnicat ion F u i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT P E F u i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Anmnit ion Storage 
Medical Fac i l i t i es  
Envirorsnental 

U4 - - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF 
(SF 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(BL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

Category UW - - - - - - - -  - - s/UW - - - -  
other (SF) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 

OptionalCategoryD ( 1 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Options1 Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

5. 700 K represents cost t o  move 2 KC-135 Simulators, 2,000 K represent 

costs f o r  AFBU 

4. Grand Forks baseline 718/3886/664, tments added 1/2/93, Screen 4 
.P t 719/3888/557 

1 .  Removed S5,519K i n  MilCon fo r  housing demolition. Determined that i t  was 

not a BRAC required cost. 

2. Changed housing shutdown from 36% to  O X .  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 112 
Data AS o f  09:47 05/22/1995, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 

) S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV i n  2015($K): -493,496 
1-Tine Cost($K): 17,466 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 - - - -  

Mi [Con 5,519 
Person 0 
Overhd -405 
Movi ng 0 
M iss io  0 
Other 0 

TOTAL 5,113 1,874 -13,931 -38,193 -38,866 -38,866; 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 0 7 7 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 725 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 0 35 0 0 0 

' TOT 0 0 837 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

w' summary: 
- - - - - - - -  

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
5,519 

-113,679 
-21.217 

1,471 
0 

5,036 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-33,897 

-4,969 
0 
0 
0 

Take BOS savings from drawdown o f  Grand Forks m i s s i l e  f i e l d .  S i t 0  
des t ruc t i on  not a BRAC move: however, m i s s i l e  movement r i v e t  add i s  
i nc luded. 
Secu r i t y  P o l i c e  and Wing overhead asscc ia ted w i t h  m i s s i l e  wing taken as 
savings 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUUURY (COBRA v5.08) - Paga 212 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBM\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 

M i  [Con 5,519 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 207 155 
L b v i  ng 0 0 
L11ssio 0 0 
Other 0 3,556 

TOTAL 5,726 3,711 7,356 673 0 I1 

Savings ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 61 2 1,837 
Mov i ng 0 0 
Missio  0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 61 2 1,837 21.287 38.866 38.866 38,866 

T o t a l  ----. 
5.518 
4,961 
478 

1,471 
0 

5,036 

Tots 1 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
33,897 
4.969 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995. Report Croatod 08:48 05/22/1895 

Department : A i r  Forco 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\CO(I-AUDT\SS-GRANl.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l s  : C:\COB~U\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Year *..- 
1896 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

Adjusted Cost (S) ---------------. 
5,044.524 
1,798,900 

-13,017,434 
-34,733,814 
-34,399,856 
-33,478,179 
-32.583.142 
-31,711,087 
-30,862,372 
-30.036.372 
-29.232.479 
-28,450,101 
-27.688.663 
-26,947,604 
-26,226,378 
-25,524,456 
-24,841,319 
-24,176,466 
-23.529,408 
-22,899,667 



TOTAL OWE-TIY COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of W:47 0512211995, Report Created 09:48 0512211995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks  Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\CDLI-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

9' ( A l l  values i n  D o l l a r s )  

Category 

Const ruc t ion  
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t<on 
Family Housing Cons t ruc t i on  
I n fo rma t i on  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Cons t ruc t i on  

Perronne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i e n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e s  
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unamp loymant 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Plann ing Support 
Mo thba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Tota 1 

'. Other 
HAP / RSE 154,200 w! Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 4,882,000 

T o t a l  - Other 5,036,200 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 17,465,986 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Cons t ruc t i on  Cost Avoidances 
Fami ly Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Savings --------------------------------------------------------------------------.--- 
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 17,465,986 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA 6.08) 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995. Report  Created  09:48 05/22/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTB5\COM-AUOT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECDMEND\FINAL.SFF 

wv ALL Costs i n  $K 
T o t a l  IMA Land Cost T o t a l  

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS 5,519 0 0 0 5,519 
----------------------------------------------*------------------.------------ 
Tota ls :  5.519 0 0 0 5,519 



PERSONNEL SUYURY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1Q95 

Department' : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 

: Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

-))I PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: GRAND FORKS, NO 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

719 3,888 0 557 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  - 68 - 74 -67 0 0 0 -209 
Enl i s ted  -167 -303 -167 0 0 0 -637 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  - 6 - 60 6 0 0 0 -60 
TOTAL -241 -437 -228 0 0 0 -906 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

51 0 3.251 0 497 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---. - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 -77 0 0 0 -77 
En l i s t e d  0 0 -725 0 0 0 -725 
C i v i  l i ons  0 0 - 35 0 0 0 -35 
TOTAL 0 0 -837 0 0 0 -837 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

a 433 2,526 0 462 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IWACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data At  Of 09:47 0512211995, Report Created 09:48 0512211995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\m-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 

! Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  --.- -.-- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C fv i  l i a n  Turnoverm 15.00T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i  l i a n  Posi t i ons  Avai lab le 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5. O M  
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i ans  Avai l ab le  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 ~ 0 0 0  0 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i  l i ons  Hi red 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 ' 4  0 0 0 4 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 3 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 21 0 0 0 21 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable fo r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les. 

i + The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not Wi l l i ng  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) var ies from 
base t o  base. 

X Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.007. 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Pago 113 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1g195 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBM\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 

\ S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

T o t a l  ---.- 
MILCON 
Fa r  Housing 
Land Purch 

ObY 
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F r e i g h t  
Vehic l es  
D r i v i n g  

Uncap loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

N IL  PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

% Per Diem 
POV Mi l e s  

Mi sc 
OTHER 

E l i m  PCS 
OTHER 

HAP / RSE 
Envi  ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 213 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1995 

. Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond 

OW 
R P U  
BOS 
Unfque Operat 
C iv  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Sa lary  
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 5,726 3,711 7,356 673 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 Tota  L - - - - - - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 

OW 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 0 0 0 

OTHER 
Land Sales 0 0 0 
Environmental  
1 -Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o w  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Sa lary  
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota L - - - - -  
16,668 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
3,712 

TOTAL SAVINGS 61 2 1,837 21,287 38,866 38,866 38,866 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As O f  09347 05/22/1995. Report  Created 09:48 05122/198!j 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 

5 Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - - -  ($K)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 5.519 0 0 0 0 0 
F u  Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ow 
Civ R e t i r I R I F  0 0 7 1 0 0 0 
Clv  Moving 0 0 31 7 0 0 0 
Other 207 155 1,280 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
ni l  Moving 0 0 4,881 0 0 0 

OTHER 
WP I RSE 0 0 154 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 
1 -Time Other 0 3,556 653 673 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 5.726 3.711 7,356 673 0 0 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi 1 Sa l a r y  
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 

Beyond - - - - - - 
-3.712 

Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -612 -1,837 -21,287 -38,866 -38,866 -38,.866 

TOTAL NET COST 5,113 1,874 -13,931 -38,193 -38,866 -38,866 



PERSONNEL, SF. RPYI, AH0 BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  O9:47 05/22/1995. Report Created 09:48 0512211395 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPDRTgS\COM-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR 

' Std F c t r s  FiLe : C:\CDBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

- - - -  
GRAND FORKS 

Base - - - -  
GRAND FORKS 

Base - - - -  
GRAND FORKS 

Personnel 
Change %Change .----- - - - - - - -  

-837 -2OX 

SF 
Change XChange ChglPer 
. - - - * -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0% 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer Change %Change ChglPer ____._ - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  _ _ _ _ _ -  --.-__- - - - - - - -  

0 OX 0 -1,256,923 -11% 1,502 

RPMABOS($) 
Change XChange ChglPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

1,256,923 -9% 1,502 



RPUAlBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
Data AS Of 09:47 05/22/1995, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTB5\COM-AUDT\SS-CRANI.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change(%K) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPYA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 

2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 

-1.257 -1,257 -5,028 -1,257 
-3,712 -3,712 -16,668 -3.712 

, - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-4,969 -4.969 -21,696 -4.969 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995. Report Created 09:48 05/22/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 

, Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COC(-AVDT\SS-CRANl.CBR 
I Std F c t r s  F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

w INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Yodel Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Tine-Phasing o f  ConstructionlShutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - - - - - -  
ORAND FORKS. ND 

St ra tegy:  -----*..- 
Rea li gnment 

Sumary:  - - - - - - - -  
l a k e  BOS savings from drawdown o f  Grand Forks n i s s i  l e  f i e l d .  Si Lo 
d e s t r u c t i o n  not a BRAC move; however, m i s s i l e  movement r i v e t  add i s  
inc luded.  
Secu r i t y  P o l i c e  and Wing overhead assoc ia ted w i t h  m i s s i l e  wing taken as 
savings 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS. NO 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi l Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai  1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i l i t i es (KSF) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications (SKIYear): 
BOS Won-Payrol l  (%/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  (%/Year): 
Fami ly  Housing (WlYear ) :  
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Exp lanatory  Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n fo rma t i on :  

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
I -T ime  Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K) :  
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Mi (Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s / Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
Fac i  1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

3,556 653 673 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,154 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 U 

0% OX OX 0% 
33% 34% 0% 0% 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami ly  Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Exp lanatory  Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1Q95, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTBS\W-AUDT\SS-GRAN1.CBR , S td  F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOL~END\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

N u e :  GRAND FORKS. NO 
1996 1997 - - - -  ---. 

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: -68 -74 
En1 Force S t ruc  Change: -167 -303 
Civ  Force S t ruc  Change: - 6 -60 
Stu  Force S t ruc  Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenar io Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenar io Change: 0 0 
c i v  Scenar io Change: 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sat Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
:aretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

IJame: GRAND FORKS, ND 

I )esc r i p t i on  Categ New Mi lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tots 1 Cost ($K) 
, . -----------  - - - - -  -----.---- - - - - - - - - - - - -  -----------.-- 
I)eao L i  s h - H o u s + n g - . O T # E R ~ - - - - O  _ _ I.--- 0 5.519 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
+---- 

I1ercent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
I'ercent En l i s t e d  Marr ied:  66.90% 
E:nlisted Housing Mi [Con: 80.00% 
Of f icerSaLary($ /Year ) :  78,668.00 

i C~ff BAP w i t h  Dependents($): 7.073.00 
?En l is tedSa la ry ($ /Year ) :  36.148.00 

En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5.162.00 
i v g  Unemp Loy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
lnemployment E l i g i b i l i t y ( W e e k s ) :  18 
C i v i l i a n  Sa lary($ lYear ) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00X 
C i v i l ~ a n  RIF Pay Fac to r :  39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Fac to rs  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs p o p u l a t i o n ) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Fac to r :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mathba 11 Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Arg Family Quar ters(SF) :  1,320.00 
AJPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Ac t i ons  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50. O M  
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i  Lian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi LCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT OATA REPORT (COBRA 4 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data As Of 09:47 05/22/1995, Report Created 09:48 05/22/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\CDM-AUOT\SS-CRAN1.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTg5\RECOhtEND\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Y. ter ia l /Ass tgned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14.500.00 
H f f i P e r E n l F a m i L y ( L b ) :  9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le  (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHC Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost (SIlOOLb): 35.00 
Air Transport  ($/Pass Mi l e )  : 0.20 
Micc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack L Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi  1 L i g h t  Vehic le(SlMi 1s): 0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehic le($/Mi l a )  : 1.40 
POV Reinbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Rout ine  PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-T iaeOf f  PCSCost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS cost($):  5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM $/UM - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Hor izonts  1 (sy)  0 
Water f ront  (LF) 0 
A i r  Operat ions (SF) 0 
Operations 1 (SF) 0 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  (SF) 0 
School Bui  l d i ngs  (SF) 0 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 
Fami l y  Quar te rs  (EA) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 0 
Oin ing F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Recreat ion  Fac i  l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Communications F a c i l  (SF) 0 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0 
RDT & E Fac i  l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
POL Storage (EL) 0 
Ammunition Storage (SF) 0 \ Medical  Fac i  li t i e s  (SF) 0 
Environmental  ( 1 0 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Category UM $/OM 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
o the r  - (SF) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l  Category J ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category N ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l  Category R ( ) 0 

5. 700 K represents  cos t  t o  move 2 KC-135 Simulators,  2,000 K represent  

c o s t s  f o r  AFBCA 

4. Grand Forks base l ine  718/3886/464, tenants  added 1/2/93, Screen 4 

719/3888/557 



COBRA REALIGNLeNT S U W Y  (COBRA v5.08) - Paga 112 
Data As Of 17:08 0513011Q95. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  f o r c e  
Option Package : Grand Forks Coma 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\CW-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std F c t r s  Fi Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

w S t r r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n r l Y e a r  :I998 
ROI Year : 2000 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015(sK): -960,215 
1-Time Cost($K): 215.250 

net  Costs (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

U1 \Con 7.858 138,268 
Person 0 6,351 
Overhd 1.714 206 
Mov i ng 0 18,144 
Miss io 0 0 
Other 2,000 2,632 

T o t a l  Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-66.496 
-21.187 

0 
0 
0 

T OTAL 11,572 165,601 -31,928 

Tota l  - - - - -  1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 0 134 
En 1 0 0 1,550 
Ci v 0 0 122 
TOT 0 0 1,806 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 382 
En l 0 1,885 
s t u  0 0 
Civ 0 333 
TOT 0 2,600 

summary: - - - - - - - -  
THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Grand Forks AFB. 

As w i t h  the DoD recommendation t o  reat ign Grand Forks AFB, the m i s s i l e  
wing savings may not be considered i n  t h e i r  e n t i r e t y  as BRAC costs and 
savings. The i n a c t i v a t i o n  o f  a m i s s i l e  f i e l d  has already been programmed 
i n  the A i r  Force budget. 



COBRA RULIGNYMT SUUURl (OOBRA vS.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  17:08 05130/1995. Report Created 17:08 Ml30/lQ95 

Oepartnent : Air  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks C o r  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\CW-AUDT\GRAl3703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOLIEHD\FINAL.SFF 

Costs [$l) Constant OoLLars 
1996 - - - -  

M i  LCon 16.358 
Person 0 
~ v e r h d  3.832 
Yovl ng 0 
Missio 0 
Other 2,000 

TOTAL 22.190 188.859 30.909 13,557 13.557 13,557 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 
----. 

Mi [Con 8,500 
Person 0 
Overhd 2.118 
Mov i ng 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Do 1 Lars 
1997 

8,957 
4.368 
6,374 
3,559 

0 
0 

TOTAL 10.618 23,258 62,838 101.241 101.241 101.241 

Total  - - - - -  
17,457 
274,757 
104,665 
3.559 

0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 17:W 0513011B95. Report Created 17:08 0513011B95 

Department : Air  Force 
Optlon Package : Grand Forks C w  

, Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\COM-AUDT\GRAI3703.CBR 
) S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\WBRA\REPORT95\RECOM€ND\FINAL.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1 B97 
1 QB8 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

Cost (S) - - - - - - -  
11.572.105 
155,600,809 
-31,928,453 
-87.683.788 
-87,683,788 
-87,683.788 
-87,683.788 
-87,683.788 
-87,683,788 
-87,683,788 
-87.683.788 
-87,683.788 
-87,683,788 
-87,683,788 
-87,683,788 
-87.683.786 
-87,683,788 
-87.683,788 
-87,683,788 
-87,683,788 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
11.416.196 
158.B97.285 
-29,834,812 
-79,741.224 
-77.607.030 
-75.529.956 
-73,508.473 
-71,541,093 
-69.626.368 
-67,762,889 
-65,949,283 
-64,184.217 
-62,466,392 
-60,794,542 
-59.1 67,437 
-57,583.881 
-56,042,706 
-54,542,780 
-53,082,997 
-51,662,284 



TOTAL ONE-TIYE COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data A s  Of 17:08 M130119Q5. Roport Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A i r  Forco 
Option Package : Grand Forks Com 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T Q ~ \ C M ( - A U D T \ G U ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . C B R  

\ Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORTQ5\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

w ( A l l  values i n  oo l la rs )  

Category -------- 
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Famfty Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l imn Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mothbal l  I Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i  l imn Moving 
C i v i  l imn PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i a a t i o n  Costs 

Cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

" 
One-Time Unique Costs 6.000.000 

To ta l  - Other 6,995,332 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Costs 215,250,129 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 8,500,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 8,957,000 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 3.559.190 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ------------.----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 21,016.190 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs 194,233,939 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 17:08 05/30/1995. Rmport Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optlon Package : Grand Forks Comm 

\ Scenario F l l e  : C:\WBRA\REPORTQS\COM-AUDT\GRAI3703.CBR 
! Std F c t r t  F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

w 111 Costs i n  A 

Base Name --------- 
BASE X 
YACDILL 
GRAND FORKS 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1ot.Ls: 

Total  I MA Land Cost Total  
Mi Icon Cost Purch Avoid Cost 



PERSONNEL SUYURY REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department : A l r  Force 
Optton Package : Grand Forks C o u  
Scenario F t l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\COM-AUOT\GRA13703.CBR 

) Std F c t r t  Ft Le : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMUIRY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996. P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students .--------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3,263 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS. NO 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - * -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 11 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 587 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 294 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 991 0 0 0 

C i v i  Lians - - - - - - - - - -  
11.455 

2001 To ta l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X ) :  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  . . - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - .--. - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
En l i s ted  0 587 0 0 0 0 587 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 294 0 0 0 0 294 
TOTAL 0 991 0 0 0 0 991 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i ans  .--------- -- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

846 3.850 0 11,749 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MACOILL. FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996. P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

516 1.911 0 841 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
F r w  Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 
Enl i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

NO 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MACDILL, FL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 109 0 0 0 0 109 
En l i s t e d  0 584 0 0 0 0 584 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL 0 707 0 0 0 0 707 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  Lians 



PERSONNEL SUYURY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995, Report Created 17:OB 0513011995 

IDepartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks C o w  

,.Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\COM-AUDT\CRA13703.CBR 
I Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

w PERSONNEL S U W Y  FOR: GRAND FORKS. NO 

IBASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians 
* - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ---------. - - - - - - - - - -  

719 3,888 0 587 

'FORCE STRUCTURE CHANCES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  -68 -68 -67 0 0 0 -203 
Enl i s ted  -167 -119 -167 0 0 0 -453 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ens  -6 -120 -6 0 0 0 -132 
TOTAL -241 -307 -240 0 0 0 -788 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

516 3,435 0 455 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
l o  Base: BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 110 0 0 0 0 110 
Enl i s ted  0 587 0 0 0 0 587 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 294 0 0 0 0 294 
TOTAL 0 991 0 0 0 0 991 

'5 To Base: MACDILL. FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

'I o f f i c e r s  
En l i s ted  
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL 0 707 0 0 0 0 707 

To Base: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, 
1996 - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
En listed 0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

NC 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  -.-- - - - -  - 
163 0 0 0 0 163 
714 0 0 0 0 71 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
25 0 0 0 0 25 
902 0 0 0 0 902 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  GRAh3 FORKS, NO): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tots 1 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 382 0 0 0 0 382 
Enl i s ted  0 1,885 0 0 0 0 1.885 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 333 0 0 0 0 333 
TOTAL 0 2,600 0 0 0 0 2,600 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 -134 0 0 0 -134 
En l i s t e d  0 0 -1,550 0 0 0 -1,550 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 -122 0 0 0 -122 
TOTAL 0 0 -1,806 0 0 0 -1,806 

, 



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Pa90 3 
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 05/30/1995 

,Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks C o r  
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COLI-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  B w c  Actton): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  

PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

455 3,625 0 569 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 
Enl i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

NO 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
163 0 0 0 0 163 
71 4 0 0 0 0 71 4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
25 0 0 0 0 25 
902 0 0 0 0 902 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 
En l i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

( I n t o  SEYMOUR 
1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  
163 0 
714 0 
0 0 
25 0 
902 0 

JOHNSON. NC): 
1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 163 
0 0 0 714 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 25 
0 0 0 902 

8 BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action):  
En l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

61 8 4.339 0 594 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA VS .08) 
Data As Of 17:08 05/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 MI3011995 

Ilepartment : A i r  Forco 
Option Package : Grand Forks Com 
!icenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\COM-AUOT\GRAl3703.CBR 
! i td  Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  --.- - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 333 0 0 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 0 33 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 17 0 0 
Civ i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 0 50 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 2 1 0 0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the  remainder) 0 2 1 2  0 0 
C i v i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l ab le  0 121 0 0 

(:IVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15. O M  
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i  l i ans  Avai lab l e  t o  Move 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 333 
0 0 33 
0 0 17 
0 0 50 
0 0 21 
0 0 212 
0 0 121 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 333 0 0 0 0 333 
C i v i  l i ans  Moving 0 2 1 2  0 0 0 0 212 
New C i v i  l ians Hi red 0 1 2 1  0 0 0 0 121 
Other C i v i  l i a n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 33 12 0 0 0 45 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 21 13 0 0 0 34 
1'OTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 73 0 0 0 73 
1'OTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 1 2 1  0 0 0 0 121 

'' Ear l y  Retirements. Regular Retirements. C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not 

' W i  l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  10s. 
B 

4. The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Voluntary RIFs) va r ies  from 
base t o  base. 

1' Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Pa90 113 
Data A s  O f  17:08 0513011995. Report Croated 17:OB 0513011995 

IDopartment : Afr  Force 
13ptlon Package : Grand Forks Cora 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COL1-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 

) Std F c t r t  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT9S\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS - 
CONSTRUCTION 
YILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
ow 
CIV SALARY 

Clv RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Hone Purch 
Hffi 
Yisc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre igh t  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemp loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

\ Per D i e m  
POV Mi les 

Mi sc 
OTHER 

El im PCS 0 0 10.154 0 
OTHER 

HAP I RSE 0 632 363 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 
l-Time Other 2,000 2,000 2,000 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 22,190 175,707 17,352 0 

Tota 1 - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
0ata As Of 11:08 0513011995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Department ' : A1 r Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Com 

, Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COL1-AUOT\ORA13703.CBR 
) Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEHO\FINAL.SFF 

Tot. 1 - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 FAM HOUSE OPS 

OW 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Clv Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Mission 
MIsc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 22,190 188.859 30,909 13,557 13,557 13,557 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (%K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPK4 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMP U S 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
46,301 

Beyond 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Paga 313 
Data As Of 17:08 0513011995. Raport Created 17:08 0513011995 

Dapartment : A i r  Forca 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Coma 

, Scanario FILa : C:\COBRA\REPORTg5\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
1 Std F c t r s  F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIM NET 
.- - - - ($K)--- - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Houslng 

43W 
Civ  R e t l r I R I F  
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mt I Moving 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 
RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C iv  Sa l a r y  

CHAMPUS 
NIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary  

' House A 1 low 1 OTHER 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
-46,301 

Beyond - - - - - -  
-10,312 

Misc Recur 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 (1 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -2,118 2,409 -49,281 -87,684 -87,684 -87,684 -312,041 -87,684 

TOTAL NET COST 11,572 165,601 -31,928 -87,684 -87,684 -87,684 -117,807 - 87,684 



PERSONNEL. SF. RPLU. AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 17:08 05/3011QQ5, Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

Dmepartment : A i r  Force 
O l ~ t l o n  Package : Grand Forks Com 
S:bnario FILe : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COU-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
!Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\REM)UEND\FINAL.SFF 

Personne 1 SF 
Bnse Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per -.-- - m e - - e  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
RCISE X Q9 l  6X 0 0% 0 
MCICDILL 707 22% 353.550 8% 500 
GRAND FORKS -4,406 -100% -6,664,000 -100% 1,512 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 902 19% 401,350 0% 445 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChgiPer Change %Change ChglPer ----.- - - - - - - -  .------ - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BLSE X 0 0% 0 849,491 3% 857 
MACOILL 195,588 7% 277 1,294.671 11% 1,831 
GRAND FORKS -2.699.000 -100% 612 -11,600,318 -100% 2,633 
SEYWOUR JOHNSON 210,084 8% 233 873.966 10% 969 

RPMABOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChglPer - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
BASE X 849,491 3% 857 
MACDILL 1,490,259 10% 2,108 
GRAND FORKS -14.299.318 -103% 3,245 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON 1,084,050 9% 1.202 



RPYI/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  17:08 0513011995, Report Created 17:08 M130I1095 

1)epartment : Air  Forca 
Option Package : Grand Forks C o u  
!icenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTBS\~-AUDT\GlUIl3703.C8R 

, :itd Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\CO8M\REPORT95\RECOLQNO\FINAL.SFF 

w #at Change($K) 1996 1897 1898 1999 2000 2001 Total  Beyond 
* - - *  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  I--- - - - -  -.-- - * - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  

R.PU Change -417 -1.269 -1.774 -2,293 -2,293 -2.293 -10.340 -2.293 
60s Change 0 3.018 -8.582 -8,582 -8.582 -8.582 -31,311 -8,582 
Housing Change -1.701 -5.104 -8,559 -10,312 -10.312 -10,312 -46,301 -10.312 __--__--_----------------------.---.-----------.------------------------------ 
TOTAL CHANGES -2.118 -3,355 -18.915 -21,187 -21,187 -21.187 -87.951 -21.187 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 17:D8 0513011995, Report Created l7:08 0513Dl1995 

Ihpartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Coar 
!icanario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\COU-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
: itd F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \RE~ND\F INAL .SFF  

911 1,NPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

I b d e l  Year One : FY 1996 

@(ode1 does Time-Phasing o f  ConstructionlShutdown: No 

Ilase Name 

IIASE X 
MACDILL. FL 
(;RAND FORKS. ND 
!iEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Rea lignment 
Rea Lignment 
Closes i n  FY 1998 
Rea lignment 

. - - - - - - -  
~'HIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
(MISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Grand Forks AFB. 

4,s w i t h  the  DoD reconunendation t o  r e a l i g n  Grand Forks AFB. the m iss i le  
wing savings may not be considered i n  t h e i r  e n t i r e t y  as BRAC costs and 
c:avings. The i n a c t i v a t i o n  o f  a m i s s i l e  f i e l d  has already been programed 
i n  the A i r  Force budget. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
.--------- 
E,ASE X 
LIACDILL. FL 
CiRAND FORKS, NO 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS. ND 
GRAND FORKS. ND 
SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

* 
% INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

l r a n s f e r s  from GRAND FORKS. ND t o  BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Clf f icer Posi t ions:  0 110 0 0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 587 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions:  0 294 0 0 
Student Posi t ions:  0 0 0 0 
klissn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
M i  L i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 
ksesvylSpecia 1 Vehic Les: 0 0 0 0 

l r a n s f e r s  from GRAND FORKS, ND t o  MACDILL, FL 

1996 
- - - -  

Of f i ce r  Posi t ions:  0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 
C iv i  l i a n  Posi t ions:  0 
Student Posi t ions:  0 
Yissn Eqpt ( tons):  0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 
W i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 
heavyISpecia1 Vehicles: 0 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
1.000 m i  
1.868 m i  
1.590 m i  



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Pago 2 
Data As Of 17:08 0513011995. Report Croatmd 17:08 05130/1995 

Ilepartment : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Cow 
:Scenario F i  Le : C: \CDBRA\REPORTgS\CW-AUDT\GRA13703. CBR 

,:Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T g ~ \ R E ~ N O \ F I N A L . S F F  

I(IIII :!NPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

l ' ransfers from GRAND FORKS. NO t o  SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - a  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
off i c e r  Posi t ions: 0 163 0 0 0 
f n l i s t e d  Posi t ions:  0 714 0 0 0 
(:ivi l i a n  Posit ions: 0 25 0 0 0 
!;tudent Posi t ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Ll i rsn Eqpt (tons): 0 1.000 0 0 0 
:;uppt Eqpt (tons): 0 500 0 0 0 
L l i  l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 0 233 0 0 0 
tleavyISpecia1 Vehic 10s: 0 205 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

&lame: BASE X 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 736 
I o t a 1  E n l i s t e d  Eaployees: 3.263 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 11.455 
Lli 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 54.0% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 0 
To ta l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 13.709 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 66 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 5 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69 

. Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications (SKIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($KIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SKIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: MACOILL, FL 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Em~lovees: 516 RPMA Non-Pavroll I$K/Year): 
To ta l  En l i s ted  ~kplbyees:  1.91 1 ~ommunications   ear) :. 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 841 BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Mi 1 Fami Lies L i v i n g  On Base: 20.0% Fami Ly Housing ($K/Year) : 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% Area Cost Factor: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 4.658 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 194 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 137 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 83 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le)  : 0.07 

Name: GRAND FORKS, NO 

T l ~ t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i  [ l i n g  To Move: 
0 4 f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
OLficer VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($ITon/Mi Le): 

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Coda: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

6.147 
3,887 

21.001 
0 

6.225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
NO 

i (:ice f i n a l  page fo r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 3 
Data As Of 17:08 05/30/1995, Report Created 17:OE 05/30/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Cow 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COLI-AUDT\GRAl3703.CBR 

jStd F c t r s  Ff l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Nu.: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

To ta l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
To ta l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami Lies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i ans  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f  fcer Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
En l i s ted  Housing Unl t s  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i c o r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Mi 10): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Connunications (SKIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll (CKIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  (%/Year): 
Family Housing ($KIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: BASE X 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (CK): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (%): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1 - T i r e  Moving Save (%): 0 
Env Non-Mi LCon Reqd(%): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construct ion Schedule ( X )  : 10% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
F u  Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t ien ts lY r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: MACPILL. FL 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 
Misc Recurring Save(%) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( I ) :  
M i  [Con Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ients lYr :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 17:08 05130118B5. Report  Created 17:08 0513011895 

Ilepartment : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Grand Forks  Cor 
.Scenar i o F i  Le : C: \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ O R A ~ ~ ~ O ~ . C B R  

:,Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOWEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - OYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

I lme:  GRANO FORKS. ND 

'I-Time Unique Cost ( W ) :  
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
'I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
' I-r ime Moving Save (k): 
l inv Non-Mi tCon Reqd(%) : 
r l c t i v  M iss ion  Cost (SK): 
r e t i v  M iss ion  Save (SK): 
I l i s c  Recur r ing  Cost(SK): 
l l i s c  Recur r ing  Save(%): 
Land (+Buy1 -Sa l es )  (SK) : 
(:onst r u c t  i on Schedu Le(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%) : 
Mi [Con Cost Avoidnc(SK) : 
fu Housing Avoidnc($K): 
I 'rocurenent Avoidnc(%K): 
(:HAMPUS In -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
(:HAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
Fac i  1 ShutDown(KSF): 

blame: SEYMOUR JOHNSON, NC 

1 - T i a s  Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (EK): 
E nv Non-Mi LCon Reqd($K) : 
i l ,ct iv M iss ion  Cost ($K): 
P,ctiv M iss ion  Save (a): 
hl isc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
hl isc Recur r ing  Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
t o n s t r u c t i o n  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X) :  
Lli LCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
FM Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s l Y r :  
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1898 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
2.000 2,000 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
1.700 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
33% 34% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 

8,957 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami ly  Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
90% 0% 0% 0% 

0% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc  Fami ly  Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GRANO FORKS, NO 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: -68 -68 -67 0 0 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: -167 -119 -167 0 0 
Civ  Force St ruc  Change: -6 -120 -6  0 0 
Stu  Force St ruc  Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenar io Change: 0 0 -134 0 0 
En1 Scenar io Change: 0 0 -1.550 0 0 
Civ  Scenar io Change: 0 0 -122 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Pa90 5 
Data As Of 17:08 M/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 M/30/1995 

Ilepartment : A i r  Forca 
Option Package : Grand Forks C a  
:konario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA13703.CBR 
\!;td Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Coscr ip t ion 

Pavnents 
Yaint 
POL 
Ops and Traing 
Din ing 
Dorms 
00s 
PiiD 

Categ - - - - -  
HORIZ 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
BACHQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Nmme: SEYMOUR JOHNSON. NC 

Dmscription --------.--- 
P mvement 
Mmint 
POL 
OpsITr ng 
Dining 
Dorms 
BOS 
P l i i  

Categ - - - - -  
HORIZ 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
BACHQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New Mi [Con - - - - - - - - - -  
40.000 

181.000 
0 

131,250 
6,100 

35,200 
0 
0 

New M i  lCon - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

261,000 
0 

112,250 
4.500 

23,600 
0 
0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Psrcent O f f i c e r s  Married: 76.80% 

a Parcent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing MilCon: 80. O M  
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7.073.00 
Er l i s t e d  Salary($lYear): 36,148.00 
Enl  BAR w i t h  Dependents($): 5.162.00 
Avg Unemp loy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  t i  ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear l y  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

SThNDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPUA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popuiat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Prl~gram Management Factor : 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba 11 Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avr~ Bachelor Quarters(SF) : 256.00 
Avrl Fami l y  Quarters(SF): 1,320 .OO 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab Mi [Con To ta l  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

cost (SK) 
- - - - - - * - -  

2,030 
19.380 
21,203 
15,880 

1.210 
5,600 
2.550 
6,190 

Rehab U i  lCon Tot8 1 Cost ($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 12,000 
0 29,890 
0 15,470 
0 14.130 
0 860 
0 2,330 
0 7.470 
0 7,390 

Civ Ear l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Invo lv ing  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.007. 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.0K 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New M i  lCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
Mi (Con S i t e  Preparat ion Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Pa90 8 
Data As O f  17:08 05/30/1995. Report Created 17:08 0513011995 

1)epartmant : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks C a  
!kenart0 F i  1. : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\COU-AUDT\GRAl37(M.CBR 
: itd Fc t rs  Ff Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOWEND\FINAL.SFF 

(Cll STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

LiatoriaL/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
kWO Per Of f  F u i  Ly (Lb): 14.500.00 
kWiQ Per En1 F u i  l y  (Lb): 9.000.00 
k u 0  Par M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
LHtl  Par C l v i  l l a n  (Lb): 18.000.00 
~ o t a l  nmi Cost (S1100Lb): 35.00 
A$r Transport ($/Pass U j  te) : 0.20 
uiu: Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate(S1Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L igh t  Vahicle(S1Mi Le): 0.43 
HeavylSpec Vahicle(S1UiLe): 1.40 
POV Reimbursaent(S/MiLa): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS(~/Pars/Tour): 6.437.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 9.142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5.761 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UW %lUM 

Hor izonta l  
Wmterfront 
A i r  Operations 
0 , ~ e r a t i o n a l  
A ( h l n i s t r a t i v e  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Ylrintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
F lu1  l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
01 n ing F a d  L i t i e s  
Recreation Faci li t i  es 
Ccl.runications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
REIT & E Faci li t i e s  
PClL Storage 

i h r u n i t i o n  Storage 
Mmdical Faci L i  t i e s  
Environmental i j o 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Category UM ---.---- - - 
other (SF) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Opt iona lCa tegoryF  ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Opt ional  Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 

4. 112/123 added t o  Grand Forks AFB for  tenants 





May 4, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Realignment and 
Closing Commission 
1700 North Morre Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing to follow-up on a discussion you had yesterday 
with Senator Baucus concerning the next phase in the BRAC process. 

We recognize that you and the Commission are deeply committed 
to carrying this process forward. in the most professional and 
objective manner possible. We know that the 'Commission and its 
staff are engaged in an intense fact-finding process that will soon 

- - 

result in some proposed revisions to the Department of Defense's 
most recent base closing recommendations. 

Moreover, as part of your fact-finding, we believe there is an 
essential piece of information that must be seriously considered 
and made a part of BRAC's official record. Spec:ifically, we have 
been advised that there exists a Directorate of Forces (XOFS) Study 
dated April 20, 1995 that recommends the immediate closure of Grand 
Forks Air Force Base. 

This study represents the unqualified profes;sional judgment of 
Air Force officials that Grand Forks has long outlived its 
usefulness to our national security. The stuEy c:Learly states that 
the Air Force had wanted to close Grand Forks in Fiscal Year 1994. 
However, this recommendation was not implemented because of 
concerns about the Fiscal Year 1995 BRAC process. In addition, we 
know that Major General Blume halted any action on the study in 
deference to BRAC. 

While, for procedural reasons, the Air Force has decided to 
not move unilaterally to close Grand Forks at this time, we believe 
BRAC has an obligation to seriously consider the Air Force study 
and make it a part of the official record. We also ask that you 
make this letter a part of your official record. 
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Thank you for your consideration. We wish you the best of 
luck as you move forward with the many difficult decisions that lie 
ahead. 

Sincerely, 

L 



May 5, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
Suite 1435 
1700 North Moore Street 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We write to reiterate our request made at the Commission's 
hearing in Grand Forks, North Dakota that the Malmstrom and F. E. 
Warren missile bases be added to the base closure and realignment 
list. Adding these bases is essential to ensure a fair and 
comprehensive review of basing options for Minuteman I11 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 

We recognize the challenge in making such tough decisions. 
All things being equal, we would not advocate shutting down any 
ICBM bases. At the same time, we believe that the Commission 
must meet its twin responsibilities of reducing bases and defense 
costs while preserving essential military forces. 

Using the dual mission infrastructure at Minot AFB and Grand 
Forks AFE is the most logical way to meet this goal. We can save 
hundreds of millions of dollars by keeping ICBMs at fully capable 
missile installations where the host bases will retain flying 
missions anyway: namely, Grand Forks and Minot. In fact, the Air 
Force has designated Grand Forks as one of three core tanker 

. bases and Minot as one of two remaining B-52 bases. Air Force 
studies further show that no other base in the country can 
currently support these missions. 

In addition, there is inherent synergy between the two North 
Dakota bases. The tankers provide refueling support for the 
bombers. The proximity of the two missile fields has resulted in 
a sharing of parts and supplies that saves time and money. 

As you also know, the Nuclear Posture Review called for a 
force structure of 450/500 Minuteman 111s. We can retain 450 
Minuteman 111s without incurring the cost or disruption of moving 
missiles from either Grand Forks or Minot. 

Moreover, either Malmstrom or Warren AFB could be closed 
even if we decide to retain 500 Minuteman 111s. Malmstrom could 
be closed by redesignating Warren's 50 MX silos (which once 
housed Minutemen) as Minuteman I11 silos, transferring 
Malmstrom's Minuteman I11 missiles to Warren, and reinstalling 
Minuteman lzunch facilities there. 
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w 
When the Air Force reviewed its closure estimates, it 

determined that closing Malmstrom AFB would save $1.4 billion in 
net present value. This saving is $1 billion greater than that 
from realigning missiles from either Minot or Granld Forks. We 
further understand that closing Malmstrom, which is losing its 
flying mission, would yield savings of $300 million more than 
closing an entire North Dakota base. 

Similarly, moving the Minuteman I11 wing from Warren to 
Malmstrom would allow closure of the former base when its MX 
missiles are eliminated under the START I1 Treaty. This move 
would also yield substantial cost savings, and the Air Force 
would not lose aircraft infrastructure, since Warren does not 
have a runway. 

Recent testimony by the General ~ccounting Office (GAO) to 
the Commission reinforces our position that all four northern 
ICBM bases should be studied for closure or realignment. As you 
know, the GAO pointed out weaknesses in the military services' 
processes for recommending closures or realignments. It 
concluded: 

In particular, the Air Force's process remained largely 
subjective and not well documented; also, it was influenced 

ww by preliminary estimates of base closure costs that changed 
when more focused analyses were made. 

In closing, given the Air Force's own conclusion that all 
four ICBM units are fully capable of performing the missile 
mission, we believe that the economic and operational advantages 
of dual-mission bases logically require retaining ICBMs and large 
aircraft at both Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases. Minot 

---..- and Grand Forks simply provide greater military value at a lower 
cost than other options. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

I Earl Pomeroy 
U.S. Senator 
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9 May 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dimn , ,  
*I 

I ~ha irmm,  aaf enoe Base Clooure 
and Real f gnment Cumminoion 

2700  N o r t h  Moore Btroet ,  Suite 1 4 2 5  
mlington,  VA 22209 

D e a r  Chairman Dixon: 

Thia l e t t e r  follows up on my teetimany before the Cammisoion 
on March 1, aad responds t o  y o w  letter to me of Warch 24,  
concerning the progosad realignment of Graad Forks APB through 
inactivation of the 32191: M i ~ e i l e  Gxoug, and interagency review 
of aaeociated t rea ty  issues. 

As you.will recall, our recommendation coacerning Qrand 
Porkm wae made subject to a possible determination by t h e  
Bacrekary ralating to Ballistic Miesile Defense (Em) options. 
Specifically, we recommended that arand l o r k s  AFB be rtraligned 
and Che 32Let  Mirsaila Group inactivated, Uunleae the Secretary oE w nafanme daterminas that the need to retain [BMD] options 
effectively pracludee this action." That, in turn, kae been the 
focus of a lesal review of treaty iseues by repre~enta1:fves of 
the ~e~artmn;  of Defansa l including the O f f  ice of th= Chairman, 
Joint  Chief6 of S t a f f ) ,  the Department of Sta te ,  the A3.m~ Control 
and Disarmament Agency, and the National Security Council e t a f f .  

' 

I am plealsed to report that the intsracencv review hae been 
completed and that  the contingoncy ha8 been favorably resolved. 
There wii1 be no determination by t he  Secretary that wc3uld 
require retention. of t h e  miusilc group at Grand Yorks.  
Realignment oe Minot ATB knd inactivation of the 91st Missile 
Group i s  no longer a necaseary alternative. Coneequeni:ly, our  
recommandation, a9 tran~mitted on February 2 8 ,  remaine that Grand 
Forka AE'B be realigned and the 321et Missile Group Inac~tFvated. 

I t n a t  tha t  t h i s  w i l l  enable rbe Comisa ion  t o  p:roceed with 
the formulation of i t s  reearnmendation to the President. 

Sincerely yours, 



-. a . /.\ti'1' 09 "'5 133: zFF'I.\ 'i,Ei/ E:til-l~-l !'=,-I.IHSH - - -  

4 MAX BAUCUS 
MONTANA 

United j3tat~s $onate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-2602 

May 9, 1995 

Mr. Charlie Smith 
Staff Director 
Defense Ease and Realignment 
Commission 

2700 North Moore Street, #I425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

hmt lT- lUA '<ILL CREE rrVUeER 
I-@;,,?-;, :.;-* 3:,5 

Dear Charlie : 

I appreciate your quick response and telephone call. I 
understand the Commissioners' concerns. Thanks for the update on 
their position. 

nfter we talked, I again read Secretary Deutch's letter to 
Chairman Dixon. Although I understand the Commisaioners' 
concerns, I am puzzled by their conclusion that Secretary 
Deutch's position may not represent the Governmen1:'s position. 
AS you can see in the section that I have outlined on the 
attached copy of the Deputy Secretary's letter, he is forwarding 
to Chairman Dixon the results of the interagency review of the 
issue. The review included the Department of Defense, Department 
of State, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the 
National Security Council Staff. It appears to me chat this was 
a co~nprehensive review and fairly represents the Government's 
position. 

I hope that you will be able to bring this important 
information to the Cornmissioners' attention so that their 
concerns will be adequately addressed. 

Again, thank you for your assistance in keeping the 
commissioners informed. 

With best personal regards, I am 

MSB/avg 
Enclosure 
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May 12, 1995 

commissioner Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Cox: 

It is with deep regret that I belatedly offer my thanks for 
the time you spent reviewing Minot and Grand Forks Air Force 
Bases on March 30. 

I know the base briefings delivered at Minot and Grand Forks 
made clear that each base figures prominently in future Air Force 
planning. In addition, the two communities sincerely appreciated 
the opportunity to share with you their strong support for a 
continued Air Force presence. I believe everyone involved felt 
they had a fair opportunity to state their case before the 

r Commission. 

It was a real pleasure to meet you. As the Commission's 
work proceeds, I look forward to speaking with you again. 

E A R L  POMEROY 
7 .c 0 

Member of Congr 

PRINTED O N  RECYCLED PAPER 



DEPARTMENT OF m E  AIR FORCE 
OFFICE or r r l ~  CMIEF- OF STAFT 

UNITCD S T A T E S  AIR FORCE 

WPSHINGTON 20330 

W' 
HQ USWICC 
1610 Air Form PcnCagon 
Washir~gtoo DC 20330- 1660 

Dcfcnsc Base Qosurc <md Ralignmcnt Chmmission 
1700 N.MoorcSLSuik 1425 
Arlington VA 22203 

Ocar Cl~,2irms11 Dixoa 

I a m  writing to cxpress my dcep concern over the DBCE C o d ~ s i o n ' s  decislon to consider . 
Grand Forks Air Form 13ase for redignmenr or closure actions beyond thcse recommended by 
the D c p m c n t  of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC-135 fleet 1.0 form t h r u  corc air 
nfucling wings at Grand F o r k ,  Fairchild, and M~Comcl l  AFBs. W c  took this action to achieve 
tbc organiwriod, operational and %cal efficiencies of a properly s k i  orgaaiwtion with a 
clcarly dcfincd mission at each of these bases. - 

This rcorganizaLion was the right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but required 
that we r c l w  approximately 65% of the active dury KC-135 aircrew arid supporr personnel to wl of the rhre corc refueling bases. During same rime, Air F o r c  ~ n k e r  m d  orher mob5ty 
forccs have supponca numerous contingency and hunan imiaa  e f f o r ~  in countries such zs 
Somali* Haiti, Rwanda, m d  Iraq. The cosc to o w  peopie born this high o ~ n t i o n s  tempo when 
combined with the rcorganizauon of our forces has  k n  an i u c r ~ a c  iu ntrbdcnce in their lives. 
We arc j u t  beginning to capture a m a u r t  of subiliry for &ern and ER ~ i i n g  the benefits in 
tcm of grarcr operational cfficicacies md higher mode.  In my judgment, scamring Grand 
Forb' force s m c m  throughout a numbcr of new smaller units and !oc:~doos dilutcs our abiliry 

. to cEEiciently accomplish the air reiuc1:llg missions which arc critical to support the national 

smugie of strategic deterrence and crisis rt.cponx and crates additional turbulence in rhc l ivcs 
of many of our personnel. 

Spcd~ully, Grand Forks AFB has the ainpacc, infmrmcturc. m d  !.oation k c  Air Force 
rcquircs for a core unker wing. Grand Forks' nonh central !mt ion  is i d d y  suited !o support 

our nation's nuclear deterrent posturc and rapid response to nobility contingency operciuons. 
C m d  Forks is dso laxtted close to nos: n o d c m  air re fuehg track providing quality tnhing 
airspacc frcc from cncroachmcnt a d  inuxferencc from commercial air Ia addition ro 
these excellent characterisucs, Grand Forks ha some of tbc bcst infrasrructure in AblC, with 
both the ramp and hydrant system required to supporr a large W e r  flezt. Fmally, thc ~ e r  
force has undergone 211 inordinate m o u n c  of turmoil over the p s t  five years with previous 



Bfi\C actions having c l o d  12 tankcr baxs .  Stabiliry is csseodd ro miu~taining our readiness 
posturc. 

Our rhrcc corc air refueling wings now ralizc economics of  sw-lc In opc~ations. logistics, and 
organizrltion. Ln operations, for cxample, a largcr wing can support a long-enn contingency on 
its own through htrptbd Tanker Unit  Dcploymcnts (TTUD). Smaller uaits would havc to 

mmbinc rcsoun=cs and cross n o d  l i n a  of unit couuuand to accomplish thc . a c  mission. 111 

t& - of logistics, our con: air refueling wings avoid dupliciiuoa io qctipmeat, supply. 
-power and overbead and cfficienrly r r s t  in-place infrastrumrc to providc suppon to a lrugc 
numkr of aircraft at thcsc t h  bascs. From an organivtjonal pers-yectivc, the fcwcr locations 
we opcnrc from. the lcss ovcrhwd manning, units and fa.ci1itiC-s wc nccd to support that 
operation Closing ( h o d  Forks would rcducc or eliminate many of these benefits. 

I cannot overstate my supporf for retention of a core air rcfucling wirig at Grind Forks A k  
Force Basc. I bclicvc it is csstntid to-our nation's ability to respond in e. timely manncr - . to 

challcngcs acruss the c n k  spcctnlm of conflict I askyour. considcntictn of the k n c f i ~  wc arc 
now rccciving horn our corc refueling w i n g  as you makc the rccommendatio~~ which wil l  a f f e c t  
the ha.ing sm~cturc of all thc Armed Scrvius for m y  years t . I trust my &oughts will 
bc hclpful to you in that prmcss. 

- ,- 

Chief o f  Sta£f 



May 24, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 .'%%i i & ~ y  +..* jjr!.> , 
~rlington, VA 22209 ?*T k ~ a % 3 ; ; . ~ -  % t i h r  - -_ 
Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Recently, you received a letter-. from General -Ronald 
Fogleman, Air Force Chief of Staff, stating his strong opposition 
to the proposed closure of Grand Force Air Force Base. We write 
to highlight several of the points made by General Fogleman. 

First, the Air Force has determined that our national 
security interests require a "core tanker" basing concept that 
concentrates a large number of tankers at a few bases. The Air 
Force is committed to this concept because it in~proves the 
performance of our forces. Centralizing a large part of our 
tanker assets improves the readiness, planning, and coordination 
of the force, and it also improves tasking response time. In 
addition, core units train together and deploy together, yielding 
greater unit performance, morale, and cohesion. General Fogle~nan 
noted that breaking up a core tanker base will directly reduce 
the Air Force's ability to carry out its missions. 

Second, Grand Forks is the right base for a core tanker 
wing. It has the capacity and infrastructure (including a new 
runway and a new fuel hydrant system) to support 4 or more 
squadrons of tankers. And, it is strategically located to be 
able to deploy to either coast, train with B-52 '2nd B-1 bombers, 
and support the nuclear single integrated operations plan (SIOP) 
No other base is as well-suited to host a core tanker wing. 

Furthermore, keeping a core tanker wing at Grand Forks saves 
operational dollars by creating economies of scale and shared 
overhead. Consolidation means less duplication and better 
utilization of infrastructure. From an operations and logistics 
perspective, dispersing Grand Forks' tankers to a number of bases 
will cost, not save, money. 

Finally, moving tankers from Grand Forks would impact 
mission performance and impose additional burdens on stressed Air 
Force personnel. Almost the entire active duty t.anker force was 
relocated over the past two years. At the same time, tankers 
have had some of the highest operations tempo of any weapon 
system in the Air Force. The combination of these factors has 
significantly stressed our tanker personnel. Any. move to again 
realign tankers would erode morale and ollr forces1 ability to 



effectively respond to contingencies. 

We hope you will closely consider General Foglernan's letter. We 
also believe you will be interested in the attached letter from 
the Air Force that addresses a recent allegation that the Air 
Force had a "secretw study supporting closure of Grand Forks. As 
you can see, that allegation is false. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

KENT CONRAD 
Member of U.S. Senate 

Enclosure 



w' HQ USAFICC 
16 10 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1660 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

17  MAY S I S  

Defense Base Closure and Rdgnment  Coplmission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 

r 

Arlington VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon 

I am writing to express my deep concern over the DBCR Commission's decision to consider . 
Grand Forks Air Force Base for realignment or closure actions beyond those recommended by 
the Department of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC-135 fleet !to form three core air 
xefucling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
the organizarional, operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sized organization with a 
c 1 d y  defined mission at each of these bases. . 

This reorganization was the right way to go in the long run for our tanker forw but required 
that we relocate approximately 65% of the active duty KC-135 aircrew and support personnel to 

-1 one of the thne core refueling bases. During this same time, Air Force tanker and other mobility 
forces have supported numerous contingency and humanitarian efforts in countries such as 
Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, and Iraq. The cost to our people £rom this high operations tempo when 
oombined with the reorgankition of our forces h~ becn an increase in turbulence in their lives. 
We arc just beginning to capture a measure of stability for them and are seeing the benefits in 
terms of greater operational efficiencies and higher morale. In my judgme:nf scattering Grand 
Forks' force structure throughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our ability - to efficiently accomplish the air refueling missions which are critical to support the national 
strategies of strategic deterrence and crisis response and crcates additional turbulence in the lives 
of many of our personnel. 

Sptclfically, Grand Forks AFB has the airspace, infrastructure, and lot~tion the Air Force 
requires for a core tanker wing. Grand Forks' north central location is ideally suited to support 
our nation's nuclear deterrent posture and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Grand Forks is also located close to most northern air refueling tracks providing quality training 
airspace free from encroachment and interference from commercial air traffic. In addition to 
these excellent characteristics, Grand Forks has some of the best infrastructure in AMC, with 
both the ramp and hydrant system required to support a large tanker fleet. Finally, the tanker 
force has undergone an inordinate amount of turmoil over the past five years with previous 



, . ,. . ( 
BRAC actions having dosed 12 tanker bass.  Stability is essential to maintaining our rradiness 

Our three core air refueling wings now realize economies of scale in operations, logistics, and 
organization. In operations, for example, a larger wing can support a long-term contingency on 
its own through Integrated Tanker Unit Deployments @IUD). Smaller units would have to 
oombinc resources and cross normal lines of unit commaad to accomplish the same mission. In 
tbe area of logistics, our core air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-place idiastructurc to pmlvide support to a large 
number of aircraft at these thret bases. From an organizational perspective, the fewer locations 
we operate from, the less overhead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
-tion. Closing Grand Forks would d b c c  or eliminate many of t h a t  benefits. 

I cannot overstate my support for retention of a core air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air - . 

Force Base. I believe it is essential to our nation's ability to respond in a timely manner to 
challenges across the en& spectrum of conflict. I ask your consideration of the benefits we are 
now receiving fkom our core refueling wings as you make the recommenldations which will affect 
the basing structure of a l l  the Armed Services for many years t trust my thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chief of Staff 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE A I R  FORCE: 
WASHINGTON DC 20330-1 000 

+wr 
CFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

May 24, 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1169 

The Honorable Kent Conrad - 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator Conrad 

This is in response to your request of May 17, 1995, for the 
Air Force to comment on a May 4, 1995, joint letter from Senator 
Baucus, Senator Burns and Representative Williams to the Honorable 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman of the Defense Base Cllosure and 
Realignment Commission. This letter was written regarding the 
status of Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota, in the 
BRAC 95 process. 

The subject letter asserts that the Air Force conducted a 
study that recommended the immediate.closure of Grand Forks AFB. 
There was no such recommendation. Rather, the Department of 
Defensers BRAC 95 recommendation to inactivate a missile group had 
the potential to delay a final decision until December 1996. 
Because this delay may have required an extension of missile 
operations beyond those currently programmed, the ~ i r  Force 
engaged in an assessment of options to assess the budget impact of 
that extension. This internal Air Force assess.ment, confined only 
to the inactivation of a missile group, may have been the catalyst 
for the Montana congressional Delegation's May 4 letter to 
Chairman Dixon. 

As you are aware, on May 9, the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
advised Chairman Dixon by letter that an interagency review 
favorably resolved the contingency associated with the Grand Forks 
realignment recommendation. r his resolution ameliorated any 
concerns on budgetary impact from the potential delay associated 
with the recommendation to inactivate the 321st Missile Group. In 
addition, the Air Force firmly believes that retention of the core 
tanker force at the Grand Forks AFB airfield is operationally 
vital. Senior Air Force officials will continue to articulate 
this position to the ~ornmission. In fact, the Air Force Chief of 
Staff addressed this issue in the attached May 17, 1995, letter to 
Chairman Dixon. 



We t r u s t  t h i s  information is u s e f u l  and a p p r e c i a t e  your 
continued suppor t  of Grand Forks AFB. 

Attachment 

Colonel, USlAF 
Deputy Chief,  Programs and 

L e g i s l a t i o n  Divis ion  
O f f i c e  of L leg i s l a t ive  Lia ison  



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEPCNnE F'CNTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -3360 

M a y  25.  1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Dcfcnsc Base Closure 

rind Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St.. Suirr: 1425 
Arlington. V A  22209 

Dear Chnirmttt~ Dixon: 

- . . - - . - 
I want to undcrucorc thc Dcpartmcnt's standf:ut support of its s t c o m r n e n ~ ~ t i o n  to malign 

Grand Forks Air Fonc Hwe (PLFB), North Dakota, by innctivnting thc 321s~ Miss~ lc  Oroup, but 
retaining the flying mission. Wc arc grevcly concemcd that ~ h c  Com~nission might modify our 
rccommcndotioo by closing rhe cntirc base and relocnting its aircraft :issct6. 

Our rccommendntion to =align Grand Forks AFB is militnrily and fiscally sound. I t  wz19 

developed through nn nnnlysjs process which complicd with Isw and, we beliavc, was rcuonnblc 
and fair. The rccomrncndation cone~dcrs organizational and operationaI efficiencies and will 
gencratr: subatantid aavings for t!+e DoD and the tw payers. Rcfincd estimated have increased 

- 

initial costs and savings from this rccomnendation. i.e., $17.5 million (vs. S 11.9 million) in  
closure costs and S494 million (vs. $447 million) in savings expmst:d as the net present value o f  
costs and savings over 20 years. Although complctc closure may appcsr attractive from a strict 
savings perspective. i t  docs not makc account of the preeminent r n i i i r ~ l y  factors considered by thc 
Department in its realignment ncomrncndstion. 

The  department'^ positisfi ro rcalign Grand Forh AFB h a s  riot wavered. Former Depury 
Secretary Dcurch rcaii~rmcd our rccornmendation in his Mny 9,  1995, letter to you following 
favorable cornplotion of fhc intcragcncy review which clearcd the way for inactivation of the  
Grand Fork3 missile group. 

General Ronald Fogclman'~ Icttcr to you af Mny 17, 1995, clrwly describes tbc  
a 

o p r e t i o ~ a l  considrrxtions of lacs t ion,  cronomy of operation. and personnel impact thaz underlay 
the dcterminst!or~ rha the Air Foxc's air refueling forces should bc ccntrnlly bnscd at R few, 
geographicaliy dispersed 1ocatjon.i. 1 bel~cvc rhnt these fectors. cor~plcd wirh the judgment of rbc 
Chicf of Stnff who fonncrly cornmnndrd Alr Mobility Command. ought to be pcrsuasjvc in the  
quesbon of ~ t a i n i n g  the air refueling rnissiorl at Grand Foiks Air Force Base. 

J. :rust thnr t h i j  will hclp t he  Commission to progress irl dcvrtoping i t s  recommcndution to 
the Prcsidcnt, 



3 0  May 1995 

Thc Honorai~le Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Dcfcnsc Base Clorurc und Redignment Commission 
1700 N Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arliqton VA 22209 

. . Dear Chairrrian Dixon 

1 am writing to express my concern over the Defense Rase Closure and 
R e n l i g ~ a n t  Commission's decision to corlslder Grand Forks Air Forcc Bnsc for closure, 

Tbe core refueling uing at Grand Forks AEF3 provides critical support to strategic 
and contingency operations. Grand Forks' infrastructure c m  sustain n large tanker fleet 
and provides irnponanr operational flexibiliry to our strarcgic air refueling assets in 
support o f  global rmssions. Its north-central location i s  imponwt in reinforcing our 
nation's strsreglc dctcncnt posture. Grand forks is also !ocated close to most northern 
air refueling rracks, which provide quaiiry training airspace k:e from encroachment and 
iarcrfcrence from comrnacial an tra&c. Moreover, the tankcr force has experienced 
unprecedented change since the md oithe Cold War. with a substantial number of tanker 
bases already dosed. Over time, such mm-1011 can jzopardize the readiness of cur forces. 

United 5tz;es St;ategc C o m a u d  vim5 reremian of n core refueliu~ xving at 
Grand Forks AiB an imponant element in suppon of our r.zt~on's srrsregic dccneot 
capability. I appreciate your nrongsst consides-ation is yo11 face the challcngkig decisions 
wkuc'n will shape our forces' future basing structure. 

Admual, 1J.S. Navy 
Commander in Chef 

T 0-r aL 



DASD I/BCU 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3900 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301.3300 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 
I 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to yohr letter 
concerning the Department's recornendation to real!ign Grand Forks 
Air Force Base (AFB) , North Dakota, by inactivatinb its missile 
group. 

m.e Department's response to the questions polsed by the 
Cornission is enclosed. I trust chis icformation !is helpful. 

I 

Sincerely, I 

Enclosure 

- 
.$- 

Joshua Gotbaum 



DOD Response to Quastions 

by the i 

Defcrn~m Base Closure and Realiq~mrnt ~anmhrrlrion 
I 

Question 1. Under the Department's recomendatioJ, will any 
ICBMs or silos remain in place after inactivation !of the 321st 
Missile group? 

Response. All ICBMs will be removed from the sill s. As for the 
silos themselves, as stated in our recommendation, a small nunher i may be retained if required. The Department has I ot yet 
determined whether retention of a small number of lsilos will be 
required. Further resolution of this issue will rot likely be 1 necessary until the time comes to eliminate the s~los. 

I 
Question 2. If the 321st Missile Group is inacti-Jated and all 
ICBMs are removed from Grand Forks Air Force Ease does Grand i Forks ~ i r  Force Base remain an kBM site under the,terrns of the 
ABM Treaty? ! 

Response. We have determined that inactivation o&! the 321st 
Missile Group and removal of the ICBMs would not dffect our right 
zo retain an ABM system deployment area at Grand :$arks. 

I 

Question 3. If the 321st Missile Group is inacti. ated, will it 
be necessary to demolish or relocate any of the Gtand Forks ABK 
facilities? I 
Response. As indicated in the response to the pr,bceding 
question, inactivation of :he 32ist Wissile ~rou~lwould not 
affect our right to an ABM system deployment areajat Grand Forks. 
As a result, it would not be necessary as a result of 
inactivation of the missile group to demolish or kelocate any of 
the Grand Forks ABM facilities. 

Question 4. Are there any ABM-relaced costs assol iated with the 
recommendation to inactivate the 321st ~issile ~rlLu~? If so, 
what are these costs, and will they be consideredl as part of 
inactivation? i 

recommendation. 
i, Iiespor,se. No ABM-related costs are included in t'e 
I 

Enclosure 



JLN- C-95 FRI 1 1 : 00 SAF/LL, OFC OF THE D I R  FAX NO, 7036972001 

UNITED STATE0 TRANSPORTATION COMMAIND 
UCOTT OR 

scon ~ I R  ~ O C C K  PAOK IL O Z ~ O D - ~ ~ O ~  

The Honorable A l a n  J, Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense  Bass Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, 8 u i t o  1025 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

 e ear Mr. chairman 

Uni ted  States  Pransportation Command IUSTRANSCOM) i n  concerned with 
Khe Defense Base Closure and Realignment  omm mission's add i t ion  of Grand 
Forks A i r  Force Base (AFB) to the l i s t :  of installatione f o r  possible 
closure or realignmenl. 

ZGcsnd b z k s  AFB, with its strategic central losation an6 mxCensiva 
Infrastructure, is idea l ly  sui ted  to support the Single Integrated 
Operational Plan (SIoP) ,  force deployments to Europe, Southwast Asia, 
and t h e  Pacific area. The wisdom o f  establfehing a refuel ing wing st 
Grand Forks was va 2 dated during recent  high priori ty  operations 
i n c l u d i n g  VIGILANT WARRIOR in Iraq and SUPPORT HOPE in Rwanda. This 
proven operational capability suppax t a  ths retent ion @Z t h i s  
errotegical ly  Jocated base, 

USTRANSCOH' s airborne tanker force supports deployment, employment, 
and redeployment of U . S .  forces worldwide. The KC-135 portion of the 
tanker force is loceted at three mcorsn air zefuel ing basea: F a i r c h i l d  
AFB, WAI HcConnell APB, KS; and Grand Fork8 AFB, ND. T h i s  "aoren base 
concept allow8 us to consolidate our infrastructure and leverage our 
s s e e t s  to b e ~ t  support the warfighting Commanders in Chief. To close 
one of theaa "coren basea and diatrisute the KC-1351 ta s m a l l e r ,  less 
e f f i c i e n t  "Porca packageen v f l l  create  unnecessary personnel turbulence 
in current organizariona, require force citructurs adjustments, and 
impair our a b i l i t y  to efrectively execute assigned n a t i o n a l  mobility 
ml.ssions. 

Request you carefully weigh the negat ive aspects of closing Grand 
Porke AFB with the attendant disruption of the "coren air refueling bare 
cancapE and decreased air mobility efficiency. The vcore'a air refueling 
vinge offer the b e s t  organizational structure for meeting the rigorous 
demands placed on this rorcc. Retaining the KC-1353 at Grand Forkn 
provides stability for our people and enhances our ability to carry out 
s t r a t e g i c  mobility miesions An support o f  national strat ,eqic  objeotives. 



VICE C n A i R w r Z  OC THE: J O I N T  C N I C ~ S  O F  S T A c F  

w ~ S H I ? d a r a m .  a. c. 2031s. 0 0 0 1  

15 June 1995 

Dear C* Dixon, 

As tbe Chairman of the Joint kquirements Oversight Council (rhe 
Chldwarer-Nichols orighred, highesx level military organization ;for- - 

rcquiremcnts development), I am writing to express my srronges support 
for thc recommendation by the Department of Defense to r& a core air 
rcfucling wing at Gtand Forks Air Force Basc, North Dakota. 

DOD's ncosnmendation i s  b a i d  on a thorough analysis of 
operational and b a l  considerations and is srrongly supported by chc Air 
Force and U. S. Strategic Command. 

Grand Forks AFB is ideally located and equipped to provide air 
refueling support for both strategjc and worldwide contingency operations. 
The refbehg wing at &and Forks is critical for our strategic deterrent 
capability, and enables our nation to provide timely rcsponse to cbdlenges 
across the conflict specburn in the most cost-effective way possibl~z. 

* 

I ask that you gve carefit1 c o n s i d d o n  to the b a d  of retain& 
the rring at Grand Forks as rhc Commission deveiops its rcwrnrna>dations. 
Irs loss would bc significant for our mil imy operations. 

Admiral, U.S. N a y  

Tbc Kom&le Alan 3. Dixon 
Chairman, M i  Base Closure 
and Commission 
1700 N- Moore St, Suite 1425 

' A r h g o q  VA 22209 
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(I, 0) 

12/09/94 Received: 12/12/94 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 12/29/94 NONE REQ. 

From: ROWNY, EDWARD L. (AMBASSADOR at INT'L NEGOT. CONSULT, INC) . 
TO: FOGLEMAN, RONALD R. (CHIEF OF STAFF (GENERAL) at U.S. AIR FORCE). 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: IN SUPPORT OF GRAND FORKS MILITARY FACILITIES IN NORTH DAKOTA; THREE HARMFUL EFFECTS OF CLOSING GRAND FORKS, ABM. 

950208-5 (I, 0) 

Originated: 02/02/95 Received: 02/07/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: 02/14/95 Closed: 02/09/95 COMPLETE. 

From: ROWNY, EDWARD L. (AMBASSADOR at INT'L NEGOT. CONSULT, INC). 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: RECOMMENDATION THAT AFB NOT BE CLOSED; HIS TESTIMONY FROM JAN 24 SASC HEARING INCLUDED. 

950208-5Rl (0, R) 

Originatefl: 02/09/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 02/09/95 COMPLETE. 

From: :)IXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
TO: ROW(, EDWARD L. (AMBASSADOR at INT'L NEGOT. CONSULT, INC). 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: RESPONSE TO SUPPORT LETTER CONCERNING MILITARY FACILITIES IN GRAND FORKS, ND. 

950324-16 (0, 0) 

Originated: 03/24/95 Received: / / Referred to: 

From: 1)IXON. ALAN (CHAIRMANatDBCRC). 

To: DEUTCH, JOHN (UNDER SECRETARY DEFENSE at DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DOD). 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Due: / / Closed: 03/24/95 COMPLETE. 

1' ~tj.on(s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
C : REQUESTING THE SECDEF TO COMPLETE THE INTERAGENCY REVIEW OF THE ISSUES SURROUNDING THE PROPOSED DEACTIVATION OF THE 

321ST MISSILE GROUP BY EARLY JUNE. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.----------------------------------- 

950324-1651 (I, R) 

Originated: 05/09/95 Received: 05/09/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/09/95 COMPLETE. 

From: TEUTCH, JOHN (UNDER SECRETARY DEFENSE at DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DOD). 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : MINOT AFB, ND (F-QJVF) , and GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: INFORMING THAT THERE WILL NOT BE A DETERMINATION BY SECDEF THAT WOULD REQUIRE RETENTION OF THE MISSILE GROUP AT GRAN 

FORKS BECAUSE OF TREATY OBLIGATIONS. 

950407-10 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/04/95 Received: 04/07/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/07/95 NONE REQ . 
From: C3NRAD, KENT (SEN. (ND) atU.S. SENATE). 

To: COX, REBECCA (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC) and KLING, S. LEE (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC). 

Installati ~n (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD), and MINOT AFB,ND (F-QJVF). 

Contents: THANK YOU FOR VISITING BASES, LETTER OF SUPPORT. 

950410-12 (I, 0) 

3riginated: 04/06/95 Received: 04/10/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 04/14/95 COMPLETE. 

From: GIJSTAFSON, BOB (PRESIDENT at GRAND FORKS CHAMBER). 

ro: GOODE. CHRIS (DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATIO at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
'ontents: FORWARDING GRAND FORKS PRESENTATION BINDERS AND A VIDEO TAPE " GREATER GRAND FORK:; ; A PLACE TO CALL HOME " .  

COPIES IN LIBRARY 

JOTE: 28 Records Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: 
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(0, 0) 

ed: 04/06/95 Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/11/95 NONE REQ . 
From: DAVIS, GEN J.B. (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC). 

To: ANDREWS, JAMES E. (COMMANDER (BRIG GEN) at 319TH AIR REFUELING WING) 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: THANK YOU FOR ASSISTANCE DURING VISIT. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

950412-9 (I, 0) 

Originatej: 04/04/95 Received: 04/12/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/12/95 NONE REQ. 

From: ZONRAD, KENT (SEN. (ND) at U.S. SENATE) . 
TO: DAVI,;, GEN J.B. (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC) . 
Installat ion (s) : MINOT AFB, ND (F-QJVF) , and GRAND FORKS AFB,ND (F-JFSD) . 
Contents: THANK YOU FOR VISITING BASES. LETTER OF SUPPORT. 

950424-22 (I, 0) 

Originated: 04/18/95 Received: 04/24/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 04/24/95 NONE REQ . 
From: COLLIN, RICK (COMMUNICATIONS DIRECTOR at GOVERNOR'S OFFICE N.D.). 

TO: GOODI:, CHRIS (DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATIO at DBCRC). 

Installat: on(s) : MINOT AFB, ND (F-QJVF), and GRAND FORKS AFB,ND (F-JFSD). 

Contents: FORWARDING TESTIMONY OF GOV EDWARD T. SCHAFER AT GRAND FORKS REGIONAL HEARING. 

950504-20 (I, 0) 

Originated: 05/04/95 Received: 05/04/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 05/22/95 COMPLETE. 

From: EIAUCUS, MAX (SENATOR (MON) at U.S. CONGRESS), and BURNS, CONRAD (SENATOR (MON) at 11.S. CONGRESS). 

TO: nIxor, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 

::qpd tion(s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
: STATING THEY WERE ADVISED THAT THERE IS A DIRECTORATE OF FORCES STUDY THAT RECOMblENDS CLOSING GRAND FORKS AFB. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

950509-21 (I, 0) 

Originated: 05/09/95 Received: 05/09/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 05/22/95 COMPLETE. 

From: BAUCUS, MAX (SENATOR (MON) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: STATING HE BELIEVES MR DEUTCH 'S POSITION ON GRAND FORKS REFLECTS THE GOVERNMENT'S POSITION. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

950509-27 (I, 0) 

Originated: 05/09/95 Received: 05/09/95 Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 05/16/95 COMPLETE. 

From: GlFFNEY, FRANK ( at ) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Xntents: LETTER SUPPORTING THE DOD'S RECOMMENDATION TO REALIGN BASE. 
- - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~-- - .~-- - - - -~-- - - - -~~--~~--~--~-- -~--~~ 

350516-11 (I, 0) 

Iriginated: 05/12/95 Received: 05/16/95 Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 05/16/95 NONE REQ . 
'rom: POMEROY, EARL (REP. (ND) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
Po: COX, REBECCA (COMMISSIONER at DBCRC) . 
[nstallation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD), and MINOT AFB,ND (F-QJVF). 

Zontents: THANK YOU FOR VISITING BASES. 

IOTE: 28 S.ecords Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: 
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Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 0 5 / 1 7 / 9 5  COMPLETE. 

From: CIRILLO, FRANK (AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER at 1993 DBCRC). 

TO: BLUME, JAY (SPECIAL ASST TO SEC OF AF at HEADQUARTERS USA/RT). 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Contents: REQUESTING COBRA RUN INCORPORTATING NEW SCENARIOS FOR THE CLOSURE OF GRAND FORKS AFB 

950518-7  (I, 0) 

Originated: 05 /17 /95  Received: 05 /18 /95  Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 0 5 / 1 8 / 9 5  NONE REQ . 
From: FOGLEMAN, RONALD R. (CHIEF OF STAFF (GENERAL) at U.S. AIR FORCE). 

To: DIXOV, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Contents: EXPRESSING CONCERN THAT GRAND FORKS HAS BEEN ADDED TO THE LIST OF BASES BEING CONSIDERED FOR CLOSURE. 

950526-17 (I, 0) 

Originated: 05 /24 /95  Received: 05 /26 /95  Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 0 6 / 0 5 / 9 5  COMPLETE. 

From: .?OMEROY, EARL (REP. (ND) at U.S. CONGRESS) , and DORGAN, BYRON (SENATOR (ND) at U. S. CONGRESS) . 
To: DIXOIi, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: HIGHLIGHTING SEVERAL POINTS MADE IN 1 7  MAY FOGLEMAN LETTER; REQUEST THE COMMISSION CLOSELY CONSIDER THE LETTER. 

ATTACHMENT. 

950530-10  (I, 0) 

Originated: 05 /25 /95  Received: 05 /30 /95  Referred to: UNKNOWN Due: / / Closed: 05 /30 /95  NONE REQ. 

From. GOTBAUM, JOSHUA (ASST SECDEF - ECON SECUR. at DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE). 
YOPI, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 

:watjon(s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: STATING DOD STILL SUPPORTS THEIR RECOMMENDATION TO REALIGN GRAND FORKS AFB. 

950531-5  (I, 0) 

Originatec: 05 /30 /95  Received: 05 /30 /95  Referred to: LIAISON Due: / / Closed: 06 /05 /95  COMPLETE. 

From: C'ONRAD, KENT (SEN. (ND) at U.S. SENATE) . 
TO: DIXOP;, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: FORWARDING LETTERS FROM DOD, AIR FORCE AND U.S. STRATEGIC COMMAND THAT SUPPORT KElEPING THE BASE OPEN. 

Originated: 05 /30 /95  Received: / / Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 0 6 / 0 1 / 9 5  COMPLETE. 

From: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

To: GOTBALTM, JOSHUA (ASST SECDEF - ECON SECUR. at DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE). 
Installation(s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Contents: FOLLOW UP QUESTIONS TO MAY 9  LETTER INFORMING SECDEF WILL NOT DETERMINE THAT THE MISSILE GROUP MUST BE RETAINED AT 

GRAND FORKS. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

950601-4R1  (I, R) 

Originated: 06 /08 /95  Received: 06 /14 /95  Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 0 6 / 1 4 / 9 5  COMPLETE. 

From: G3TBAUM, JOSHUA (ASST SECDEF - ECON SECUR. at DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE). 
TO: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC). 

Installatitm(s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD). 

"ntents: RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS REGARDING GRAND FORKS 

VOTE: 28 Icecords Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: . 
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9 9  (I, or 
Originated: 06 /07 /95  Received: 06 /07 /95  Referred to: Due: / / Closed: 0 6 / 0 7 / 9 5  NONE REQ . 
From: CONRAD, KENT (SEN. (ND) atU.S. SENATE). 

To: GENERAL, ( at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Contents: FORWARDING A WHITE PAPER ON UNITED STATES AIR FORCE CORE TANKER WINGS 
--------.---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

950609-9  (I, 0) 

Originated: 0 6 / 0 9 / 9 5  Received: 0 6 / 0 9 / 9 5  Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06 /12 /95  Closed: 06 /16 /95  COMPLETE. 

From: RUTHERFORD, ROBERT L. (COMMANDER IN CHIEF at USAF). 

To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installatlion (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Contents. USTRANSCOM IS CONCERNED WITH DBCRC ADDITION OF GRAND FORK AFB TO THE ADD'S LIST. 

950612-29  (I, 0) 

Originated: 06 /05 /95  Received: 06 /12 /95  Referred to: 

From: CONRAD, KENT (SEN. (ND) at U.S. SENATE) . 
To: DIXCN, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: THANK YOU FOR VISITING BASE 

Due: / / Closed: 06 /12 /95  NONE REQ. 

950612-5  (I, 0) 

Originatel: 0 6 / 0 9 / 9 5  Received: 06 /12 /95  Referred to: LIAISON Due: 0 6 / 1 4 / 9 5  Closed: 0 6 / 1 9 / 9 5  COMPLETE. 

From: >ORGAN, BYRON (SENATOR (ND) at U.S. CONGRESS). 

To: nIXOIV, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
t  on ( s )  : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
: FORWARDING COPY OF "A WHITE PAPER ON USAF CORE TANKER WINGS" AND A LETTER FROM THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF OF US 

TRANSPORTATION COMMAND IN SUPPORT OF MAINTANING GRAND FORKS 

950620-39  (I, 0) 

Originated: 0 6 / 1 5 / 9 5  Received: 0 6 / 2 0 / 9 5  Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06 /23 /95  Closed: 0 6 / 2 3 / 9 5  COMPLETE. 

From: OWENS, W .A. (ADMIRAL, U. S. NAVY at ) . 
To: DIXOS, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
Contents: LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR RETAINING A CORE AIR REFUELING WING AT GRAND FORKS 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

950620-5  (I, 0) 

Originated: 06 /16 /95  Received: 06 /20 /95  Referred to: LIAISON Due: 06 /27 /95  Closed: 06 /30 /95  COMPLETE. 

From: S':HLOSSBERG, GEORGE R ( at KUTAK ROCK) . 
To: DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
Installation (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F-JFSD) . 
Zontents: DISCUSSING REASONS GRAND FORKS REALIGNMENT SHOULD NOT TAKE PLACE, INCLUDING IMPORTANCE TO AFB TREATY - COPY OF 

AMBASSADOR EDWARD L. ROWNY BEFORE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMM 

350620-58 (I, 0) 

kiginated: 06 /20 /95  Received: 06 /20 /95  Referred to: LIAISON Due: 0 6 / 2 2 / 9 5  Closed: 06 /23 /95  COMPLETE. 

prom: PCIMEROY, EARL (REP. (ND) at U.S. CONGRESS) , and DORGAN, BYRON (SENATOR (ND) at U.S. CONGRESS) . 
'0 : DIXON, ALAN (CHAIRMAN at DBCRC) . 
nstallaticn (s) : GRAND FORKS AFB, ND (F- JFSD) . 
'ontents: IN SUPPORT OF GRAND FORKS; MIL VALUE OUT WEIGHS COST SAVINGS CONSIDERATIONS. 
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OTE: 28 Rzcords Selected by ACKERMAN, Criteria: . 







MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

AIR FORCE 
Determined an excess of 1 missile base 
Determined an excess of approximately 2-3 large aircraft bases 

1-2 Bomber bases 
1 Airlift base 
Included Depot airfield capacity 

Recommended relocation of Malmstrom AFB KC-135 operations and closure of 
airfield except for helicopter support activity 



AIR FORCE 
MISSILE BASES 

TIER I INSTALLATION 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for&rther consideration 
(**) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) 
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DOD RECOMMENDATIONS VERSUS COMPLETE CLOSURES 

I GRANDFORKS,ND I MINOT, ND I IMALMSTROM,MT I FEWARREN,WY 

MINUTEMAN I11 
MISSILES 

PEACEKEEPER 
MISSILES 

DOD 
RECOMMENDED 

FOR REALIGNMENT 

Low ranked mil 
effectiveness and 
maintenance 

0 

MISSILES 
150 

Not Recommended but 
added by Commission 

Middle ranked mil 
effectiveness and 
maintenance 

200 
Not Recommended 

High ranked mil 
effectiveness and 
maintenance 

1 150 
Excluded 

, Peacekeeper 
drawdown and 

I START 

B-52 
AIRCRAFT 

KC-135 
AIRCRAFT 

Note: 80 launchers at Malmstrom AFB CUE 

48 
Not Recommended 

Core Tanker Base 

AIRCRAFT 

Operating limitations 

0 

Not Recommended I 
USAF not seeking to I 

12 
DOD 

RECOMMENDED 
FOR REALIGNMENT 

relocate bombers 

~ently have Minuteman 111 missiles in place; 120 are awaiting 

0 

conversion to Minuteman III when missiles become available. 
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BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: MISSILEILARGE AIRCRAFT 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Grand Forks AFB by inactivating the 32 1 st Missile Group. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate forjkrther consideration 
(**) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: MISSILEILARGE AIRCRAFT 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for firther consideration 
(* *) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: MISSILEJLARGE AIRCRAFT 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate forfirther consideration 
(* *) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) 



EASE MYTfixfsIS 

CATEGORY: MISSILEILARGE AIRCRAFT 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Grand Forks, Minot, and Malmstrom AFBs for REALIGNMENT or CLOSURE and F.E. 
Warren AFB for REALIGNMENT. 

(c) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(7 = Candidate forfirther consideration 
(* *) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) 

I 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

1 ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

GRAND FORKS, ND 

@I(*) 
(Closure) 

I11 

17/18 

150 MINUTEMAN I11 

48 KC- 13 5 Aircraft 

81.4 

87.6 

1 Year 

26.7 

1,59711 16 

2,3541309 

1 12.7%112.7% 

MINOT, ND 

(**I(*) 
(Closure) 

I1 

1511 8 

150 MINUTEMAN I11 

12 B-52 Aircraft 

230.4 

98.2 

2 Years 

26.7 

1,8461230 

1,947126 1 

1 15.8%/15.8% 

ENVIRONMENTAL I AsbestosISiting AsbestoslSiting Siting 

MALMSTROM, MT 

@I(*) 
(Closure) 

I1 

11/18 

80 MINUTEMAN I11 

120 MINUTEMAN X 
12 KC- 13 5 Aircraft 

96.4 

113.9 

1 Year 

21.8 

2,1321277 

1,1351182 

I 9.3%19.3% 

Siting 

F.E. WARREN, WY 
('9 

(Realign MM 111) 

Excluded 

Excluded 

150 MINUTEMAN I11 

50 PEACEKEEPER 

84.3 

16.1 

3 Years 

16.9 

376127 

10315 

I 1.4%/1.4% 



MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT BASES 
MAJOR ISSUES 

MAJOR ISSUES 

Anti Ballistic Missile Site 

Force Structure 

Survivability 

Maintainability 

Total on site depot support costs 
1993 - 1995 (Water intrusion, 
wind anomalies, etc.) ($ M) 

Annual on site depot support 
costs per launch facility 

Tanker saturation in Northwest 

Airfield Elevation 

Consistent with 
Nuclear Posture 

Review 
500 MM I11 

3,500 Total TRIAD 

Hardened Silos 
Compact Field 

Consistent with 
Nuclear Posture 

Review 
500 MM I11 

3,500 Total TRIAD 

Hardened Silos 
Compact Field 

Consistent with 
Nuclear Posture 

Review 
450 MM I11 

3,500 Total TRIAD 

Hardened Silos 
Expansive Field 

Consistent with 
Nuclear Posture 

I Review 

3,500 Total TRIAD 

Hardened Silos 

I Compact Field 

Single System Single System 
Compact Field Compact Field 

99% Alert Rate 99% Alert Rate 

Two Systems Single System 
Expansive Field Compact Field 
99% Alert Rate 99% Alert Rate 

$18,101 per launch I $1 5,670 per launch I $19,162 per launch / $23,028 per launch 
facility 1 facility I facility I facility 

Yes I N/A I Yes 1 N/ A 

91 1 Ft. 1,660 Ft. 3,526 Ft. NIA 



SLIDE A3 
w 

In the MissileLarge Aircraft Bases category, we have studied 1)oD 
recommendations for Grand Forks and Malmstrom Air Force Bases as well as 
Commission adds for Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases. 

This chart reflects the Air Force assessed overall value of the Grand Forks and 
Minot Air Force Bases as well as the costs and savings of the DoD 
recommendation and the Commission alternatives. DoD recom.mended the Grand 
Forks reralignment because of a reduction in intercontinental ballistic missile 
force structure, in accordance with the Nuclear Posture Review, which requires 
inactivation of one missile field within the Air Force. The Com~mission adds 
provide the Minot missile field for consideration as an alternative to Grand Forks 
as well as the potential for substantially more savings with the complete closure of 
Grand Forks Air Force Base. 



SLIDE A4 
w 

These are the issues associated with the DoD recommended inactivation of the 
missile field at Grand Forks and the Commission alternative to close Grand Forks. 

The key issue with respect to the missile field is operational effectiveness. The 
Air Force rated Grand Forks its least capable missile field based on five criteria: 
ability to reach targets, size and orientation of the field, geological effects on 
survivability, weather impacts on operations and maintenance, and logistics 
supportability. The community argues all missile fields are equally capable and 
have performed their missions effectively for the past 30 years. Staff findings 
support the DoD position--all missile fields are fully capable, but the high water 
table at Grand Forks reduces survivability, the alert rate at Grand Forks has been 
consistently lower than at Minot, and on-site depot support costs have been 
higher. 

At the time the DoD recommendation was received, there was uncertainty about 
whether implications for the Grand Forks ABM system and ballistic missile 
defense might preclude inactivation of the Grand Forks Minute:man field. Indeed, 
it was for this reason that the Minot missile field was added for consideration. On 
May 9, the Commission received a letter from the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
indicating that representatives of DoD, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the State 
Department, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the National 
Security Council Staff had determined that ABM consideratiorls would not 
preclude inactivation of the Grand Forks Minuteman field. Sulbsequent 
correspondence with DoD confirms inactivation of the Grand Forks Minuteman 
field will a affect the U.S. right to retain an ABM deploymerit area at Grand 
Forks, and it will require demolition of the ABM facilities. It should be noted, 
however, it may be necessary to leave a small number of empty silos in place at 
Grand Forks. The staff finds that the interagency position resollves the potential 
ABM obstacles. 

This finding also affects cost because the community believes that ABM 
demolition costs, if required, should be added to the cost to inactivate the missile 
field. However, since there are no ABM related costs, the Grand Forks missile 
field has a lower cost to inactivate than Minot. DoD included $5.5M for housing 
demolition at Grand Forks, increasing annual recurring savings by $3.7M. This 
appears to be a sound investment strategy that produces substantial long term 

'illlr 



savings, but would not be necessitated by a decision to realign Grand Forks. As 

W P  such, the cost and savings associated with this action were removed from the 
decision COBRA. 

In studying Grand Forks for complete closure, the value of the core tanker concept 
is an issue. This is a component of military value which the co~nmission must 
weigh against the savings from a complete closure. Both the Air Force and the 
community argue the organizational improvements, operational capabilities, and 
fiscal efficiencies of core tanker bases are essential to meeting c:urrent military 
challenges. Staff findings indicate that the core tanker unit at Glrand Forks has 
been successful in sustaining a high deployment rate in support of global 
operational contingencies. On average over the past year, 66% of Grand Forks 
tankers were off station. Combining four squadrons of tankers at Grand Forks 
fully uses the airfield capacity, and achieves efficiencies in supply, maintenance, 
and facilities utilization. 

Grand Forks is an important operational location for supporting both strategic 
nuclear and contingency deployment operations. CINCSTRATCOM, 
CINCTRANSCOM, the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Air 
Force Chief of Staff strongly support retaining the core tanker mission at Grand 
Forks because of its operational location. In addition, the staff inotes that the 
runway at Grand Forks was upgraded to Code 1 in 1994, the hydrant system-- 
essential to effective tanker operations--has been upgraded, airfield facilities are 
modern, and state and local zoning assure there will be no airfield encroachment 
problems in the future. 

The final two issues--tranker saturation in the Northwest and tanker shortfall in the 
Southeast--were raised by DoD as part of the rationale for relocating tankers from 
Malmstrom AFB to MacDill AFB. Grand Forks has a north central location and 
as such does not contribute to the tanker saturation in the Northwest--it is in fact 
the only north central location to support the Single Integrated Operations Plan. 
Although there is a tanker shortfall in the Southeast when the number of locally 
based tankers is measured against training requirements, this is not an important 
issue when considered against the operational requirements at Grand Forks. 



SLIDE A5 
QP 

The Minot issues are closely related to the Grand Forks Issues. 

Missile field operational effectiveness is better at Minot--the geology is more 
survivable, the alert rate is the highest in the Air Force, and the depot support 
costs are the lowest of all the missile fields. By these measures, Minot is not only 
better than Grand Forks, but better than FE Warren and Malmstrom as well. 

The DoD position was that Minot could be substituted for Grand Forks if ABM 
implications became a show stopper for the Grand Forks recom:mendation. The 
interagency review concluded there are no ABM related obstacles, and the Minot 
alternative is no longer required for this reason. 

Although the Air Force evaluated missile and large aircraft missions separately, 
the minot community argues that the missions should be considered together when 
calculating military value because they provide operational 
efficiencies. The staff finds there is shared overhead and the nuclear missions are 
able to share the weapons storage area. 



SLIDES A6fA7 
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These charts summarize the DoD recommendation and the Commission 
alternatives and provide pros and cons of each. Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased 
to answer any questions you may have at this time. 



BASE ANALYSIS 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Grand Forks AFB by inactivating the 321st Missile Group. 

COMMISSION ADD FOR CONSIDERATION Study Minot AFB FOR REALIGNMENT by inactivating the 91st Missile Group. 
Study Grand Forks AFB FOR CLOSURE. 

CRITERIA GRAND FORKS, ND 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG FLYING RATING Yellow + - 
BCEG MISSILE RATING Red 

FORCE STRUCTURE 150 MINUTEMAN I11 I 48 KC-1 35 Aircraft 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) I 11.9 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) I 35.2 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 1998 (Immediate) 

NET PRESENT VALUE 447.1 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($M) 26.7 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 80213 5 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) I 010 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) -3.1%1-3.1% 

ENVIRONMENTAL AsbestosISiting 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for further consideration 

GRAND FORKS, ND 

---- Yellow + Yellow + 
Yellow I Red 

150 MINUTEMAN I11 1 150 MINUTEMAN 111 
12 B-52 Aircraft 48 KC-1 35 Aircraft 

17.3 215.3 

1998 (Immediate) 2000 (2 Years) 

453.7 960.2 



ISSUE 
Missile field operational 
effectiveness 

Antiballistic missile 
, implications 

Cost 

/ Core tanker base 

Operational location 

Tanker saturation in 
, Northwest 

Southeast tanker shortfall 

Grand Forks AFB, ND 

DoD POSITION 
Least capable 

Fully capable of performing 
mission 

No effect on right to retain an 
ABM deployment area at Grand 
Forks 

Not necessary to demolish or 
relocate ABM facilities. 

No ABM-related costs 

Include housinn demolition costs 
Operational effectiveness and 
fiscal efficiency 

Important for Single Integrated 
Operations Plan (SIOP) and 
global deployment support 

Supported by CINCs and CSAF 

North central location 

Shortfall is for training only 

COMMUNITY POSITION 
All missile fields equally capable 

Restricts ballistic missile 
defense options 

Requires demolition of existing 
ABM facilities 

Could send misleading signal 
to the former Soviet Union 
P 

Costs are greatly underestimated 

Agree with DoD 

DoD correctly assessed the 
military value of Grand Forks 
AFB when selecting it as core 
tanker base 

Agree with DOD 

Aaee with DoD 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 
Less survivable geology 

Lower alert rate 

Higher on-site depot support costs 
Interagency position resolves 
potential ABM obstacles 

NO ABM-related costs 

No housing demolition costs 
Sustained high deployment rate 

Overhead efficiencies 
Important for Single Integrated 
Operations Plan (SIOP) 

Upgraded runway and hydrant 
system, modem facilities,zoning 
guarantees 
Northwest tanker saturation not an 

1 issue for Grand Forks AFB 

, Not a decisive issue 



ISSUES 
Minot AFB, ND 

- 

ISSUE 

Missile field operational 
effectiveness 

Antiballistic missile 
implications 

DoD POSITION 

More capable than Grand Forks 

Inactivate Minot missile field 
only if there are ABM 
implications that preclude 
inactivation of Grand Forks 
missile field 

COMMUNITY POSITION 

More capable than Grand 
Forks 

There are no ABM 
implications that preclude 
inactivation of Grand Forks 

R&A STAFF FINDINGS 

More survivable geology 

Highest alert rate of all missile 
units 

Lowest on-site depot support 
costs of all missile units 

Potential ABM problem at Grand 
Forks resolved by interagency 
review 

Minot alternative not required 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
Grand Forks AFB 

7 

r- 
DoD RECOMMENDATION 

Realign Grand Forks AFB 
Inactivate the 32 1 st Missile Group 
Relocate Minuteman I11 missiles to Malmstrom AFB, MT 
Retain small number of silo launchers if required 

One time Cost ($M): 11.9 
Annual Savings ($M): 35.2 
Return on Investment: 1998 (Immediate) 
Net Present Value ($M): 447.1 

PRO 

Eliminates excess missile field 

Eliminates less capable missile field 

Less survivability 

Lower alert rate 

Higher on site depot support costs 

Lowest cost to close 

CON 

Small number of silos may be retained 


