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Good evening. We extend a warm North Dakota welcome to Commissioners Cox, 

Davis, Kling, and the staff of the Base Closure and Realignment Commission. We are 

delighted you are here. 

We are proud of Grand Forks and Minot Air Force bases, proud of their missions, 

and proud of their performance. We believe it is in our national security interest to retain, 

and not realign, the roles and missions of these bases. 

We invite you to compare all northern tier missile bases in making your final 
w 

decision. We believe you will achieve the greatest military value and cost savings for 

taxpayers by keeping both Grand Forks and Minot as dual mission bases. 

FLYING MISSIONS 

Grand Forks is one of only 3 core tanker bases in the country. It's mission: 

"Global Reach." General Foglernan, Air Force Chief of Staff, has repeatedly emphasized 

the importance of the core tanker base concept. He told the Commission in 1993, 

it would be a wise move for us to use (Grand Forks) as one of our (core tanker 

bases) 



Grand forks was realigned in 1993 specifically because its facilities and infrastructure 
w' 

were the best suited for this mission. 

The U.S. Air Force and the Department of Defense have concluded no other base 

in the country has the combination of capacity, facilities, and location to serve as a core 

tanker base. They recommend the KC-135 tanker mission remain at Grand Forks. We 

agree. 

Minot is one of only two 8-52 bases in the country. Its mission: "Global Power." 

Minot's bombers project U.S. power around the world on a moment's notice. 

It is important to note that our bomber force structure requires 2 8-52 bases. 
rl(gl' 

General Loh, head of Air Combat Command has stated: 

We have reached what I consider the bottom line on our bomber force structure 

and must retain the basing at . . . Minot . . . to effectively execute our bomber 

mission in the future. 

The Air Force and DoD have concluded no other base in the country has the 

combination of capacity, facilities and location to serve as a primary 8-52 base. They 

recommend the 8-52 mission remain at Minot. We agree. 

u' U.S. Senator Kent Conrad 



Once the decision has been made to keep the flying mission at Grand Forks and 
lrll 

Minot, it makes sense to keep the missiles located here as well. The reason is simple: 

it saves money. 

The fact is all of the existing missile fields can perform the mission. The Air Force 

Base Closure briefing states: 

All missile units have the requisite combination of "operational effectiveness" 

criteria to accomplish the mission. 

w 
After all, they have been doing it for over 35 years. 

DUAL MISSION EFFICIENCY 

Grand Forks and Minot: two bases -- two missions each. Dual-mission bases 

make good economic sense. They spread base overhead and support costs over two 

missions, making effective use of national defense resources. 

The Air Force estimates that is saves about 1000 support personnel by sharing two 

missions at one base. Why waste taxpayers dollars when we can save the money by 

keeping missiles at Grand Forks and Minot? 

U.S. Senator Kent Conrad 



The other northern tier missile bases are single mission bases -- or are about to 
111 

be. It makes little strategic or economic sense to maintain them as single mission bases 

when it is possible to have dual mission bases instead. 

You have the authority to move FE Warren's Minuteman Ills to Malmstrom in 

anticipation of the elimination of the MX missile. At that point, the nation would enjoy 

substantial savings from the closure of the base. 

You could alternatively phase out the missile mission at Malmstrom, just as the Air 

Force and DoD have recommended the elimination of its flying mission. That would 

achieve nearly a billion dollars of net present value savings. 

Minot and Grand Forks -- military value and substantial cost savings for taxpayers. 

We believe that makes good sense for America. 

U.S. Senator Kent Conrad 
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I join my colleague, Senator Conrad, in welcoming the Base Realignment and 

Closure Commission and its staff to North Dakota. 

We're glad you're here, to see and hear why we believe it just makes the best 

sense militarily and economically to keep the missiles and the mission in North Dakota. 

--A SIGN OF HOPE-- 

You know, base closings often produce anxiety in the communities that are 

affected. And that's understandable. But we're really here because of a hopeful change 

in the enormous global tensions that ruled this planet for so many years. This hope - this 

change - is symbolized so graphically by the cutting of a tail section of decommissioned 

B-52s at Davis-Monthan AFB by the "guillotine" method; and the blowing up of Russian 

missiles at their corresponding bases of Lesnaya and Sarny in the former Soviet Union. 

The destruction of nuclear weapons makes possible the consolidation of strategic bases 

and that's a good thing. 

About 120 years ago, another fact finding group headed west to assess things 

here. They were led by General Custer. 



But don't be alarmed, Custer left just fine. It was only after he reached Montana 

w 
that things went wrona. 

But we're here to talk about what's right with our two exceptional bases. 

I'll begin with an acknowledgement that the Commission faces a triple challenge. 

You must: 

1. use a fair process, 

2. support national defense, and 

3. retain affordable bases. 

Two charts highlight these measuring rods. 

Let's apply these three yardsticks to the question which brings you here: should 

the Defense Department realign the ICBM missiles from one missile base to another? 

I. USE A FAIR PROCESS 

In fairness, the Commission ought to evaluate all four northern tier missile bases for 

consolidation. The Commission is now studying only two of the four bases that support 

Minuteman Ill missiles. 

Ysl U.S. Senator Byron L. Dorgan 



The Secretary of Defense has excluded FE Warren AFB in Wyoming from the list 

w 
because of its unique role in supporting the MX missile. However, while the MX is 

unique, there is nothing unique about FE Warren's 150 Minuteman Ills -- which 

realigned to Malmstrom as readily as those at North Dakota bases. 

Meanwhile, Malmstrom AFB is losing its second mission as a tanker base and its 

airfield will be shut down. And, the Nuclear Posture Review and the DOD Force Structure 

require 4501500 Minuteman Ill missiles. Let me stress: the President does NOT require 

500 missiles, assumed in the realignment to Malmstrom, to deter potential adversaries. 

I I .  SUPPORT NATIONAL DEFENSE 

I also believe that a comprehensive review will reveal that both Minot and Grand Forks 

can effectively carry out the missile mission. 

The Air Force evaluation ranked Grand Forks Red, Minot Yellow, and Malmstrom 

Green. But the last slide of the Air Force briefing says it all: 

"All missile units have the requisite capability to perform their assigned missions." 

All have 99% alert rates. 

U.S. Senator Byron L. Dorgan 



Perhaps the only real difference is that North Dakota is earthquake proof. 

av 
Montana, be contrast, has experienced two serious damage producing quakes in the last 

70 years. One was only 80 miles from Malmstrom. 

Ill. RETAIN AFFORDABLE BASES 

Besides fairness and national defense, the third yardstick for base closure is 

affordability. As Senator Conrad noted, the Air Force has already decided to maintain 

critical flying missions at Grand Forks and Minot. By contrast: 

* FE Warren does not even own an airfield. It will soon lose its main mission: 

supporting the MX missile. 

The Air Force has elected to cancel Malmstrom's flying mission. The residual 

w 
overhead costs of security police and maintenance, among others, would still be required 

for the remaining mission. 
?1*yflY3 

lfg bpy 
Further, the net present value savings of closing Malmstrom are newly estimated 

to be over $1.4 billion. For Minot and Grand Forks the realignment savings are only $450 1 
million. A difference of nearly $1 billion. 

With a thorough analysis, we would see even fewer savings from realigning Grand 

Forks and greater immediate return on investment by closing Malmstrom. So net savings 

might be even greater that $1 billion. 

w U.S. Senator Byron L. Dorgan 



And that is precisely what the BRACC law is about. In tight budget times, we must 
w 

save money through CLOSING unneeded bases -- not just rearranging the deck chairs. 

--A TALE OF TWO CITIES-- 

This is also a tale of two cities: Minot and Grand Forks. And the durable, strong 

relationship that binds these host communities to the bases that touch their northern 

edge. 

Minot's relationship with the Air Base began at the very beginning. The city began 

a fundraising drive in 1954 that raised $50,000 to help the government to purchase land 

for the original Minot Air Force Base. That commitment has only grown stronger through 
JI 

the years. 

Grand Forks, through its university and Center for Aerospace Sciences, has 

provided education and advanced training for Air Force personnel and their families. 

General Custer would have wished he'd had such friends. 

Two remarkable host cities coupled with two exceptional Air Force Bases whose 

mission, for the most basic of reasons - cost-effectiveness and military preparedness - 

should be kept intact. 

U.S. Senator Byron L. Dorgan 



I urge the Commission to study all four Minuteman Ill bases is determining how 
uw 

to consolidate our missile forces. I am convinced a fair comparison will show that Minot 

and Grand Forks -- dual mission bases -- best serve the national interest. Thank you. 

U.S. Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
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Being at the end of our allotted time this evening, it was determined that the entire 

North Dakota House of Representatives delegation would make the final presentation. 

In the next three minutes, I will briefly review the key points of information we have 

tried to convey throughout this long day. 

The first point is that the Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases are fully capable 

of performing the missile missions presently assigned. 

This was explicitly affirmed by the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group when 

they commented on the status of the Minuteman Ill missile groups at the four northern 

tier bases. They stated -- and I quote -- "All missile units have the requisite combination 

of 'operational effectiveness' criteria to accomplish the mission (they are doing it today)." 



The information presented to you today -- including the 99 percent alert rates for 

the missile groups at Minot and Grand Forks and your own discussions with the 

professionals who run them, will have substantiated the firm factual basis for the Air Force 

statement. 

The four northern tier missile bases are not identical, and as part of the base 

closure exercise, the Air Force has distinguished them by ranking nuance. The threshold 

determination, however, is whether any of the four bases is deficient in its ability to meet 

its mission. Just as each of the four was fully capable in the teeth of the Cold war, so 

is each of the four today, and will be in the years ahead. 

The second point is that a decision to realign a missile group should be in the 

'cllr 
context of a BRACC review of each of the four bases to determine which base generates 

the greatest cost reductions and operating efficiencies going forward. 

As the Air Force itself has noted in its base closure report, "Retention of an 

affordable base structure which supports our national strategy must be the preeminent 

goal of any base closure process." 

The third key point is that the single most important distinction between the four 

northern tier bases is that two have vital flying missions and two do not. 

Representative Earl Pomeroy 
w March 30, 1995 



Grand Forks is one of three core tanker bases in the country. Minot is one of two 
w 

8-52 bases. They are well equipped to handle the unique operational demands of each 

of these flying missions which is why they are included in the Air Force base structure 

into the foreseeable future. 

The most cost effective future plan for missile realignment is to preserve those 

missile groups than benefit from the cost efficiencies of a dual-mission base. 

What the Air Force noted in the last base closure round is even more true today 

in light of tighter budgetary constraints: 

"The Air Force, with its current force structure, enjoys cost savings and operational 

efficiencies by collocating aircraft and missiles." 

Let's quickly look at how each alternative plays out: 

Under the Department of Defense recommendation, a North Dakota base has its 

missiles realigned to Malmstrom. Therefore, across the northern tier bases, the number 

of dual mission bases goes from two to one, leaving three single mission bases to 

maintain into the future. 

QI 
Representative Earl Pomeroy 
March 30, 1995 



The result: lost savings, lost efficiencies and a greatly reduced return on 
w 

investment for the closure/realignment dollars expended. 

Today's most crucial point is the common sense conclusion that comes from this 

information. 

There is an alternative to the DOD proposal to realign the missile group at Grand 

Forks or -- in the contingency -- Minot. 

You have the jurisdiction and authority to look instead at the Minuteman Ill field at 

F.E. Warren and the missiles at Malmstrom. 

The alternative involves realignment at Warren or closure at Malmstrom resulting 

in the effective elimination of one base from the overhead and much greater savings to 

taxpayers. Importantly, this would allow the Air Force to focus scarce resources where 

they may be more desperately needed. 

Finally, we have told you how much the bases mean to their respective host 

communities. Having been with us today, I hope you appreciate how seriously Grand 

Forks and Minot have taken their responsibility to make certain this relationship is a two 

way street. I know that air Force personnel benefit greatly from our safe neighborhoods, 

quality schools, and excellent higher education opportunities. 

4w 
Representative Earl Pomeroy 
March 30, 1995 



The reverse is true as well. The thousands of men and women that have passed 

through our neighborhoods have benefitted our communities in countless irreplaceable 

ways. 

Lastly, I want to thank you. Having been with you through this long and 

substantive day, I have seen first hand the diligence, hard work, and substantial talent 

each of you has brought to serve our nation as base closure commissioners. 

The bottom line for each of us here tonight is that we are all Americans. We want 

the very best for our great country, and we are grateful that people as committed and 

talented as you will help sort out the terribly challenging decisions to be faced in the 1995 

base closure round. 

Representative Earl Pomeroy w March 30, 1995 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. Thank you for the opportunity to 

present our views on the future of the Air Force bases in Minot and Grand Forks. We 

gather here tonight with the knowledge that many challenges confront our state in the 

coming months. While there isn't a crystal ball in which to look to foretell the future, we 

do know that the future is unclear. 

Fortunately, North Dakotans have great trust in our nation's military leaders. We 

are confident they understand, and will remain true to the principle that the global 

responsibilities of the United States Air Force demand balance, flexibility, and readiness. 

Not only do the bases play a key role in our overall defense strategy, they also 

play a vital role in North Dakota's economy. Minot and Grand Forks weathered the 

recession of the late 1980s and early '90s, and both are on the rebound thanks to more 

jobs in manufacturing, health care, and retail. It goes without saying that removing the 

321st Missile Group in Grand Forks and the 91 st Missile Group at Minot would have an 

adverse impact -- both financially and psychologically -- to the communities, the region, 



and the entire state. 

The Air Force currently provides North Dakota with about $600 million in direct 

economic and military aid, and indirect assistance brings the total to more than a billion 
/' 

dollars when computing the amount of capital that flows to maintain the facilities that 

house our servicemen and servicewomen. Obviously, the military presence has become 

a part of our daily life, and the arguments for retaining dual missions for both Minot and 

Grand Forks air bases are strong. 

Civic leaders in both cities have rededicated themselves to the task of building 

strong and viable communities ... to strengthening local resources and small businesses 

that serve our friends in the military ... and to providing excellent educational facilities to 

train our youngsters for the needs of the future. 

Minot Air Force Base and Grand Forks Air Force Base are more than military 

installations, though -- they are home to thousands of our friends. The personnel who 

live and work at the bases are next-door neighbors .... they are best friends ... they are 

family. 

And the cultural diversity the personnel at these fine installations bring to their 

respective communities and to North Dakota must not be underestimated. Our quality 

of life is enhanced by their presence ... our quality of education in area schools is 

Governor Edward T. Schafer 
March 30, 1995 



improved, and our quality of government is elevated by Air Force interaction with elected 

111 officials, both in the capital of Bismarck and on the local level. 

Tonight, we display our affection for the outstanding men and women stationed at 

the two air bases -- men and women who draw their strengths and values from the 

communities of Minot and Grand Forks. 

In closing, let me say we believe our nation's leaders must be ready to use military 

power when forced to do so by our adversaries. Our historic mission of preserving peace 

and freedom requires no less, and that's why we believe Minot and Grand Forks Air 

Force bases are key components to the nation's defense. 

Governor Edward T. Schafer 

v March 30, 1995 



Fifty-fourth Le islative Assembly, State of North Dakota, be n in the 

one thousand nine hundred and ninety-five 
F" Capitol in the (!!ity of Bismarck, on Tuesday, the third day o January, 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 4067 
(Senators Holmberg, DeMers, Krebsbach, Mutch, Red1 i n ,  Schobi nger, 

S t .  Aubyn, W. Stenehjem, Watne) 
(Representatives Chri stenson, Clayburgh, Delmore, G l  assheim, K le in ,  

K l  i n i  ske, Lloyd, Maragos, M i  ckel  son, Nottestad, Poolman, Pr ice,  
Shide, Svedjan, T i m ,  To1 le fson,  Wal ker,  Wentz) 

(Approved by the Delayed B i  11 s Comni t t e e )  

A concurrent r e s o l u t i o n  expressing support f o r  the  Grand Forks A i r  Force Base and 
the  Minot A i r  Force Base. 

WHEREAS, the Grand Forks Air Force Base and the  Minot Air Force Base have 
served the  na t i on  admi r a b l y  s ince 1957; and 

WHEREAS, both the  Grand Forks A i r  Force Base and the  Minot  A i r  Force Base 
serve dual missions, i n c l u d i n g  the  housing o f  minuteman m i s s i l e  wings; and 

WHEREAS, cont inued maintenance o f  dual -mi ss i  on bases prov ides t h e  most 
e f f  i c i  en t  and economi ca l  use o f  government resources; and 

WHEREAS, over the  pas t  38 years, the comnunities o f  Grand Forks and Minot  have 
developed st rong soci a1 , cu l  t u r a l  , and economi c bonds w i  t h  the  Grand Forks and M i  n o t  
A i r  Force bases and the  personnel assigned t o  those bases; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I T  RESOLVED BY THE SENATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES CONCURRING THEREIN: 

That the  F i f t y - f o u r t h  L e g i s l a t i v e  Assembly expresses support f o r  the  
maintenance o f  the c u r r e n t  missions o f  the  Grand Forks A i r  Force Base and the  Minot  
A i r  Force Base and urges the  Base Closure and Realignment Comni ss ion t o  recognize 
the important  s t r a t e g i c  and economic advantages o f  bo th  f a c i l i t i e s ;  and 

BE I T  FURTHER RESOLVED, t h a t  t he  Secretary o f  State forward copies o f  t h i s  
r e s o l u t i o n  t o  the leaders o f  the  A i r  Force base r e t e n t i o n  groups i n  Grand Forks and 
Minot and the  mayors o f  Grand Forks and Minot.  

e. PA 
Secretary o f  the Senate 

Speaker o f  the  House 
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Commissioner Davis, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling,it is a pleasure to 

appear before you today to discuss the practical and legal affects of a decision to realign 

Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

As the Chief START negotiator under President Reagan, Special Advisor to 

Secretary of State Shultz for Arms Control Matters under both Presidents Reagan and 

Bush, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff Representatives to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 

w (SALT II) under the Carter Administration, I feel compelled to express my grave concern 

over the Department of Defense's recommendation to inactivate the 321 st Missile Group 

at Grand Forks, North Dakota. By taking this course of action, the United States would 

unacceptable restrict its ballistic missile defence options and needlessly spend millions 

of dollars that could be saved if an alternative ICBM site were inactivated. Some have 

suggested that the United States could finesse the ABM Treaty implications by leaving 

some minimal number of ICBM launchers at Grand Forks. This solution is unsatisfactory 

because it could undermine the ABM Treaty regimen as well as jeopardize efforts to 

consummate the START II Treaty. 

For nearly two decades I took part in, or was in charge of, negotiations with the 

w USSR on nuclear strategic issues. In 1982 1 was a member of the first five-year review 



of the ABM Treaty and in 1987 was in charge of the second five-year review of the ABM 

.I Treaty. Based on my experience and continued contacts with officials of the Department 

of Defense, and members of the U.S. Congress, 1 am convinced that closure of the 

missile facilities at Grand Forks would be a serious mistake. 

ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS 

One of my gravest concerns is that Grand Forks AFB might be realigned without 

serious consideration as to whether this action might limit our ballistic missile defense 

options under the ABM Treaty. This is not a matter to be taken lightly. As the 

Washington Post recently reported, "[tjhe Clinton administration believes the ABM Treaty 

is the linchpin to its arms control strategy," I, too, am concerned about the damage that 

.I this contemplated action might inflict on the treaty. 

As you are aware, the Treaty Between the United States of American and the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems 

(hereinafter "ABM Treaty") was signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972, and entered into 

force on October 3, 1972. The ABM Treaty provides among other things, for the 

restriction of the numbers of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) deployment areas maintained by 

the two nations. Article Ill(a) of the treaty permits each party to deploy one limited ABM 

system to protect its capital; Article Ill(b) permits an ABM system to protect an 

intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. The treaty states that this latter 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 

w (Lt. Gen., U.S.A., Ret.) 



deployment area must "contain [ I  ICBM silo launchers." 

w 
On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, both parties issued a number of agreed 

statements and came to a common understanding on certain issues intricately related to 

the treaty. One common understanding reached by the parties concerned where the U.S. 

would deploy its Article Ill(b) ABM system. On this point, the U.S. Delegation stated, (and 

I quote), "that its ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launders, located 

west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher 

deployment area." 

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol ("ABM Protocol") further restricting 

the deployment of ABM systems. Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and 

the U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM 

Protocol limits each party to one site only. The effect of the ABM Protocol is to restrict 

the United States to maintain its choice the Grand Forks AFB as the ABM deployment 

area under Article Ill of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S.R. is bound by its selection 

of Moscow. 

The protocol provides a single exception to those restrictions. Each party is 

allowed to reverse its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article Ill sit not initially 

chosen. Each party may do so only once and, before initiating construction at the new 

site, must notify the other country according to the procedure agreed to in the Standing 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 

'1111 (Lt. Gen., U.S.A., Ret.) 



Consultative Commission and during a year in which the ABM Treaty is scheduled for 

(I review. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, occurs at five-year intervals and 

the next review is scheduled for 1997. As Article It, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol 

explains: 

[I]n the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to 

dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the 

deployment area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or 

its components in an area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article 

Ill(a) of the Treaty, and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle 

or destroy the ABM system and its components in the area centered on its 

capital and to deploy an ABM system or its components in an area 

containing ICBM silo launchers, as permitted by Article Ill)b) of the Treaty. 

1. Preserving a Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AFB In Order to 

Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM System there Would Violate the Intent of 

the ABM Treaty 

I have heard the suggestion that preserving a small number of ICBM launchers at 

Grand Forks might satisfy the requirement of the ABM Treaty while allowing for the 

effective inactivation of the 321st Missile Group. I am dismayed that the Department of 

Defense would entertain this suggested disingenuity. Yet, included in the Department of 
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Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is the following: "A small number 

of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required." The statement refers to 

Article Ill(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an ABM system deployment area 

within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers." The idea is that, by retaining "[a] small 

number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to deploy an ABM system there 

would also be retained. The notion cannot stand, however, because it relies upon an 

interpretation of the ABM Treaty that is contrary to its history and purpose. 

The salient issue is what was meant by the parties in choosing the phrase "ICBM 

silo launchers" in Article Ill(b) of the ABM Treaty. Does it mean, as has been suggested, 

that the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile 

ABM system to defend some minimal number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and 

.I no logistic support and stripped of nearly every component necessary to maintain their 

operational status? Or does the phrase reflect the parties' determination to allow each 

country to deploy an ABM system for the protection of an operational missile field? 

Common sense and the history of the ABM Treaty point to this second meaning as the 

correct answer. 

Some of the most important and illuminating history of the ABM Treaty is contained 

in the records of the Senate's consideration of the agreement. The Senate understood 

the phrase "ICBM silo launchers" as used in Article Ill(b) of the treaty to refer to ICBM 

fields, not simply launchers. Statements made by a number of senators during 
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consideration of the ABM Treaty confirm this understanding, as do references in the 

.I Senate Foreign Relations Committee report. The Senate's understanding of the ABM 

Treaty became law when it voted for ratification. 

The suggested strategy of inactivating all components of the 321 st Missile Group 

except for some minimal number of silo launchers cannot be squared with the meaning 

of Article Ill(b) as ratified by the Senate that the ABM system deployment area was meant 

to defend an ICBM complex and not simply several ICBM launchers. 

Accordingly, to the extent the United States desires to maintain the ability to field 

an ABM site and still remain in compliance with the ABM Treaty, the suggested 

destruction of all but several ICBM launchers should be rejected. Further, not 

.I withstanding the fact that the Grand Forks ABM system has been on inactive status since 

1976, closure of Grand Forks AFB or reducing the number to only a few launchers would 

extinguish any reserved rights of the United States under Article Ill of the Treaty to 

activate a ABM system, if required in the future. 

2. The Suggested "Solution" Would Jeopardize United States Credibility With Russia 

and the Other Former Soviet Republics 

A related but independent problem concerns our credibility with the successors to 

the U.S.S.R. Russia, and the other Republics of the former Soviet Union have agreed 
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to abide by the terms of the ABM Treaty. Over the past two decades the Soviets, and 

(I now their successors, have expressed apprehension that the United States intends to 

walk away from its obligations under the ABM Treaty. The U.S.S.R. has considered the 

ABM Treaty to serve their interests, whereas the U.S. has come to believe that the ABM 

Treaty, especially as narrowly defined by the Soviets, has prevented the United States 

from developing defenses which would protect it from a crippling first-strike. 

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, military officials of Russia and the other 

nuclear state, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, have indicated that they would be 

amenable to amending the ABM Treaty so as to permit all parties to work jointly to 

develop defenses to protect against ballistic missile attacks. If the United States were to 

realign Grand Forks with the intention that it could retain its ballistic missile defense 

w options and before it worked out details with the nuclear republics of the former Soviet 

Union, it might well spark a belief that the United States was attempting to unilaterally 

change the ABM Treaty rather that work jointly to amend it. 

Realigning Grand Forks could alienate many of the members of the United States 

Senate and House of Representatives who have steadfastly supported the ABM Treaty. 

In the Missile Defense Act of 1992, the congress specified that the development of U.S. 

programs for strategic defenses must be "treaty compliant," that is, that the United States 

can plan to defend only one site. In the 1992 amendment to the Missile Defense Act, the 

Congress repeated its stipulation that planned strategic defenses be "treaty compliant," 
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and further stated that the one permitted site by Grand Forks. Thus, any action to close 

.I Grand Forks AFB, as part of a base closure exercise without prior consultation with the 

Congress and resolution of the open ABM Treaty issues would be considered by them 

to be a serious breach of faith and could jeopardize the National consensus on Arms 

Control. 

In summary, I am convinced that closing the missile facilities at Grand Forks, North 

Dakota under the aforementioned suggested pretenses threatens to undermine our 

credibility and should not be undertaken. 

START II TREATY IMPLICATIONS: 

In addition to ABM Treaty implications, no actions should be contemplated which 

jeopardize prospects for ratification of the START II treaty. The uncertainty surrounding 

this treaty requires the retention of the 321st Missile Group. President Bush and 

President Yeltsin signed the START II Treaty on January 3,1994, in Moscow; on January 

15, 1993, President Bush submitted the START II Treaty to the Senate for its advice and 

consent for Treaty reatification. It is unclear when the Treaty will be ratified by the 

Senate. 

I agree with views of Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr. expressed recently before the 

Senate Armed Services Committee. Admiral Chiles counseled that, because of the 
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uncertainty surrounding the ratification of START It, "we should allow the ratification 

process to take place [before we] draw down Peacekeeper and Minuteman Ill" 

deployments. More significantly, Admiral Chiles noted that it will be difficult to implement 

START II unless we adhere to the ABM Treaty. On this point the Admiral stated: "I 

believe that without an ABM Treaty, we would not be able to move to a START 11." 

Similarly, I believe that until the START II Treaty situation is ratified and all 

strategic allocations are determined, prudent planning requires the retention of the 321 st 

Missile Group, and good faith compliance with the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty. 

COST ISSUES: 

A decision to inactivate the 321 st Missile Group would unnecessarily cost millions 

of dollars; dollars that could be saved were a different ICBM field chosen for inactivation. 

The missile field at Grand Forks is this country's newest and most modern installation. 

It is also the one ICBM field inextricable linked to the ABM Treaty. If the United States 

adopts the suggestion to redesignate its Article Ill(b) deployment area, the ABM Treaty 

and its protocols would require us to dismantle to destroy any and all ABM components 

currently located in the Grand Forks area, including all ABM launchers and radars. 

I am distressed that this cost item has not, to this point, been taken into account. 

A fully informed decision regarding Grand Forks cannot be made without considering 
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these important items. Moreover, the failures to account for such costs violates the spirit, 

if not the letter, of Section 2925 (a) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 

year 1994, which expresses the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of Defense 

should consider all direct costs to Federal departments and agencies when deciding base 

closure issues. 
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Commissioner Davis, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling, members of the 

staff of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, and members of the 

greater North Dakota community, I appreciate the opportunity to present some 

additional views on the Grand Forks AFB missile field. My name is Gerald Goff, a 

retired Air Force officer with more than 26 years experience in both intercontinental 

ballistic missile operations and maintenance. As the former commander of missile 
1111 

operations and missile maintenance in what is now the 321st Missile Group, I would 

like to offer some comments both on the Air Force missile field selection process and 

on the capabilities of the various missile fields themselves. 

The Grand Forks AFB Missile Field is a Su~erior Facilitv that Performs all of its 
Missions 

As you know already, the missile field at Grand Forks AFB is the most recently 

constructed and therefore the most modern of the four remaining United States' 
J 

Minuteman missile fields; it contains three squadrons of the highly capable Minuteman 

Ill missile. The Grand Forks AFB missile field should not be inactivated due to its 



impact on ballistic missile defense, as 

.I explained previously by Ambassador Rowny, when considered against the marginal 

differences, if any, in the capabilities of the missile fields being considered for closure. 

First and foremost, as the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group determined: 

"ALL MISSILE UNITS HAVE THE REQUISITE COMBINATION OF 
'OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS' CRITERIA TO ACCOMPLISH THE 
MISSION (THEY ARE DOING IT TODAY)" 

ALL MISSILE FIELDS ARE EQUALLY CAPABLE, THE "RED." "YELLOW," "GREEN" 
MISSILE FIELD RANKING IS COMPARATIVE NOT QUALITATIVE 

In an effort to differentiate among the three missile fields in the missile field 

'ill 
category, the Air Force developed "Operational Effectiveness" Criteria consisting of 

five unclassified items: 

Range, 

Spacing , 

Geology, 

Weather, and 

Maintainability. 
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Various subcategories and the ratings themselves are classified so we can not 

w discuss them in this forum; nevertheless, we contend that the differences between the 

missile fields, as described by one senior Air Force officer, are "Too close to call." We J 
urge you to review the classified minutes of the Air Force Base Closure Executive 

Group meetings to confirm the close ratings for the various missile fields. 

Having seen that the missile fields are equally mission capable, why did Grand 

Forks AFB receive an Air Force Red rating for Category 1.2, Missile Mission 

Requirements? Unlike the other rating systems used by the Air Force where each 

installation is rated against a fixed objective leading to a qualitative rating, for missile 

fields the Air Force adopted a "comparative" rather than a "qualitative" analysis. 

Accordingly, for a three base ranking system, each base was assigned a different 

color: Green, Yellow, or Red. If it had been a qualitative analysis as was used for 

other criteria, it is probable that all three of the ranked bases would have received the 

same color rating. 

Mindful of the fact that this is an open hearing, we offer the following comments 

with regard to the five missile field criteria and their applicability to the various missile 

fields. 
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RANGE: 

Range defines the ability of the missiles to reach the target base. All three 

northern tier missile bases launch from essentially the same latitude, so the southern 

limit of the target ranging is relatively equal. While there may be minor differences in 

reaching targets on the extreme eastern or western boundaries of any prospective 

target base, we believe this to be a marginal distinction at best. 

SPACING: 

Turning our attention to spacing, it has been asserted that the size and shape 

of a missile field significantly affect survivability of the field itself and of the missiles as 

they launch through a debris cloud. The claim is that a large, more dispersed field is 

more survivable than a smaller, more closely-spaced field. Further, an east-west 

orientation is claimed to offer better prospects for successful post-attack missile launch 

than a north-south orientation. 

Given the demonstrated accuracy of the missiles of our potential adversaries, 

we see no advantage in field size. Regardless of spacing, an enemy's probability of 

inflicting damage is more directly attributable to his weapon system reliability and 

accuracy and the number of weapons applied to each target. 
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Neither do we think orientation contributes to survivability, and it can, we think, 

.I offer an advantage to the north-south oriented field. Debris over the field has always 

posed some threat to successful launch, yet it has never been accounted for in missile 

crew launch procedures. We wonder why it is such a make or break issue now. In 

any case, launch procedures -- particularly those potentially employed by the Airborne 

Launch Control Center crews, who can see the field -- could easily accommodate 

concerns. 

And in reviewing the "dense pack" theory, which was the rationale behind the 

Peacekeeper missile's original basing mode during the early 1 9 8 0 ' ~ ~  debris offers 

protection from follow-on attack while simultaneously permitting us to counterattack. 

High speed reentry vehicles cannot survive a debris cloud that a titanium shrouded, 

.I relatively slow moving missile can easily launch through without mission limiting 

damage. With suitable launch procedures, we think the spacing at Grand Forks AFB 

is an asset rather than a liability and merits the consideration of the Commission. 

Furthermore, the Grand Forks AFB hardened launch facility support building, 

which houses the secondary power system and is unique to the "B" system, ensures 

all surviving launch facilities will have the electrical power necessary to be able to 

launch their missiles for an extended period of time in a post attack environment. 
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GEOLOGY: 

Geological considerations focus on the expectations for missile field survival 

from near misses based on soil type, soil moisture, and shock wave transmittal 

characteristics. While it is true that dry, rocky, hard soil offers the potential for better 

survivability, we wonder how realistically significant this consideration is given the 

accuracy of modern day reentry vehicles. Whatever the case, we are confident that 

the shock isolation and shock dampening systems incorporated in our launch support, 

launch control, and launch facilities are up to the task of protecting these critical 

warfighting assets. 

WEATHER: 

Weather extremes -- snow and cold temperatures -- affect all northern tier 

missile bases essentially the same. Bases closer to the Rocky Mountains benefit ever 

so slightly from periodic warm-ups brought by Chinook winds, but we think this 

phenomenon, at best, only marginally enhances the operability and maintainability of 

the missile field. On the other hand, the 50 MPH Chinook winds bring their own 

challenges to this severe climate. Several maintenance tasks that can easily be 

performed in cold and snow cannot be performed in high winds. Weather, while 

inconvenient, is not an operational problem. In no way, does weather affect the ability 

to launch missiles on time. 
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MAINTAINABILITY: 

w 

Maintainability addresses such concerns as unscheduled maintenance, cost, 

and logistics. Among the northern tier missile bases, Grand Forks AFB was 

"comparatively" placed number three of three. We believe this comparative rank 

ordering overstates the case. 

The missile silos at Grand Forks AFB have had a reputation for leaking; that 

problem has been eliminated as of 1992. Flooding of the launch facilities resulted 

from inadequate site drainage caused by years of erosion, cultivation along access 

roads, and silting of drainage ditches. In 1988, a program was established to restore 

the topography at the launch facilities to original conditions, working the known 

91 flooders first. In 1989, a contract for the first 25 launch facilities was completed. In 

1990, a contract for an additional 25 launch facilities was completed. In 1992, a 

contract for an additional 14 launch facilities was completed and in 1993 a contract for 

12 more launch facilities was completed. Since the spring of 1992, there has been 

positive drainage away from those launch facilities considered flooders. Excessive 

flooding during the summer of 1993 proved the success of this program in eliminating 

all potential flooding of the launch facilities. 
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Much of the ground electronics and many of the mechanical systems and 

w 
command, control, and communications systems are the same as are installed 

throughout the Minuteman fleet. 

Any base closing action that preserves any form of the Minuteman Ill "B" 

system necessitates keeping open operational supply and repair lines. Whether the 

logistics system supports one squadron of 50 missiles or three squadrons totaling 150 

missiles, fixed costs should not change substantially. Whatever savings that may 

accrue would likely be due only to reduce throughput of repairable assets and less 

demand for component parts. We do not believe there is a potential for significant 

savings if the Grand Forks AFB missile field is shut down while there are still 

operational "8" system missile facilities. We urge the Commission to investigate 

v 
further the real savings that may or may not attend this consideration. 

THE COSTS OF CLOSING THE GRAND FORKS MISSILE FIELD ARE GREATLY 
UNDERESTIMATED IN THAT THEY DO NOT INCLUDE ALL THE COSTS OF 
UPGRADING THE MALMSTROM AFB MISSILE SILOS. RELOCATING THE GRAND 
FORKS AFB MISSILES, AND DESTROYING THE EXISTING ABM CO-LOCATED 
WITH GRAND FORKS AFB. 

While many of the numbers are in dispute and some of the actions are 

classified, it is beyond dispute that relocating the Grand Forks AFB Minuteman Ill 

missiles to Malmstrom AFB, as recommended by the Air Force, will be far more costly 

than closing the Malmstrom AFB missile field. 
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First of all, the Grand Forks AFB missile field already stations the most modern 

w 
Minuteman Ill missiles, thereby eliminating the need to either upgrade any of the older 

Malmstrom facilities or the need to shuttle missiles between missile fields. 

Secondly, as stated by Ambassador Rowny, the United States will be required 

to destroy all of the ABM facilities now in existence and collocated with the Grand 

Forks AFB missile field should the Commission decide to recommend the closure of 

the Grand Forks missile field. These numbers have never been run nor have they 

been computed in any of the COBRA scenarios available to the Commission. Clearly, 

this is something that must be explored. 

CONCLUSION: 

w 

For the many reasons discussed today, we believe it is imprudent to inactivate 

the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks AFB. Such an action would unnecessarily 

restrict the ballistic missile defense options otherwise available to the United States. 

Moreover, all of the missile fields are highly capable of performing all of their assigned 

missions, and we believe that the added costs and ABM implications of closing the 

Grand Forks AFB missile field should lead you to select another field for inactivation. 

QI 
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Commissioner Davis, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling, and Base 

Closure Commission staff members, I appreciate the opportunity to present to you some 

of the issues involved in the Air force and Department of Defense decision to retain a 

flying mission at Grand Forks Air Force Base. I am Robert Beckel, former Commander 

of the Fifteenth Air Force, responsible for the worldwide operation of the Air Mobility 

Command air refueling tanker force and a former tanker wing commander. 

I am aware of the Base Closure and Realignment process and the very 

difficult and important issues that confront the Commission. In light of that, I would like 

to state for the record that my interest in being here today is to ensure that the United 

States continues to have the best military infrastructure and support in the world so that 

it may continue its high standards of excellence in both its peace-keeping mission and 

war-time requirements. 

I am aware that the future of the flying mission at Grand Forks AFB is not 

now before the Commission; nevertheless, the potential exists that you will be urged to 

add the base to your closure list for comparison purposes by flying mission bases 

identified for closure by the Air Force. 



THE AIR FORCE AND THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CORRECTLY ASSESSED 
91 

THE MILITARY VALUE OF GRAND FORKS AFB WHEN SELECTING IT AS A "CORE" 

TANKER BASE. 

The purpose of my testimony is twofold: 

1. to support the Air Force decision to maintain Grand Forks Air Force 

Base as a "core" Tanker installantion and to enhance its flying mission, and 

2. to provide the Commission with additional information during your 

evaluation of the capacity and capabilities of this important Northern Tier 

Flying base. 

General Ronald Fogleman, while Commander of the Air Mobility Command, 
av 

underscored the importance of the "core tanker base concept" during testimony at a June 

1993 BRAC hearing. The concept is premised upon maximizing the consolidation of Air 

Force assets on the minimum number of bases while maintaining the capability of 

meeting national and peacetime mission taskings. In the creation of this concept, General 

Fogleman noted that the Air Mobility Command was to be based around three structures; 

two or three air mobility wings with tanker and airlift assets located on one base under 

one commander; two or three core airlift bases; and two or three core tanker bases. 

General Fogleman established this as the 

"baseline of our future mobility operations ...p art of a forward-looking Air 

Force approach to deal with the whole Defense Department drawdown, our 

\1111 Lieutenant General Beckel (Ret. Air Force) 3 



associated decrease in military infrastructure and in looking at the fiscal 

realities." 

During the same hearing, General Fogleman highlighted the importance of 

Grand Forks AFB as being uniquely capable of fulfilling the core tanker base prerequisites 

for the Air Force, due to its central location, significant ramp capacity, and extensive 

hydrant refueling capability. 

Grand Forks AFB is now assigned 48 KC-135 aircraft organized into four 

squadrons. Together with the other two Core Tanker Bases, Grand Forks AFB allows 

the Air Force to realize its goal of introducing stability and reducing turmoil and 

uncertainty in its far flung tanker fleet. 
av 

I concur with the Air Force and Department of Defense conclusion that 

Grand Forks offers the desired combination of strategic location, adequate facilities, and 

operational capacity to best serve as a core Tanker base. 

COMPARISON OF MILITARY FLYING MISSION REQUIREMENTS AND CAPABILITIES 

OF GRAND FORKS AFB 

The Air Force analysis that Grand Forks AFB has distinct capacity and 

capability in comparison to other candidate bases is clearly shown by the collection of 

data in the Air Force Analyses and Recommendation Book for BRAC 1995. 
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There are some points within the Air Force review that I would like to bring 

to your attention in regard to the Air Force's comparison of Grand Forks AFB and other 

Northern Tier Flying bases. 

For purposes of comparing its flying mission, Grand Forks AFB was grouped 

by the Air Force in the Large Aircraft Category. Quite properly, in its evaluation of this 

category, it used the four military value criteria as the primary determinants for facility 

retention. Moreover, seventy percent of the Tanker base evaluation was based upon the 

installation's ability to accomplish the tanker mission, with fifteen percent attributed to 

support of bomber operations and fifteen percent attributed to the ability to accomplish 

airlift operations. 
9 

Distance to De~lovment Locations 

With regard to its ranking for Airlift missions, Grand Forks AFB, due to its 

central location has flexibility to reach both East and West deployment locations (Hickam 

AFB, Hi or Mildenhall, England). However, Grand Forks fall 68 nautical miles (nm) 

outside the Air Force established 3250 nm distance to deployment bases to receive a 

green rating, and therefore received a red rating. Yet Malmstrom, which is farther from 

the European theater, received a green rating because it fell within the 3250 nm distance 

due to proximity to Hickam. 
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This category and its established criteria can be misleading and confusing. 
w 

Although this category was given priority in the evaluation, the rationale for the 3250 nm 

distance established by the Air Force is not articulated. I would encourage the I 
Commission to explore this further with the Air Force. And, please note that this red 1 
rating caused by a 68-nautical-mile shortfall is in a category that is heavily weighted, and i 
could be misleading to the Commission. 

Refueli nq 

Grand Forks has twice the ability of Malmstrom to move fuel. Grand Forks' 

pumping rates are 4,800 gallons per minute (gam) as opposed to Malmstrom's 2, 400 

gam. Moreover, Grand Forks has 26 refueling pits available, compared to Malmstrom's 
rlll 

21 pits. This has significant ramifications with regard to the capability of a base to 

support high-intensity long duration air taskings. 

Air Field 

The current Air Force Construction Standard for runways to accommodate 

Bombers and Tankers is 300 feet in width. Applying the runway width requirements 

of B-52's, it is easy to understand why the Air Force Construction Standard is established 

at 300 feet. The landing gear and outriggers on the aircraft leave almost no margin for 

error on a 200-foot wide runway. The Grand Forks runway is 300 feet in width and 
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clearly meets this criteria. Moreover, Grand Forks has an expansive apron of 503,784 
w 

square feet, which no other Northern Tier base possesses. 

Interestingly the Air Force Runway Criteria in the Tanker/Bomber/Airlift 

category for BRAC '95 identified a 150-200 feet-width requirement as adequate to perform 

the large aircraft mission in spite of the 300 foot-wide construction standard. 

The 1992 Air Force Survey Team analysis of Malmstrom AFB stated that 

it could not accept B-52's because of its narrow runway. In contrast to that finding and 

the Air Force construction criteria, the 1995 BRAC Air Force analysis gave Malmstrom 

a green rating under "Bomber Mission." A re-evaluation of this rating is suggested as it 

significantly impacts the final overall installation scoring. 
w 

Hanaars 

Grand Forks AFB has nine hangars with the capacity of enclosing KC-135's. 

However, Malmstrom AFB, originally built in the 1940's as an in-route stopover point for 

ferrying aircraft has less capacity of housing these aircraft. Malmstrom has undergone 

several changes over the years and only recently became a KC-135 base. The 1992 

Facility Study of Malmstrom indicated that hangars and maintenance facilities of large I j 
aircraft limited Malmstrom's ability to expand their overall capacity without sianificant 

military construction. 
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Utilitv Capacitv 
'111 

Grand Forks received a yellow plus for utility capacity. I assume that in this 

analysis, it wa$ not given credit for the recent upgrade in the sewage system which was 

approved in FY $3 and just recently completed. This should move Grand Forks towards 

greater equality in'this category with the other two bases in the Northern Tier. 

On Base Housinq \ 
'1 

\ 

Grand Forks &as built during the late 50'slearly 60's with upgrades to the 
\ 

facilities done as part of an otchestrated MAJCOM program. Nearly all of the housing 

units on all of the other Northern Tier bases require work for their units to be upgraded 
w 

to Whole House standards. However, the differences in ratings in this category is 

misleading. 

The Air Force based their green, yellow, and red ratings on the differences 

in the number of units that exist at each facility requiring upgrade. Malmstrom has 1406 

units and Grand Forks has 2271 housing units. Thus, because Malmstrom has fewer 

housing units, they received a higher rating because of the number of units in need of 

improvement is less. However, Grand Forks which offers substantially more military 

housing received a lower rating, not because the houking facilities are in worse condition, 

but rather because there are more housing units. This Standard is misleading, especially 
\ 
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in light of the fact that Malmstrom has a shortage of 200 units of housing, where Grand 

Forks has a shortage of only 29 units. Thus, grading Grand Forks yellow while grading 

Malmstrom AFB green minus is questioned. 

Cost to Close 

In the closure of Malmstrom the official Air Force scenario assumes a 32 

million dollar one-time cost required to close the base, with a 59 million dollar savings, 

i.e. a return of over twice the steady rate. When looking at the closure scenario at Grand 

Forks, the one time cost is $129 million with a steady savings of $60 million. Thus, under 

the Grand Forks scenario the &r Force gets 50 cents back on every dollar it invests for 

'1 

closure, whereas for every dollar spent on the closure at Malmstrom, the return nets two 

dollars. The closure of Malmstrom clearly makes the best economic sense. 

CONCLUSION 

I would encourage the Commission and your staff to explore some of the 

issues I have highlighted with regard to the Air Force evaluation of Grand Forks and the 

other Northern Tier Flying bases. Most importantly we must not lose sight of the key 

factors that initially led the Air Force to establish Grand Forks AFB as one of its core 

tanker bases -- location, facilities and capacity. I fully support this decision for military and 

economic reasons and applaud the continuing critical role Grand Forks AFB and its 

people play in the twin pillars of the Global Reach-Global Power Mission of the United 

States Air Force. 

Lieutenant General Beckel (Ret. Air Force) 
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On behalf of the citizens of Grand Forks, North Dakota I wish to welcome you to 

our city. 

As you might know, just over one year ago, MONEY MAGAZINE rated Grand 

Forks as the eighth best community to live out of the 300 largest metropolitan areas in 

the United States. This rating was based on a quantitative analysis of factors ranging 

form education to weather. 

w 
The factors used to make this ranking were health care, crime statistics, local 

economic trends, education, weather, leisure activities, arts, transit and housing. The 

ranking shows that not only small cities were rated highly in this annual rating with 

MinneapolisISt. Paul rated number three and Houston, Texas rated number four. 

The reason given by this national publication for the high rating was due in part to 

the short commute time, general state of the local economy, availability of quality health 

care and the low crime rate. I want to note that Grand Forks received the highest rating 

in these categories for transit with a perfect 100. 



We believe the Grand Forks Air Force Base has been a valuable partner in helping 

us achieve this national ranking the first year we were evaluated. Personnel from the 

base have actively participated in community life and have worked with us to achieve new 

perspectives for the city. 

Because of several factors we wish to be considered in the community portion of 

the analysis for realignment I would like to address the several categories that are 

considered in the community evaluation. Since we do not know the criteria used to make 

these rankings, I want to provide any additional information which might be useful to you. 

VII.l Off Base Housing: 

w 
We believe the Grand Forks area offers one of the best possible locations for 

military personnel for off base housing. The average monthly rental for a one bedroom 

apartment ranges from $250 - $425 plus utilities while a two bedroom apartment is only 

slightly higher with prices starting at $300 plus utilities. Nearly 13,300 rental units are 

available in the community. In addition, the average purchase price of a single family 

home is $75,000 with nearly 14,000 available in the community. 

V11.2 Transportation 

Mayor Michael Polovitz 
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As you know, regularly scheduled bus service is providedby the City of Grand 

.I Forks for all students attendinghigh school in Grand Forks. We have worked very hard 

at trying to bring students from the base to actively participate in all school activities 

through expanded bus service. 

Since the Grand Forks Air Force Base is located fifteen miles from the City of 

Grand Forks we have been continually trying to work to achieve regularly scheduled bus 

service from the Air Force Base to the city. Last year, after receiving a very thoughtful 

letter from an Airman stationed at the base on this issue we began to explore possibilities 

that would look at trying to provide regularly scheduled bus service from GFAFB to the 

City of Grand Forks with some joint responsibility. Although this proposal is not finished, 

we are still looking at every possibility we can achieve between the City of Grand Forks 

.I and the Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

We agree with the high ratings given our community for the municipal airport 

proximity and the carriers that use the municipal airport. However, we were surprised that 

we rated lower in the commute time to work, since the "13 minute" commute had been 

a factor for the high rating from Money Magazine. We believe we have a very short 

commute on average, and again, in context of the base location from the city this 

commute should be considered in that context. 

Because we believe that transportation is not only air carriers from our city, we 

Mayor Michael Polovitz 
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wish to point out that we are located on two major highways, Interstate 29 running north 

w and south, and U.S. Highway 2, running east and west. In addition, we are a scheduled 

stop for AMTRAK trains and currently have three interstate bus passenger lines: 

Greyhound, Triangle, and Star Bus Lines. 

V11.3 Off Base Recreation 

Grand Forks is extremely proud of the recreational facilities we offer. 

Currently our city has over 29 parks available with recreational facilities available 

at most. Since we are located on the Red River of the North and adjacent to thousands 

w of lakes only one hour east of our community, we agree with the high ratings given to our 

community for swimming pools, movie theaters, golf courses, bowling lanes, boating, 

fishing, college sports, camping facilities, and beaches. 

We did have some concern for the low ratings in several areas and wanted to 

provide explanation. First of all, we believe that several areas of the University of North 

Dakota might argue that an aquarium does exist at the University. Although like all 

smaller communities, we do not have a theme park or professional sports, we are located 

in an area that provides both of these recreational facilities within several hours' drive. 

Although the city does not have a zoo, students in the school system do have 

Mayor Michael Polovitz 
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opportunities for field trips to visit neighboring zoos which we believe is most cost 

w 
effective for the city and provides students a better opportunity to visit larger zoos. 

One area we were very surprised to see a lower rating was in the area of winter 

sports. Grand Forks prides itself as the "home of winter sports activities", and I believe 

offers the most per capita skating rinks in the upper midwest in addition to cross country 

ski trails available within the city. The University of North Dakota is a Division I hockey 

school, which is the only major permanent hockey arena in the state. However, we are 

the only city in the state also to offer three indoor ice arenas. In addition, we have 12 

outdoor skating rinks and 11 outdoor hockey rinks. 

We wish to point out also that Grand Forks offers an exceptional variety of cultural 

activities in the area of theatrics, art exhibits and museums, including performances by 

the Greater Grand Forks Symphony Orchestra, Greater Grand Forks Master Chorale, 

North Dakota Ballet Company, the Community Performing Arts Councils and the Fire Hall 

Theater. The Chester Fritz Auditorium on the UND campus is the largest facility of its 

kind in North Dakota bringing in national and international top name performers. 

Overall, we believe we offer superior recreational and cultural opportunities for 

families. In an area that offers 34 parks, over 12.5 miles of bikeljogging lanes, 5 golf 

courses, 5 swimming pools, a water park with slides and miniature golf, 32 tennis courts, 

and 25 softball/baseball fields with 16 more under construction, we believe we provide as 

Mayor Michael Polovitz 
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much off-base recreational facilities as any community. 

Jll 

V11.4 Shopping Mall: 

Although we were not aware of the criteria used for the rating in this section, we 

wish to point out that we provide a major shopping mall in the city of Grand Forks. In 

addition, in the near vicinity of the shopping mall is provided nearly three times as much 

retail center footage including all major discount chains such as Walmart, KMart, and 

Target. 

a' V11.9 Local Medical Care: 

Since we are very proud of the local medical facilities, and we are home to the only 

medical school in the state, we wish to point out several facts about the excellent medical 

care residents of the area receive. 

The Grand Forks Medical Park is a one-location facility which offers ten medical 

services: United Hospital, Grand Forks Clinic, Ltd., Grand Forks Clinic Family Medicine 

Center (DeMers and Med Park), Medical Center Rehabilitation Hospital, The Orthopaedic 

Clinic, P.C., United Recovery Center, UND Family Practice Center, Valley Eldercare, and 

Mayor Michael Polovitz 
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Valley Memorial Homes. This is a one location facility providing easy access for 

111 individuals or families requiring medical or long-term care. 

In addition, 140 medical doctors live in the community and the community provides 

for eight independent medical practices. The community has always rated extremely high 

for medical care and once again, since we were not aware of the criteria used for the 

ranking, we wished to provide this information to you. 

We strongly agree with the extremely strong ratings we received in the area of 

education, and employment opportunities and we can provide statistics that we believe 

will show the low crime rate is even lower than the chart you show. 

However, in summary I want Commissioners to know that Grand Forks is an 

excellent place to live and raise a family. I moved here nearly thirty years ago as a 

college professor and have vowed never to leave. 

We are an active community that provides excellent opportunities for any citizen-- 

cultural, educational, recreational, or medical. In addition, we are the American gateway 

to Winnipeg, Canada, which offers residents of our area the opportunity to experience 

international living. 

The quality of life in Grand Forks has been Ranked among the top 10 in the nation. 

Mayor Michael Polovitz 
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We were rated the eighth best community to live out of 300 metropolitan communities 

w 
nearly one year ago by MONEY Magazine. As they stated in their publication, "bigger 

isn't better". According to the 1989 Places Rated Almanac, the City of Grand Forks was 

rated as the safest metropolitan area for violent crime. In cities of less than 100,000 

population, grand Forks is rated seventh in providing opportunities in the arts to citizens 

and third in cultural activities. 

We could go on and on, however, I am sure you see that we have received 

national recognition as a small city that provides excellent opportunity. 

On behalf of the citizens of Grand Forks, I want to thank you for visiting our city, 

and we hope you will decide this community is an excellent community for military and 

41 
civilian personnel to live. 

Thank you. 

Mayor Michael Polovitz w March 30, 1995 
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Good evening! It is my distinct pleasure to be able to talk to you briefly this 

evening about the University of North Dakota and the opportunities available to Air Force 

personnel because of the presence of a major university in the Grand Forks community. 

The University of North Dakota is the flagship university of North Dakota and the 

largest institution of higher learning in the Dakotas, Montana, Wyoming and western 

Minnesota. It is a comprehensive research university, enrolling approximately 1 1,500 

4P students and offering bachelors, masters and doctorates in more than 170 undergraduate 

and graduate fields of study. We have top quality programs in such professional areas 

as medicine, law, engineering, nursing, business and aerospace. Indeed, our Center for 

Aerospace Sciences has been designated by US News and World Re~or t  as the 

"Harvard" of pilot training schools and aerospace programs. These strong professional 

programs are supported by the largest and most outstanding liberal arts and sciences 

curricula in the region. Our programs are staffed by faculty that have received their 

terminal degrees from the finest institutions in this country and abroad. Altogether they 

bring more that $40 million in external grants and contracts to North Dakota each year. 

The quality of the University of North Dakota has been regularly affirmed by 

an' prominent national periodicals. This year, for example, UND was named one of the best 



171 colleges and universities in the United States by US News and World Report and one 

w 
of the best 286 colleges in the nation by the Princeton Review. The US News and World 

Re~or t  study compared some 1,400 four year colleges and universities across the nation. 

UND was the only university in the Dakotas and Montana to make it into the top 171 

schools. 

But, what does it mean to Grand Forks Air Force Base personnel to have a 

university of this quality and comprehensiveness 14 miles from their front gate? First, it 

means they have outstanding educational opportunities. They can take graduate, 

undergraduate and continuing education coursework in nearly every academic field. And 

our data indicate that they do just this. For example, approximately 260 students from 

the Air Base are currently enrolled at UND. This represents more than 2% of the total 

w 
enrollment of the University. Over the past five years an additional 1,700 students, on 

average, have participated in programs offered through the UND Educational Center at 

the Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

But base personnel not only have access to some of the finest educational 

opportunities available anywhere. They also have access to superb, top quality, cultural 

activities and to entertainment and sporting events of the first order. Since January of 

this year, for example, UND has brought to the region the winner of the 1993 Nobel Prize 

in Physics, the winner of 1994 Pulitzer Prize in Poetry, one of only a handful of fellow 

distinauished scientists form DuPont, the former president of B. Dalton Bookstores and 

w Kendall Baker, UND President 



Barnes and Noble, and one of the principal partners of Peat Marwick and Mitchell. All 

w 
of these individuals spoke at events that were free and open to the public. Just last week 

the University sponsored its nationally renowned Writer's Conference for the 26th year. 

Three weeks ago we hosted our annual "Feast of Nations" during which students from 

the 54 countries currently represented on our campus provide dinner and an international 

extravaganza for 600 guests. 

In the entertainment area, base personnel have access to the Chester Fritz 

Auditorium, which is the largest and best facility of its kind between Minneapolis and 

Seattle. It brings world class entertainment to the greater Grand Forks area throughout 

the year including artists like ltsak Perlman, and Willy Nelson and musicals like Evita. 

UND is also the home of the North Dakota Museum of Art whose programs in 

,1111 
contemporary art are gaining increasing national attention. In addition, UND's College of 

Fine Arts and Communication provides a wealth of exhibitions, concerts, and theater 

productions that are available to the public. 

Finally, in the sports area, we believe UND's athletic teams provide exciting, top 

quality competition that is second to none. For example, our Division I hockey team has 

been national NCAA champion five times. Our football team has been one of the final 

four teams in the Division II football championship for two years in a row. Our men's 

basketball team won nine games in a row this year to finish the season with 19 wins and 

a conference championship. Our women's basketball team was ranked number one in 

Kendall Baker. UND President 



the country in Division II during most of the 93-94 season. In sum, for base personnel 
'illlr 

interested in sports, there are lots of spectator opportunities. 

In our view, then, the educational, cultural and entertainment opportunities 

available to Air Force personnel through the University of North Dakota are extraordinary. 

All evidence suggests that base personnel take extensive advantage of them. We 

therefore expect a continuing and growing relationship with Grand Forks Air Force Base 

personnel in the future and we know you will make a decision about our base that will 

facilitate the achievement of this goal. 

Kendall Baker, UND President 





AMBASSADOR EDWARD L. ROWNY 

BIOGRAPHY 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny served two presidents as Special Advisor to the 
President and Secretary of State for Arms Control Matters. President Reagan appointed 
him to the post in 1985, and in 1989, President Bush asked Rowny to continue in the 
same capacity. 

In June, 1990, Rowny retired from the government to become head of International 
Negotiating Consultants, Inc. (INC). 

His military service includes assignments in Africa, Europe, and Asia. During 
World War 11, Rowny commanded units from company to regimental size in Africa and 
Italy. In the Korean conflict, he helped plan the lnohon Invasion, was official spokesman 
for General Douglas MacArthur and planned the evacuation from the Chosin reservoir. 
Rowny commanded the 38th Infantry Regiment (Rock of the Marne) and fought in seven 
Korean campaigns. 

General Rowny served for a year in Vietnam (1 962-1 963) where he established 
the Army Concept Team, charged with developing and testing new concepts for 
counterinsurgency operations. He introduced armed helicopters into Vietnam. 

From 1965 to 1969, Rowny served in Germany. He commanded the 24th Infantry 
Division (Victory), planned and executed the withdrawal of U.S. troops from France, and 
was Deputy Chief of Staff, U.S. European Command, Stuttgart. 

General Rowny commanded I Corps in Lores, 1970-1971, during which he 
integrated the Corps into a joint U.S./Korea Command. In 1971, he became Deputy 
Chairman of the NATO Military Committee in Brussels and drew up plans for the Mutual 
and Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR) negotiations. 

From 1973 to 1979, General Rowny was Joint Chiefs of Staff Representative to the 
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, (SALT 11) in Geneva. He served longer than any other 
U.S. Delegate to SALT II -- six and one half years -- and negotiated for more than 1,000 
hours with the Soviets. 

After retirement from the Army in 1979, President Reagan appointed him in 1981 
to head the delegation to START with the rank of Ambassador. As head of START, 
Rowny negotiated an additional 1,000 hours with the Soviets. 



Ambassador Rowny was born in Baltimore, Maryland, April 3, 191 7. He was 
graduated from Johns Hopkins University in 1937 and from the U.S. Military Academy at 
West Point in 1941. In 1949, he earned two Master's degrees from Yale University 
(engineering and international relations). In 1977, Rowny earned a Doctor of Philosophy 
degree in International Studies from the American University. In 1979 and 1980 he was 
a Fellow at the Woodrow Wilson Center of the Smithsonian Institute. 

President Reagan awarded Ambassador Rowny the Presidential Citizens Medal 
on January 18, 1989. The citation reads: "Edward L. Rowny has been one of the 
principal architects of American policy of peace through strength. As an arms negotiator 
and as a presidential advisory, he has served mightily, courageously, and nobly in the 
cause of peace and freedom." 

w Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 





LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROBERT D. BECKEL 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

BIOGRAPHY 

Lieutenant General Robert D. Beckel is commander, 15th Air Force, March Air Force 
Base, Calif. Fifteenth Air Force is responsible for worldwide operation of the Strategic Air 
Command air refueling tanker force as well as two of the command's strategic bomber 
units. 

General Beckel was born Jan. 2, 1937, in Walla Walla, Wash. He earned a 
bachelor of science degree from the U.S. Air Force Academy in 1959 as a member of its 
first class, and a master of science degree in international affairs from George 
Washington University in 1971. The general completed the Naval Command and Staff 
Course in 1971, and National War College in 1975. 

Upon graduation from the academy, he was commissioned as a second lieutenant. 
He received pilot wings in June 1960 at Vance Air Force Base, Okla., where he was the 
outstanding graduate of his class. He then completed jet fighter training at Luke Air Force 

J 
Base, Ariz., and Nellis Air Force Base, Nev. In August 1961 General Beckel was 
assigned to the 49th Tactical Fighter Wing, Spangdahlem Air Base, West Germany, 
where he flew F-100s and F-105s. 

The general next became a member of the U.S. Air Force Aerial Demonstration 
Squadron, the Thunderbirds. From December 1965 to December 1967 he flew the solo 
position for the "Ambassadors in Blue" in demonstrations throughout the world. 

While serving as flight commander of the 61 4th Tactical Fighter Squadron, South 
Vietnam, he flew 31 3 combat missions in the F-100 from December 1 967 until January 
1969. He returned to Nellis Air Force Base and joined the 4525th Fighter Weapons Wing 
as an F-100 instructor. General Beckel served as executive officer for the wing 
commander and then moved to the 66th Fighter Weapons Squadron as an operational 
test and evaluation officer, flying the F-105. 

The general attended the Command and staff Course at the Naval War College 
from August 1970 to June 1971. He then was assigned to the Offiee of Legislative 
Liaison, Secretary of the Air Force, Washington, D.C. where he worked in the House of 
Representatives. In 1972 he became chief aide to Adm. Thomas H. Moorer, chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

He entered the National War College in August 1974. Upon graduation in July 

w 1975, he served as vice commander of the 9th Strategic Reconnaissance Wing, Beale 



Air Force Base, Calif., and flew 33-71 s and T-38s. There he became commander of the 
100th Combat Support Group in October 1976 and, later, the 100th Air Refueling Wing. 
In August 1978 General Beckel transferred to K.I. Sawyer air Force Base, Mich., as 
commander of the 41 0th Bombardment Wing. In June 1979 he became commander of 
7th Air Division, Strategic Air Command, Ramstein Air Base, West Germany. 

The general returned to the Air Force Academy in February 1981 as commandant 
of cadets. In June 1982 he became director of operations, Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff, Plans and Operations, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington D.C. He 
transferred to Headquarters Strategic Air Command, Offutt Air Force Base, Neb., in 
September 1984 as deputy chief of staff for operations, and in October 1985 became 
chief of staff. General Beckel was assigned to Europe in July 1987 as deputy chairman, 
NATO Military Committee, Headquarters North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Brussels, 
Belgium. He assumed his present command in February 1990. 

The general is a command pilot with more the 4,400 flying hours. His military 
awards and decorations include the Defense Distinguished Service Medal, Distinguished 
Service Medal, Silver Star, Legion of Merit with oak leaf cluster, Distinguished Flying 
Cross with four oak leaf clusters, Bronze Star Medal, Meritorious Service Medal and Air 
Medal with 15 oak leaf clusters. He was named to the Helms All-American basketball 
team in 1959, and was on the U.S. Air Forces in Europe and all-Air Force basketball 
teams in 1961. 

w He was promoted to lieutenant general Aug. 1, 1987 with same date of rank. 

General Beckel is married to the former Donna Lee McAdams of Walla Walla. 
They have two children, Valerie and Robert Jr. 





Colonel Gerald D. Goff, USAF (RETIRED) 

BIOGRAPHY 

Colonel Gerald D. Goff is the former commander, 321st Maintenance Group, 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota. 

Colonel Goff was born in Kansas City, Missouri, August 23, 1944. A native of 
Mexico, Missouri, he was commissioned from the Air Force Reserve Officer Training 
Corps in January 1967 after receiving a bachelor of arts degree in mathematics from the 
University of Missouri. He also holds a master's degree in business administration from 
the University of North Dakota. 

He was a career missile officer with 26 years of intercontinental ballistic missile 
(ICBM) operations, maintenance and staff experience. From February 1967 to February 
1971, he was assigned to the 91 st Strategic Missile Wing, Minot Air Force Base, North 
Dakota, as a missile maintenance officer. During this period, he performed duty as a 
combat targeting officer, instructor, and evaluator. He participated in the 1970 Strategic 
Air Command Missile Combat Competition as team chief on the 91 st Strategic Missile 
Wing's combat targeting team. 

4w In February 1971 , he was transferred to the 394th Strategic Missile Squadron, 
Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. He served as officer in charge of the Electronics 
Laboratory, officer in charge of Job Control, and chief of Training Control. While at 
Vandenberg, he entered missile combat crew training and returned to the 91 st Strategic 
Missile Wing as a missile commander and evaluator. He again competed in the Strategic 
Air Command Missile Combat Competition, this time representing the 91st Strategic 
Missile Wing as a combat crew commander in the 1977 competition. 

He returned to Vandenberg Air Force Base, California in June 1978, where he was 
assigned to the 3901 st Strategic Missile Evaluation Squadron. There he served as an 
operations evaluator and chief of Minuteman Operations Evaluations. 

In August, 1981, he was assigned to the Deputy Chief of Staff, Plans, 
Headquarters Strategic Air Command, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, as an advanced 
ICBM development planner. In this capacity, he was responsible for guiding the 
development of the Peacekeeper command, control, and communications (C3) system 
and for generating the C3 requirements for the small ICBM recommended by the 
President's Commission on Strategic Forces. 

Colonel Goff returned to missile maintenance in August 1984, when he assumed 
command of the 351 st Organizational Missile Maintenance Squadron, Whiteman Air Force 
Base, Missouri. He was reassigned in December 1985 to the 3901st Strategic Missile 

w Evaluation Squadron, Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, as the assistant director of 



operations. Transferred two years later, he became the assistant deputy commander of 

y operations, 321 st Strategic Missile Wing, Grand Forks Air Force Base, North Dakota, on 
November 25,1987. On January 20,1989, he became deputy commander of operations, 
321st Strategic Missile Wing. He assumed command of the 321st Maintenance Group 
in August 1991. 

Colonel Goff retired from active duty on March 1, 1993, and is currently the director 
of Emergency Management and 91 1 Emergency Services for Franklin County, Missouri. 

Colonel Goff is married to the former Nancy L. Steagall of Union, Missouri. 
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Fsbruary 2,  1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman BRAC 1995 
1700 North hloore S t r u t  
Suite 1125 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Air. Dixon: 

In my written testimony to rhe Senate Arnied Senrices Committee submitted at its January 
24, 1995 hearing on ballistic niissile issues I stated that i t  is niy corisidered judgment that closing 
the military facilities at Grznd Forks, Norrh Dakota, \ivould be prejudicial to tlie national security 
interest of the United States. Afisr hs\.ing senred as Chief START Negotiator under President 
Reagan, Special Advisor to Secrsury of State Shultz for Arms Co~itrol ,Ifatten under both 
Presidents Reagan and Bush, ar;d Joirit Chiefs of Staff Reprzsentati\.e to tlie Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks (SALT 11) under President Carter i t  is my recommendation that no 
consideration be given to closing ihe Grand Forks AFB niissile field. 

In my Senate testin~ony I outlined three main reasons for making this recomniendatjon. 
First, the Grand Forks AFB missile field is directly Iiriked to the ABhl Treaty 2nd officials of 
Russia and other republics of the former Soviet Union could consider closing Grand Forks a 
signal that the U.S. intends uni1e:erally to change the ABhl Treaty. Second, i t  could seriously 
jeopardize programs for de\leloping and eniploying theater and strategic anti-ballistic systems to 
defend the United States. And third, closure of Grand Forks could possibly violate the hlissile 
Defense Act of 1991 as tvell as zlienate many members of tlie United States Congress. 

While I am not aivare of my specific plans to close Grand Forks AFB, I am convinced 
that any such move wpould be a miscalculation in arms control policy. The ABhl Treaty 
implications of such an action could pre\:ent us from developing a sound defensive system 

to close Grand Forks AFB. 
protect the United States. In short, it is not in the national security interest of the United 

I have enclosed a copy of niy testimony for your revie\v. If you have any questions, or 
if I may be of any assistance, p l a s e  do not hesitate to call nie at (202) 936-4752. 

Respectfully, 

Edward L. Rowny 
Ambassador (Lt. Gen. / USA, Retired) 

Enclosure: as stated. 
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CHAIRMAN THURMOND AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMIITEE: 

IT IS A PLEASURE TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS BALLISTIC 
MISSILE DEFENSE ISSUES. 

AS THE CHIEF START NEGOTIATOR UNDER PRESIDENT REAGAN, SPECIAL 
ADVISOR TO SECRETARY OF STATE SHULTZ FOR ARMS CONTROL MATTERS, 
UNDER BOTH PRESIDENTS REAGAN AND BUSH, AND IN b1Y CAPACITY AS THE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STRATEGIC ARMS 
LIMITATION TALKS (SALT 11) UNDER THE CARTER ADMINISTWTION, IT IS MY 
CONSIDERED JUDGMENT THAT THE ABM TREATY OF 1972 (AND THE PROTOCOL 
TO THE TREATY IN 1974) VITAL TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY INTEREST, IS IN 

9 JEOPARDY OF BEING VIOLATED BY THE UNITED STATES. 

ABM TREATY IhlPLICATIOXS 

THE TREATY B E W E N  THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION 
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE LIhIITATION OF ANTI-BALLISTIC 
MISSILE SYSTEMS (HEREINAFTER "ABhl TREATY") WAS SIGNED IN MOSCOW ON 
MAY 26, 1972, AND ENTERED INTO FORCE ON OCTOBER 3, 1972. THE ABM 
TREATY PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS FOR RESTRICTION ON THE NUMBERS 
OF ANTI-BALLISTIC h1ISSILE (ABM) DEPLOYblENT AREAS bfAINTAINED BY THE 
TWO NATIONS. SPECIFICALLY, THE TREATY ORIGINALLY PERMITTED EACH SIDE 
TO HAVE ONE LIMITED ABh.1 SYSTEM TO PROTECT ITS CAPITAL ANDANOTHER 
TO PROTECT AN INTERCONTINENTAL BALLISTIC b1ISSILE (ICBM) LAUNCH AREA. 

DURING THE NEGOTIATIONS OF THE AGREED STATEhIENTS AND COMMON 
UNDERSTANDINGS TO ACCOhlPANY THE TREATY, IT WAS DECIDED THAT THE 
UNITED STATES ABM SYSTEh.1 DEPLOYMENT AREA FOR DEFENSE OF ICBM SILO 
LAUNCHERS "WILL BE CENTERED IN THE GRAhTD FORKS ICBM SILO LAUNCHER 
DEPLOYMENT AREA" AT GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE (AFB), NORTH DAKOTA. 

AT THE 1974 SUMMIT MEETING BETWEEN THE U.S. AND THE U.S.S.R., THE .I NATIONS SIGNED THE PROTOCOL TO THE ABXI TREATY ("PROTOCOL"). THE 
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PROTOCOL'S EFFECT IS TO RESTRICT THE UNITED STATES TO ITS CHOICE OF 
GRAND FORKS AFB AS THE ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA UNDER ARTICLE I11 OF THE 
TREATY. IN RELEVANT PART, THE PROTOCOL PROVIDES: 

1. Each party shall be limited at any one time to a single area out of the two 
provided in Article 111 of the Treaty for deployment of anti-ballistic missile 
(ABM) systems. 

2. Accordingly, except as permitted by Article I1 of this Protocol: the United States 
of America shall not deploy an ABM system or its components in the area 
centered on its capital, as permitted by Article 111 of the Treaty. 

Protocol, Article I. 

TO ALLOW SOME FLEXIBILITY TO THE NATIONS, ARTICLE I1 OF THE 
PROTOCOL ALLOWS EACH SIDE TO REVERSE ITS ORIGINAL CHOICE OF AN ABM 
SITE. THUS, UNDER THE ABhl TREATY, THE UNITED STATES IS ALLOWED ONLY 
TO DISMANTLE AND DESTROY ITS ABM SYSTEM AT GRAND FORKS AFB AND 
DEPLOY AN ABhl SYSTEM IN THE WASHINGTON, D.C. AREA. THE PROTOCOL 
DOES NOT ALLOW THE NATIONS TO SELECT ABh.1 DEPLOYMENT AREAS -- 
DIFFERENT FROhf THOSE DESIGNATED IN THE COLIMON AGREEMENTS TO THE 
TREATY, AND CLEARLY STATES THAT THE RIGHT TO ALTERNATE BEnVEEN THE 
ORIGINAL ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA AND THE ALTERNATE SITE (WASHINGTON, 
D.C.) "PVIAY BE EXERCISED ONLY ONCE." (EhIPHASIS ADDED.) 

ACCORDINGLY, TO THE EXTENT THE UNITED STATES DESIRES TO 
MAINTAIN THE ABILITY TO FIELD AN ABiC1 SITE AND STILL REMAIN IN 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE ABbl TREATY, RELOCATION OF THE ABM 
DEPLOYMENT AREA FROM GRAND FORKS AFB TO AN AREA OTHER THAN THE 
NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA WOULD NOT BE ALLOWED. 

RUSSIA, AND THE OTHER REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION, 
HAVE AGREED TO ABIDE BY THE TERhlS OF THE ABhI TREATY. OVER THE PAST 
TWO DECADES THE SOVIETS, AND NOW THEIR SUCCESSORS, HAVE EXPRESSED 
MISGIVINGS THAT THE UNITED STATES IlWENDS TO WALK AWAY FROM ITS 
OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE ABh.1 TREATY. THE FORiilER STATES OF THE U.S.S.R. 
HAVE CONSIDERED THE ABh1 TREATY TO SERVE THEIR INTERESTS, WHEREAS 
THE U.S. HAS COME TO BELIEVE THAT THE ABL1 TREATY, ESPECIALLY AS 
NARROWLY DEFINED BY THE SOVIETS, HAS PREVENTED THE UNITED STATES 
FROM DEVELOPING DEFENSES TO PROTECT ITSELF. 

SINCE THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UNION, hlILITARY OFFICIALS OF 
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.I RUSSIA AND THE OTHER NUCLEAR STATES, UKRAINE, KAZAKHSTAN, AND 
BELARUS, HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD BE AMENABLE TO AMENDING 
THE ABM TREATY SO AS TO PERMIT ALL PARTIES TO WORK JOINTLY TO 
DEVELOP DEFENSES TO PROTECT AGAINST BALLISTIC MISSILE ATTACKS. 

HOWEVER, THERE IS A NEW DEVELOPMENT WHICH THREATENS TO 
UNDERhlINE THE ABM TREATY AND THE GOOD RELATIONS THE U.S. AND THE 
FORMER SOVIET REPUBLICS HAVE ESTABLISHED. AS YOU ARE AWARE, 1995 
REPRESENTS A NEW ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES THROUGH THE DEFENSE BASE 
AND REALIGNMENT PROCESS. I AM CONCERNED THAT THE GRAND FORKS AFB 
MISSILE FIELD MAY APPEAR ON THE LIST OF POTENTIAL BASES TO BE CLOSED 
OR REALIGNED. 

AT THE END OF 1994 I HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO CONSIDER THE 
RAMIFICATIONS OF CLOSING GRAND FORKS AFB IN A LETTER TO GENERAL 
RONALD R. FOGLEMAN. AT THAT TIME I CONCLUDED THAT: 

"...closing' the military facilities at Grand Forks, North Dakota, would be prejudicial to 
the national security interest of the United States." 

MY CONCLUSION WAS BASED ON A BELIEF THAT ANY ACTIONS TO DISMANTLE 
THE GRAND FORKS BALLISTIC MISSILE FIELD COULD UNDERMINE THE ABM 
TREATY REGIMEN FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 

First, Russia and other republics of the former Soviet Union could consider the 
closing of Grand Forks a signal that the United States intends unilaterally to 
change the ABM Treaty. 

Second, it could seriously jeopardize programs for developing and employing 
theater and strategic anti-ballistic systems to defend the United States, the 
direction in which we need to be focusing our security efforts. 

b Third, closing Grand Forks may lead to a violation of the 1992 amendments to 
the Missile Defense Act of 1991, which provides that all strategic defenses must 
be treaty compliant and that the one permitted site must be Grand Forks. 

THE hiIISSILE FIELD AT GRAND FORKS AFB IS INTRICATELY LINKED TO THE 
ABhI TREATY. IF THE UNITED STATES WERE TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS BEFORE 
IT WORKED OUT DETAILS WITH THE NUCLEAR REPUBLICS OF THE FORMER 
SOVIET UNION, IT COULD GIVE THOSE REPUBLICS GROUNDS FOR BELIEVING 
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THAT THE UNITED STATES WAS ATTEMPTING TO CHANGE UNILATERALLY THE 
ABM TREATY RATHER THAN WORK JOINTLY TO AMEND IT. 

MOREOVER, IN LIGHT OF THE RECENT EVENTS IN THE BREAKAWAY 
REPUBLIC OF CHECHNYA AND THE STRAIN IT HAS PLACED ON U.S.-RUSSIAN 
RELATIONS, A MOVE BY THE U.S. TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS 
WOULD NOT ONLY FURTHER FRUSTRATE OUR ATTEMPTS TO ACHIEVE GREATER 
HARMONY ON A BROAD RANGE OF DEFENSEfSECURITY ISSUES BUT ALSO COULD 
SERIOUSLY JEOPARDIZE THE STABILITY OF THE OTHER FORMER SOVIET 
REPUBLICS WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY. 

ADDITIONALLY, CLOSING GRAND FORKS WILL INHIBIT, IF NOT ENTIRELY 
PROHIBIT, THE DEVELOPMENT OF FUTURE U.S. DEFENSIVE SYSTEMS WHICH 
ENCOMPASS THE DEPLOYMENT OF DEFENSES AT MORE THAN ONE SITE. 
MOVING TO ANOTHER SITE WOULD ENTAIL NEGOTIATING A TREATY CHANGE 
WITH THE RUSSIANS, AND POSSIBLY OTHER FORhlER REPUBLICS OF THE SOVIET 
UNION. IN OTHER WORDS, IT COULD COMPLICATE LONG-RANGE PLANS TO 
BUILD A NEW SITE AND EVEN PLANS FOR EVENTUALLY ESTABLISHING A 
MULTIPLE SITE DEFENSE OF THE UNITED STATES. 

FURTHER, NOTWITHSTANDING THE FACT THAT THE GRAND FORKS ABM 
SYSTEM HAS BEEN ON INACTIVE STATUS SINCE 1976, CLOSURE OF GRAND 
FORKS WOULD EXTINGUISH ANY RESERVED RIGHTS OF THE UNITED STATES 
UNDER ARTICLE 111 OF THE TREATY TO ACTIVATE AN ABM SYSTEM, IF 
REQUIRED IN THE FUTURE. 

FINALLY, IN THE MISSILE DEFENSE ACT OF 199 1, THE CONGRESS SPECIFIED 
THAT THE DEVELOPMENT OF U.S. PROGRAblS FOR STRATEGIC DEFENSES MUST 
BE "TREATY COhlPLIANT", THAT IS, THE UNITED STATES CAN PLAN TO DEFEND 
ONLY ONE SITE. IN THE 1992 AhlENDhIENT TO THE bl1SSILE DEFENSE ACT, THE 
CONGRESS REPEATED ITS STIPULATION THAT PLAh'NED STRATEGIC DEFENSES 
BE "TREATY COMPLIANT", AND FURTHER STATED THAT THE ONE PERMITTED 
SITE BE GRAND FORKS. THUS, ANY ACTION TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB, AS 
PART OF A BASE CLOSURE EXERCISE, WITHOUT RESOLUTION OF THE OPEN ABM 
TREATY ISSUES COULD PLACE THE U.S. IN THE POSITION OF VIOLATING NOT 
ONLY THE ABM TREATY BUT ALSO ITS OCVN COhlPLIANCE STANDARDS. 

IN SUhlMARY, I AM CONVINCED THAT CLOSIXG THE b1ILITARY FACILITIES 
AT GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA, WOULD BE A GRAVE blISTAKE. THE ABM 
TREATY IMPLICATIONS OF SUCH AN ACTION WOULD BE SERIOUS CAUSE FOR 
CONCERN BY OFFICIALS OF THE FORhlER SOVIET UNION, PREVENT THE 
DEVELOPhIENT OF A SOUND DEFENSIVE SYSTEh1 TO PROTECT THE UNITED 
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VIOLATING ITS OWN LAWS. IN SHORT, TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB WOULD 
PUT THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECURITY AT RISK. 





STATUS OF START I AND START I1  

Let me first give an overview and then go baok 

and fill in the details, 

OVERVIEW 

On July 3 1 ,  1 9 9 1 ,  Presidents Bush and Yeltsin 

signed START I, after nine years of negotiations. 

START I would reduce strategic offensive warheads to 

6000, about a 4O0A reduotion. In Deoember of 1991,  

the USSR dissolved. In May 1992, the four successor 

s19) nuolear states: Russia, Kazakhstan, Belarus and 

Ukraine agreed with the United States that Russia 

would receive the nuclear warheads of the other 

successor states. Further, that all four would accede 

to the NPT, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. This 

would take another two years. 

Meanwhile, the United States and Russia moved 

ahead on START II. In January 1993 they signed START 

11, agreelng to reduce to 3500 warheads on each side 

and to eliminate all MIRVs and heavy ICBMs. In 

1111 November 1994, Ukraine became the last of the 



suooessor states to aooede to NPT. On Deoember 5, 

1994, the United States and Russia exahanged 

instruments of ratitloation of START I and the treaty 

entered into force. They also agreed to proceed 

expeditiously on START II, and it is now being 

disoussed in the Senate. 

In sum, START I is in force and START II is being 

considered by the United States Senate and the 

tlr Russian Parliament. 

DETAILED ACCOUNT 

The START I Treaty was signed July 3 1 ,  1 9 9 1  after 

nine years of intense negotiations. The real break 

through ooourred in Reykjavik in 1985 during President 

Reagan's seoond term. At that time agreement was 

reached in principle to oount bombers as one warhead 

unless they carried cruise missiles. A formula was 

worked out on how to oount air launched crruise 

missiles. I had worked out these formulas In back 

lrPl ohannel negotiations with Colonel General NikolaI 



Chervov. Meanwhile, the INF Treaty took priority and 

was signed as Reagan's seoond term was ooming to 

an end. 

On July 31, 1991, Presidents Bush and Gorbaohev 

approved the START Treaty, later to be oalled START I. 

It oalled for reduetions to: 

1600 SNDVs 

6000 Warheads 

4900 Warheads on ICMBs 

1540 Warheads on 1 5 4  heavy missiles 

1100 Warheads on mobile ICBMs 

Five months later, in Deoember of 1 9 9 1  the ooup 

took plaoe in the USSR and the Soviet Union was 

dissolved. 

In May 1992, at US Instigation, the Lisbon 

Protoools were signed. Three of the nuolear states of 

'W the former USSR: Kazakhstan, Belarus and Ukraine 



agreed in prinoipie to turn their nuolear weapons over 

to Russia and to aooede to NPT, provided they were 

given seourity guarantees. 

Meanwhile, the United States and Russia 

oontinued to move ahead on further reduotions. In 

January 1993 they agreed to further reduoe weapons 

below START I, after that treaty entered into foroe, 

START 11 would reduoe warheads on eaoh side to no 

lllr more than 3500 and would oompietely eliminate MIRV 

missiles, They also agreed to eliminate heavy ICBMs, 

limit the number of warheads or SLBMs to 1750, and to 

oount eaoh weapon aotually deployed on heavy 

bombers. 

Reduotions were to take plaoe in two phases; 

phase one would reduoe to oertain interim levels 

within seven years after entering into foroe and phase 

two would be aooompiished by 2003. 



At a summit in September 1SS4, Presidents Clinton 

and Veltsin agreed to move rapidly to implement 

START I and then to prooeed promptiy on START II. 

In November of last year, Ukraine was the last of 

the suooessor states to aooede to the NPT, thus 

unlocking the hold that the Russian parliament had on 

ratifloation of START I. Ukraine had been an important 

hold-out, not only insisting on large sums of money for 

tlllr Its nuclear warheads and materials but insisting on 

security guarantees from the United States, the United 

Kingdom and Russia. Several of us played behind the 

seenes roles in getting the Ukraine to come around. 

Miohael Varamovioh oonvinoed several key officials In 

the Ukraine to sign the NPT and turn over Ukraine's 

nuclear weapons to Russia. 

The United States, the United Kingdom and Russia 

followed through and gave seourity guarantees not 

only to Ukraine but to Belarus and Kazakhstan as well. 

\W These steps in the Fall of 1994 paved the way for the 



Russian Parliament to agree to START I, as the United 

States Senate had previously done. 

On Deoember 5, 1994, the United States and 

Russia exohanged instruments of ratitioation on 

START I. 

START 11 was to bring forth all of the verifioation 

provisions of START I and add several more 

w verifioation provisions as well. Ail telemetry 

enoryption was to be banned. On-site inspeotions 

were to be permitted at some I2 sites in Russia. 

Speoial monitoring of mobile sites was to be permitted. 

Importantly, an elaborate exohange of data was to 

take plaoe. Sinoe START 11 was held up until START I 

entered into toroe, the phasing of START I1 has beoome 

rather aoademio. In the first piaoe, Russia offered to 

reduoe its warheads to the 3500 limit by the year 

2000 if the United States paid for the aooeierated 

reduotions. Sinoe this is only five years off, the 

aooeleration would be extremely diffioult -- it not 



Imposslble -- to oarry out. In the seoond plaoe, seven 

years after START 11 enters Into toroe will be 

April 2002 at the earliest, leaving only a year for the 

sldes to reduoe to the START I1 limits. 

In January 1 9 9 5  the Clinton Admlnlstration tabled 

START 11 for Senate ratifioatlon. Hearings began In 

late January and the Senate is expeoted to report out 

on the treaty in Maroh or April of 1995 .  There are, of 

w oourse, serious problems remaining oonoernlng the 

polltloal and eoonomlo stability of Russia. 

Furthermore, there must be olose monitoring and 

control of nuolear materials and the agreed upon 

reduotions will be diffioult to oarry out. But the larger 

framework for the reduotion of strategio offensive 

arms Is In plaoe. 



DEC 1991 

MAY 1992 

fa' 
SEP 1994 

NOV 1994 

DEC 1994 

START I 

UNITED STATES AND USSR SIGN START I 

USSR COLLAPSES 

LISBON PROTOCOLS 

US-RUSSIAN SUMMIT 

UKRAINE ACCEDES TO NPT 

START I ENTERS INTO FORCE 



START I1 

JAN 1993 

SEP 1994 

DEC 1994 

JAN 1995 

UNITED STATES AND RUSSIA AGREE IN 

PRINCIPLE TO START II 

UNITED STATES AND RUSSIA AGREE TO 

MOVE RAPIDLY ON START 11 ONCE 

START I RATIFIED 

UNITED STATES AND RUSSIA AGREE TO 

SUBMIT START 11 TO THEIR LEGISLATURES 

UNITED STATES SUBMITS START 11 TO 

SENATE 



3 19th ARW 
Mission Statement 

"WARRIORS OF THE NORTH" 



Responding to the 
"Global Reach" Requirements 

of the United States 

Worldwide Deployments 
I 



Additional Taskings 
PACIFIC EXPRESS 

FIGHTER MOVEMENTS 5 DAY CARGO / PAX 

ACROSS THE ATLANTIC 

INSTALLATION 
COMMANDER'S 
PERSPECTIVE 

I TEST & EVAL I 

Overview 
Mission Generation 
Quality of Life 
Environmental 
Community Relations 

MOBILITY MOVEMENTS 
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MISSION GENERATION 

Mission Generation 

a Missile Field 
o Missile LaunchIMissile Alert Facilities 

.Enhance drainage, water syst - $2.9m 
a Airfield 

Runway upgrade completed Aug 94 
@Replaced 4,900 ft of airfield keel - $6.5m 

OpsIMaintenance 
cl Upgrade Fuel Hydrant System 

a23 Phillips Type Ill outlets - $3.6m 



Mission Generation 

Industrial 
o Weapon Storage Area - $2.5m 
o Missile maintenance - $4.6m 
o Transportation and Fuels - $4.1 m 
BRAC '93 - $4.5m 
o Mission enhancements 

QUALITY OF LIFE 



Quality of Life 

H Base Community Facilities 
n World Class Fitness Center - $4.6m 

H Education Center 
o 7,500 enrolled, 48 degree programs 

H Club renovations - $2.0m 
H Dining Facility upgrade - $158k 
H Child Development/Youth Center - $2.4m 

Quality of Life 

Housing 
o 2271 units, none substandard 
o Occupancy rate - 99.59% 

H Dormitories 
o 17 Dormitories 
n Occupancy rate - 95.9% 
o On-going renovations - FY 94 $2.5m 

H HospitallDental Clinic - FY 94 $1.6m 



ENVIRONMENTAL 

Pollution Prevention 
Installation Restoration 
Underground Storage Tanks 

Pollution Prevention - 
Best in AMC for 1994 

Solid Waste Reduction 
o Mandatory recycling program - I May 95 

Hazardous Waste Reduction 
o HAZMAT Pharmacy - 100% enrollment 
o AF 1999 goal - 50% reduction 
o Will meet Air Force goal this year 



Installation Restoration 
Program (IRP) 

Six sites, three finished 
Restoration Advisory Board 
o Partnership effort with community 
o Meets downtown quarterly 

Underground Storage 
Tanks (USTs) 

Base tanks - $2.3m FY 93 
o Remove or replace 105 tanks 
o Meet 1998 EPA standards this year 
Missile field tanks - $5.0m FY 94/95 
o Remove or replace 210 tanks 
o Meet 1998 EPA standards in 1998 



1997 and Beyond 

Missile Alert Facilities 
Ramp 
Dining Facility 
Sq OperationslAircraft Maintenence Units 
Hydrants (Alpha Ramp) 
Dormitories 
Housing 

COMMUNITY 



Community 

a Community Support 
o Military Affairs Committee 
o Rothkopf Heritage Center 
o Honorary Commander's Program 

a Community Environment 
o Low crime rate 
o University of North Dakota main campus 

CONCLUSION 

Great Base, Instrumental to Global Reach 
and Global Power with High Quality of Life 

for Our People 



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 I?. 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 AFB 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 launch facilities there. 
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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 Grand 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 Accounting 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 
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. M i n o t  
and Grand Forks simply provide greater military value at a lower 
cost than other options. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

U.S. Senator 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
f 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 24, 1995 

The Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
10 10 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1010 

Dear Secretary Deutch: 

During your recent testimony before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission on March 1, 1995, you indicated that interagency coordination would be required to 
determine whether the proposed inactivation of the missile field at Grand Forks Air Force Base 
would jeopardize future deployment options under the ABM Treaty. 

As you know, the Commission must make its recommendations to the President on the 
Defense Department's base closure and realignment recommendations by July 1. I hope you will 
make every effort to complete the interagency review of the issues surrounding the proposed 
deadvation of the 32 1st Missile Group at Grand Forks Air Force Base by early June in order that 
the results of this review will be available to the Commission before we make our 
recommendation to the President on this proposal. 

Thank you for your assistance in this important matter. 

Sincerely, 
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May 2 4 ,  1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. Suite 1425 
~rlington, VA 22209 

i 

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 G r a n d  Force Air Force Base. We write 
to highlight several of the points made by General Foqleman. 

First, the A i r  Force has determined that our national 
security interests require a 'core tankeru basing concept that 
concentrates a large number of tankers at a few bases. The Air 
Force is committed to this concept because it improves the 
PC&-formance of our forces. Centraiizing a large part of our 
t a n ~ e r  asse t s  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 Fogleman 
noted that breaking up a core tanker base will directly reduce 
the Air Force's ability to carry out its miss: ons . 

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 3-52 and B - 1  bombers, 
and support the nuclear single integrated operations plan ( S I O P ) .  
NO other base is as w e l l - s u i t e ' d  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 t h e  enr i re  active duty tanker force was 
relocated over the past two years. At the same time, tankers 
have had some of the highest operations tempo of any weapon 
s y s t e m  in the Air Force. The combination of these factors has 
siqnificantly s t r e s s e d  our tanker gersonnel. Any move to aga in  
realign tankers would erode inorale and our forces' ability to 



effectively respond to contingencies. 

We hope you will closely consider General Fogleman'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 "secret" study supporting closure of Grand Forks. A s  
you can see, that allegatim is false. 

 than^ you f o r  your consideration. 
/ 

Member' of 

Enclosure 

I 

KENT CONRAD 
U.S. S e n a t e  



SAT/ LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable ~ e n t  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 ~illiams to the Honorable 
Alan J. Dixon, Chairman of the Defense B ? c e  Closure and 
Realignment Commission. This letter was written regarding the 
status of Grand Forks Air Force aase (AFB), North Dakota, in the 
BRAC 95 process. 

The subject letter asserts that the Air Force conducted a 
study that recommended the immedicte.closure of Grand Forks AFB. 
There was no such recommendation. Rather, the Department of 
Defense's 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 +hose currently programmed, the Air Force 
engaged in an assessment of options to assess the budget impact of 
that extension. This internal Air Force assessment, 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. 

A s  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. This 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 Farce 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 Commission. In fact, the Air Force Chief of 
Staff addressed this issue in the attached May 17, 1995, letter to 
Chairman Dixon. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE A I R  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

May 2 4 ,  1995 



We trust this information is useful and appreciate your 
continued support of Grand Forks AFB. 

/L#fd-. COTT 8 .  McLAUTHLIN 

Attachment 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Chief, Programs and 

 egisl la ti on ~ i v i s i o n  
Office of Legislative Liaison 



OEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
oFFK3E OF m€ CHIEF OF STAFF 

UNlfEO STATES A I R  FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330 

HQ USAFjCC 
16 I0 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St, Suite 1425 
Arfington VA 22209 

Dear Chainnan Duon 

I am writing to express my deep concern over the DBCR Commission's decision to consider 
Grand Forks Air F o m  Base for mlignmcnt or closurc actions beyond those ncommended by 
the Deparrment of Defense. Two years ago we rebased our KC-135 flect to form three core air 
refucling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McCo~c l l  AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
the organizational, operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sizcd organization with a 
clearfy dcdned mission at each of these bases. 

This reorganization was tbe right way to go in the long run for our tanker force bur rq* 
thar we relocate approximately 65% of the active duty KC- 135 aircrew and support personnel to 
o w  of tbe three core refueling bases. During this same time. Air Force tankcr and other mobility 
forces have supported numerous contingency and humanitarian cffons in counmcs such as 
Somalia. Haiti, Rwanda. and Iraq. The cost to our people from this high cpcratians tempo when 
combined with the reorganization of our forces has been an increase in turbulence in their lives. 
'We art just beginning to captun a measure of stability for them and an seeing thc benefits in 
rcnns of greater operational efficiencies and higher mordc. In my judgment, scamring Grand 
]%rks' for= structure throughout a number of new smaller units and Socations dilutes our ability 

- 10 efficiently accomplish the air refueling missions which art critical to support the national 
2;tratcgies of strategic dctcmncc and crisis response and crcates additional turbulence in thc fives 
of many of our personneI. 

S ~ l c a U y ,  Grand Forks AFB has the airspace, infrastructure, and location tbc Air Force 
requires for a core tanker wing. Grand Forks' north central location is ideally suited to suppan 
a m  nation's nuclear dcterrcnt posture and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Ckand Forks is also located close to most northern air refueling tracks providing quality aaining 
airspace frcc from encroachment and inkrfercnce from commercial air m c .  In addition to 

excellent characteristics, Grand Forks has some of the best infiasuucnue in AMC, with 
borh the ramp and hyck.int system required to support a large tanker fleet Fmaily, the tanker 
f<lxe has undergone an inordinate amount of turmoil over the past five years with previous 



BRAC actions having c l o d  12 tanker bases. Stability is csscntill to maintaining our 
posture. 

Our thne core air refueling wings now m a l h  economies of scale in operations, logistics, and 
organization. In operations, for example, a larger wing can support a long-term contingency on 
itr own through Integrated Tanker Unit Dcployrmnts (TND). Smaller units would have to 
oombinc resources and cross n o d  lines of unit command to accolnplish the same missioa In 
the area of logistics. our core air =fueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-place infrasmcnxc to provide support to a large 
number of aircraft at these three bases- From an organizational pcrspcctivc, the fewer locations 
we operate hm. the l~ss overfiead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
-tion. Closing Grand Forks would d c e  or diminate many of rhese benefits. 

I cannot overstate my suppon for rekntion of a con: air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air 
~ T C C  Base. I believe it is rsvntial to our narioo's ability to respond in a timely manner to 
challcngcs across the entire spec-~ of conflict. I ask your consideration of the benefits we arc 
now receiving from our core refueling wings as you makc the rtrommendations which wiil affect 
tbc basing structure of all the Armed Services for many years t trust my thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chief of Staff 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINOTON. DC 2030 1-3300 

May 25, 1995 

Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 

1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

I want to underscore the Departments steadfast support of its recommendation to realign . 
- 

Grand Forks Air Force Base (AFB), North Dakota, by inactivating the 32 1 st Missile Group, but . 
' retaining the flying mission. We are gravely concerned that the Commission might modify our 

recommendation by closing the entire basc and relocating its aircraft assets. 

Our recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is militarily and fiscally sound. It was 
developed through an analysis process which complied with law and, we believe, was reasonable 
and fair. The recommendation considers organizational and operational efficiencies and will 
generate substantial savings for the DoD and the tax payers. Refined estimates have increased 
initial costs and savings from this recommendation, i.c., $17.5 million (vs. $1 1.9 million) in 
closure costs and $494 million (vs. $447 million) in savings expressed as the net present value of 
costs and savings over 20 years. Although completc closure may appear attractive from a strict 
savings perspective, i t  does not take account of the preeminent military factors considered by the 
Department in its realignment rccommcndation. 

The Department's position to realign Grand Forks AFB has not wavered. Former Deputy 
Secretary Deutch reaffirmed our recommendation in his May 9, 1995, letter to you following 
favorable completion of the interagency review which cleared the way for inactivation of the 
Grand Forks missile group. 

General Ronald Fogelman's letter to you of May 17, 1995, clearly describes the 
operational considerations of location, economy of operation, and personnel impact that underlay 
the determination that the Air Force's air refueling forces should be centrally based at a few, 
geographicaIly dispersed locations. I believe that these factors, coupled with the judgment of the 
Chief of Staff who formerly commanded Air Mobility Command, ought to be persuasive in the  
question of retaining the air refueling mission at Grand Forks Air Force Base. 

I trust that this will help the Commission to progress in developing its recommendation to 
the President. 

Sincerely, 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

EMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: April 14,1995 

TIME: 10:OO a.m. 

MEETING WITH: Grand Forks AFB, ND Representatives 

SUBJECT: 1972 ABM Treaty 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/Title/Phone Number: 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
George Schlossberg, Kutak Rock, (202) 828-2319 
Jennifer Pepper, Kutak Rock 

Commission Staff: 

Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team 
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 
David Olson, Air Force Team 
Chip Walgren, City & State Liaison 

MEETING PURPOSE: 

Briefmg on the implications of closing Grand Forks AFB and corresponding 
ICBM missile range on the 1972 ABM Treaty by Ambassador Rowny (LTG USA, Ret.), 
who was JCS Representative to the SALT I1 talks in Geneva from 1973-1979, and members 
of Kutak Rock law firm representing Grand Forks, ND. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

EMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: April 14,1995 

TIME: 10:OO A.M. 

MEETING WITH: Grand Forks AFB, ND Representatives 

SUBJECT: 1972 ABM Treaty 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/lllle/Phone Number: 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
George Schlossberg, Kutak Rock, (202) 828-2319 
Jennifer Pepper Kutak Rock 

Commission Staff: 

Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team 
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Ralph Kaiser, Counsel 
David Olson, Air Force Team 
Chip Walgren, City and State Liaison 

MEETING PURPOSE: 

Ambassador Rowny reiterated his concern that the proposed inactivation of 
the Grand Forks missile field will perturbate ongoing negotiations with former Soviet 
republics on ballistic missile defense and on START. He has written to SecState, SecDef, 
DACDA, and CJCS articulating these concerns and agreed to provide copies of the letters 
and respective responses. We assured the ambassador that efforts to hasten development of 
an interagency position on the Grand Forks recommendation are welcome. 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

F MEETING 

DATE: May 23,1995 

TIME: 1:00 P.M. 

MEETING WITH: North Dakota Congressional Delegation Staff 

SUBJECT: Grand Forks Air Force Base 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/lTtle/Phone Number: 

Craig May, Senator Conrad's Office 
Doug Norrell, Senator Dorgan's Office 
Bob Russell, Senator Dorgan's Office 
Michael Smart, Congressman Pomeroy's Office 

Commisswn Staff: 

Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
David Olson, Air Force Team 
Frank Cantwell, Air Force Team 
Rick Dicamillo, Air Force Team 
Chip Walgren, City and State Liaison 

MEETING PURPOSE: 

Congressional Staff expressed their view regarding the benefits of core tanker basing, and 
the specific advantages of core tanker basing at Grand Forks AFB. These included location 
(for SIOP, 2 MRC, or contingency support), capacity, and facilities. The Commission staff 
discussed potential receiver bases for Grand Forks tankers. Congressional staff asked 
whether there had been any significant deviation in the DoD recommendation to close a 
missile field, since the force structure documents do not accurately reflect a closure. 
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June 16, 1995 

The Honorable A l a n J m  --- - - - 

Ch;urman, Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Com mission 

1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlmgton, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

This letter addresses the determination by the Department of Defense that the ICBM 

"!!! s:sile field at Grand Forks, North Dakota should be closed. As the Commission knows, 
d as will be set forth below, this recommendation is fraught with issues relating to the 

197'2 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, its interpretation and implementation, and the expectations 
of the parties to that treaty. There should be little disagreement that arms control policy 1 

k 
should not be fashioned, and arms control agreements should not be unilaterally modified or t 
reinterpreted, through the base closure process. Retaining the Grand Forks ICBM missile 1 
fielcl is the only option that maintains the status quo as established under the ABM Treaty, 
and therefore entails no doubt that the Treaty has been held inviolate. i 

1 
DISCUSSION 

L 
1 
i 
i 

In its February 28, 1995 base closure and realignment recommendations, the 
Depiutment of Defense made a conditional recommendation for realignment of Grand Forks 
AFB or, alternatively, for realignment of Minot AFB if the Secretary of Defense were to 
determine that ballistic missile defense concerns would preclude realignment of Grand Forks. 

w 
The recommendation noted that "reduction in ICBM force structure requires the 

r-hh F-hessaee, the reemmendation, kfti k: . ,+e;zs-;) 
* 1. 

'"-BE Secretary of IkiEBe th! &o& Dakafa missile &ci?itim, tM 32kLFt --.'"P"f~k9-~ 
Missile Group at Grand Forks or the 91st Missile  rob at Minot. The Secretary would 
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16, 1995 
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haw until December 1996 to deliberate upon these two options before rendering a final 
recommendation. ' 

On March 1, 1995 Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch testified before the 
Cornmission about the treaty issues surrounding closure of the Grand Forks missile wing and 
the need for interagency review over a period of time "to come to a proper judgment on it:" 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, the question about the treaty implication of closing that 
missile wing at Grand Forks is something that we focused on here rather late in the 
process, afterwrmeVed l?%iWZar'y 3rd 6r 4th The recommendation from the Air 
Force. 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 from others about the treaty 
implications. That's going to take some period of time. 

Transcript of Open Meeting at 58-59. 

Barely nine weeks after those words were uttered, the Deputy Secretary announced, 
(a one-page letter to Chairman Dixon, that the review had been completed, that "there 

(CII be no determination by the Secretary that would require retention of the missile group at 
Grand Forks," and that "[rlealignment of Minot AFB and inactivation of the 91st Missile 
Group is no longer a necessary alternative." The letter is devoid of any explanation or 
rationale. 

On May 30, 1995, Chairman Dixon forwarded four ABM-related questions from the 
Con~mission to Assistant Secretary of Defense Joshua Gotbaum. On June 8, the Assistant 
Secretary forwarded the Department's responses. The responses to the four questions total 
17 1:ines of text composed of simple declarations without significant rationale or explanation. 

The Defense Department's failure to present any comprehensive and persuasive 
I 

treatment of the ABM and arms control policy issues that accompany its recommendation - 1 
perhaps only underscores the need for the Commission to undertake its own analysis and I 

. - 1 -  
' The key elements of the February 28, 1995 conditional recommendation are set forth as 

I 

i 

AFB. The 321st Miss 
=*- rr .rr*"'.-a(i(i*a" 

of Defense determhk . - *  * - " d - v J *  

,+ 7 -  . ' z ~ r  $ia 

precludes this action.' ff'& ~~ 7 .  

of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be realigned and the 
9 1st Missile Group will inactivate." 
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review before formulating its recommendation to the President, for it is plain that the 
proposed Grand Forks realignment -- impacting the only American ABM site, which was 
constituted pursuant to a pivotal arms limitation treaty -- is replete with missile defense, 
treaty and foreign policy ramifications. 

"The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty is a fundamental element of U.S. 
arms control policy. * * * President Clinton has reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to the 
ABM Treaty. The Administration considers it indispensable to stability, to the START I and 
START I1 reductions, and to longer-term reductions in strategic offensive arms. "' U.S. 
Arnrs Control and DlsarIrlalrrent Agency, Fact S e t :  The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treatv (May 
25, 1994) at 1,3. The President's February 1995 policy paper, A National Security Strategy 
of Ehgagemerrt and Enlargement at 15, cites U.S. initiatives to clarify and update the ABM - 
Treaty as exemplifying "the Administration's commitment to maintaining the integrity and 
effectiveness of crucial arms control agreements." And just this month, Presidents Clinton 
and Yeltsin issued a Joint Statement from Moscow (May 10, 1995) declaring that "The 
United States and Russia are each committed to the ABM Treaty, a cornerstone of strategic 
stab~lity . " 

t 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny in testimony before the Commission (March 30, i 
1995), as well as the Senate Armed Services Committee (January 24, 1995),3 concludes, on 
the basis of almost twenty years' experience in arms control policy, that realignment of 
Grand Forks AFB would be a serious mistake because of the treaty implications, the missile 
defense consequences and the foreign policy ramifications. Among the critical points I 

I 

highlighted by Ambassador Rowny are that 1) since Grand Forks is the only ABM site 
designated under the Treaty, realignment would perforce constitute a limitation of U.S I 

bal1i:stic missile defense options, 2) realignment of Grand Forks would be viewed as 
inconsistent with the Treaty and would undermine the Treaty expectations of Russia and the 

i 
t - 

other affected states, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus, 3) any action perceived as 
incorlsistent with the letter and spirit of the ABM Treaty would jeopardize other critical arms 

See Dana Priest & Thomas Lippman, ABM Treatv Under Attack as Relic of Cold War, 
Wash. Post, March 13, 1995, at A I, A4 ("The Clinton administration believes the ABM treaty 

I 

is the linchpin to its arms control strategy."); David A. Koplow, Constitutional Bait and Switch: 
,. . .  . .* :.*.hY; :..s.* U.. Pa. L. Rev. 1353. 4lS1 , ..A;i2. 

i -,. 

Copies of Ambassador Rowny's statements are attached. 
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control agreements, including the START I1 treaty, and 4) realignment of Grand Forks 
wo~lld leave Washington, D.C. as the only allowable U.S. ABM site (a changeover that is 
only permitted during a Treaty review year, the next such year being 1997) and would 
necessitate, under the Treaty and its protocols, the dismantling and destruction of any and all 
ABM components now at Grand Forks, including all ABM launchers and radars, all at 
enormous -- and unnecessary -- cost. 

Given the extraordinary gravity of the issues that overlay the realignment decision 
flowing from Grand Forks' unique status as the only designated ABM site under the treaty, 
the Commission's fin-en-to the President must be based on an encompassing 
analysis of the kinds of concerns voiced by Ambassador Rowny, reflecting as they do, his 
intimate familiarity with arms control practice and policy. For the Commission's further 
consideration of Treaty-related issues that arise from the Grand Forks realignment proposal, 
following is a more detailed discussion of specific provisions of the Treaty and the impact of 
the Grand Forks realignment. 

A. The ABM Treaty 

The Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems was signed in Moscow on May 
26, 1972, and entered into force on October 3, 1972.4 Under the treaty, the United States 
and the U.S.S.R. agree not to deploy an ABM system anywhere other than at two sites 
within each country. ABM Treaty, art. 111. Article III(a) of the treaty permits each party to 
deploy one limited ABM system to protect its capital; Article III(b) permits an ABM system 
to protect an intercontinental ballistic missile ("ICBM") launch area. Id. The treaty states 
that this latter deployment area must "contain[ ] ICBM silo launchers. " Id. The ABM 
Treaty is of unlimited duration. Id. at art. XV, 1 1. 

Accompanying the ABM Treaty is a document entitled "Agreed Statements, Common 
Unclerstandings, and Unilateral Statements Regarding the Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
Missiles" (hereinafter referred to as "Accompanying Document"). Within the "Agreed 
Statements" section of the documents, the parties state their understanding that the two ABM 

States ratified and proclaimed the ABM Treaty. The united states and the U.S.S.R. exchanged 
Instruments of Ratification on October 3, 1972. 
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system sites within each country must be separated by no less than 1,300 kilometers from 
ceriter to center. Within the "Common Understandings" section of the Accompanying 
Document, the U.S. delegation "notes that its ABM system deployment area for defense of 
IC13M silo launchers, located west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand 
Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area." 

On July 3, 1974, the parties signed a protocol (" ABM Protocol") further restricting 
the deployment of ABM systems.' Although under the ABM Treaty the United States and 
the U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABM system at two sites, the ABM Protocol 
limits each party to o rresirednly. AgrYrProtOco1,-art I. The effect of the ABM Protocol is 
to restrict the United States to maintain its choice of Grand Forks AFB as the ABM 
deployment ai-ea under Article I11 of the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the U.S .S .R. is bound by 
its selection of Moscow. The protocol provides a single exception to these restrictions. 
Each party is allowed to reverse its decision and deploy an ABM system at the Article III 
site not initially chosen. ABM Protocol, art. 11, 7 1. Each party may do so only once and, 
befc~re initiating construction at the new site, must notify the other country according to the 
procedure agreed to in the Standing Consultative Commission and during a year in which the 

3M Treaty is scheduled for review. Id. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, 
urs at five-year intervals and the next review is scheduled for 1997. ABM Treaty, art. 

XI\/, 1 2. As Article 11, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol explains: 

[T]n the event of such notice, the United States would have the right to 
dismantle or destroy the ABM system and its components in the deployment 
area of ICBM silo launchers and to deploy an ABM system or its components 
in an area centered on its capital, as permitted by Article III(a) of the Treaty, 
and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle or destroy the ABM 
system and its components in the area centered on its capital and to deploy an 
ABM system or its components in an area containing ICBM silo launchers, as 
permitted by Article III(b) of the Treaty. 

The United States and the former Soviet Union have also negotiated agreements 
within the Standing Consultative Commission ("SCC"), established by Article XI11 of the 
AB1M Treaty. Four such agreements relating to the ABM Treaty were declassified shortly 

.- i . :J. ~ 

.. ' The..cyjS. S z & . &  ra&ficaGG ?'bFT*k"IABM Pro t&*q &. 
and on * a h  ~~'*"lfl~"& p~btocol was &fied by ihe hesidefit. 
Instruments of Ratification on May 24, 1978. The ABM Protocol was entered into force-on 
May 24, 1976 and subsequently proclaimed by the President on July 6, 1976. I 
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befi~re January 1993. United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, &t 
=:et: The United States and Russia Declassify Five Agreements from the Standing 
Cor~sultative Commission (January 1993). One agreement in particular concerns procedures - 
for the replacement or dismantling of ABM systems and is discussed below. 

B. Inactivating the 321st Missile Group Would Leave the United States Without a 
Legally Constituted ABM Site and Would Limit the United States to the Washington, 
D.C. Area as Its Sole Possible ABM Deployment Area in the Future 

By inactivatiqptr32Bt IWsEe-Croup-a Grand Forks AFB, the United States would 
impose unacceptable limitations on the ballistic missile defense options to which it agreed in 
the ABM Treaty. Any suggestion that would allow the United States to inactivate the 321st 
missile group (or most of it) and still retain its ballistic missile defense options, is contrary to 
the text and spirit of the ABM Treaty and threatens its continued viability. 

A discussion of why some suggested alternatives to keeping the 321st Missile Group 
active should not be adopted follows. 

1. Grand Forks AFB and Washington, D.C. Are the Only Two Permitted 
Deployment Sites: The United States Cannot Unilaterally Designate a 
Different ABM System Deployment Area Consistent with the ABM Treaty 

The ABM Treaty does not permit the United States to unilaterally designate a 
difftxent ICBM launch site as an ABM system deployment area. Article III(b) permits each 
pa,rty to deploy an ABM system "within one ABM system deployment area * * * containing 
ICBM silo launchers." It has been suggested that this provision should be read to allow each 
party to change its chosen deployment area at will so long as only one Article III(b) ABM 
system is deployed at any given time. For at least two reasons, this construction must be 
rejected. 

First, there is no evidence whatsoever to suggest that either party ever considered - 
such a construction before it was raised in this country as a purported way to finesse the 
inaclivation of the 321st Missile Group under the Commission process without affecting i 

BMI) options. On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, in the document accompanying the 
. - 

idw2.. treaty and with the unde-rstmding of n, the United States desi&&A . 
dmid Forks ~F$&~iis"x%d2 n.iiA (&&' <&-.d G<2w: 

P*@--, .I - 
.P#2 

. . *. , , . 
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the site was specificalIy stated as a Common Understanding of the parties to the ABM 
T r ~ a t y . ~  &e Accompanying Document, $ 2(A). 

Second, there is ample support for the proposition that the "one ABM system 
deployment area" permitted by Article III(b) means one and one alone; the ABM Treaty does 
not permit the United States to move its ABM system unilaterally from ICBM field to ICBM 
field. 

Significantly, ~ A B ~ u E . s t i o n  -w%s -raised by the 1993 Commission, the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations (Mr. Boatwright) testified 
before the Coinmission on June 17, 1993 as follows: 

I 

"If [Grand Forks AFB] is closed and all silo launchers are eliminated, the U.S. 
would have the right to relocate the U.S. ABM system to the nation's capital, 
not to another ICBM base or some other location." 

-. Boatwright's statement accurately summarizes the effect of the Treaty and its protocols. 

Irr 
The 1974 ABM Protocol establishes Grand Forks AFB as this country's ABM 

deployment area but allows for a one-time reversal of this choice entailing deployment of an 
AB'M system in the Washington, D.C. area. ABM Protocol, art. 11, 1 1. Neither the ABM 
Treaty nor any of its protocols contains any other procedure through which the U.S. or the 
U.!S.S.R. may change its choice of sites for the deployment of an ABM system. 

Further to the point is the agreement negotiated in the SCC entitled "Supplementary 
Prc~tocol to the Protocol on Procedures Governing Replacement, Dismantling or Destruction, 
ancl Notification Thereof, for ABM Systems and their Components of July 3, 1974" 
("Supplementary Protocol"). This agreement was signed in Geneva by representatives of the 
U.!3. and U.S.S.R. on October 28, 1976. The Supplementary Protocol establishes 

It is true that the United States did not make its designation contingent on some Soviet 
representation that it would deploy an ABM system in some particular venue, but it is also 

require reciprocal 
.at 1408-09. "m 
as a matter  OFT&.^ 

% -.. 
is relevant is the mutuality of the understandings. The Grand Forks designation was explicitly - 
sm:ed to be a common understanding of the parties. 
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procedures governing the replacement, dismantling or destruction of ABM systems both 
within a deployment area and in the event either party decides to exchange deployment areas 
as permitted by the ABM Protocol. The Supplementary Protocol reads, in part, as follows: 

The Procedures shall apply to ABM systems or their components, when they 
are being replaced within a deployment area on the basis of Article VII of the 
Treaty on the Limitation of ABM Systems of May 26, 1972, hereinafter 
referred to as the Treaty, as well as when a deployment area of an ABM 
system or its components is being exchanged on the basis of the Protocol to the 
Treaty of July-- -- - - - -  - 

1 

Supplementary Protocol at I(1) (emphasis supplied). 

Neither party to the ABM Treaty intended Article Ill@) to grant the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. free license to select which ICBM field to protect and to change their selections as 
marly times as desired provided only that, at any given time, no more than one ABM system 
is deployed. If the United States inactivates the 321st Missile Group, it will have the sole 

ion, consistent with the clear language of the ABM Treaty, of deploying an ABM system 
w i e  Washington, D.C. area and nowhere else. Moreover, as Ambassador Rowny has 

pointed out, the United States would be required to dismantle and destroy all ABM 
components now at Grand Forks, including all ABM launchers and radars. These 
con:;equences are also apparent from the Supplementary Protocol at section IV, entitled 
"Procedures for Exchange of the Deployment Area of an ABM System or its Components," 
where it is stated: 

Each Party may, at its discretion, completely dismantle or destroy the ABM 
system and its components in the area being exchanged, and thereafter deploy 
an ABM system or its components in the other area permitted in Article I11 of 
the Treaty and the Protocol thereto * * * . 

For the United States, "the other area" is Washington, D.C. The ABM Treaty 
provides no other alternatives. The ABM Protocol speaks only of a one-time reversal and 
deployment in the national capital area while the Supplementary Protocol establishes 
procedures for effecting this one-time reversal. The suggested regime permitting at-will, 

HI@) deploypat area is clearly n 
..j.?.* ";-;:+-* *.<,.:, .*= *' - , *:,, . ; . ,. , ,.$: 
, -' .. . ?;h!7; +. . 
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Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty limits the deployment of ABM systems to a single 
area "containing ICBM silo launchers." The United States, having selected Grand Forks 
AF;3 as that area, and having done so in writing with the approval of the U.S.S.R., is not 
empowered under the ABM Treaty to select a new site other than Washington, D.C. The 
ABlM Treaty does not provide for such equivocation and would not counsel a unilateral 
reinterpretation of the agreement twenty-three years after it was signed. Indeed, it is a 
fundamental principle that each party to a treaty must interpret it in good faith. Vienna 
Cor:vention of the Law of Treaties, art. 31 (opened for signature May 23, 1969); 
Restatement (Third) of the Foreign Relations Law of the United States 5 32 1 (1987). Were 
the United States to aml-33FsefilLngrinterpretation of an important treaty 
provision it would violate this principle at the expense of its credibility abroad. 

2. Retaining a Small Number of Silo Launchers at Grand Forks AFB in Order to 
Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM System there Would Violate the 
Intent of the ABM Treaty 

Included in the Department of Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB 
he following: "A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if 

'ired." The statement refers to Article III(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for an 
ABld system deployment area within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers." The idea is 
that. by retaining "[a] small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to deploy 
an PLBM system there would also be retained. The June 8, 1995 Department of Defense 
response to questions posed by the Commission states further 

"All ICBMs will be removed from the silos. As for the silos themselves, as 
stated in our recommendation, a small number may be retained if required. 
The Department has not yet determined whether retention of a small number 
of silos will be required. Further resolution of this issue will not likely be 
necessary until the time comes to eliminate the silos." 

In this latest exposition of its position, the Department suggests that with no ICBMs 
and with few silos, or even none, Grand Forks would still continue to constitute an ABM site 
as recognized under the Treaty. A Treaty analysis that could support this position is not 
provided. In truth, the position cannot stand because it requires an interpretation of the 

launchers" in Article III@) of the ABM  rea at^. Does it mean, as has be& suggested, that 
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the U. S. and U. S .S. R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile ABM 
sysi:em to defend some tiny number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and no logistic 
support and stripped of nearly every component necessary to maintain their operational 
status? Or does the phrase reflect the parties' determination to allow each country to deploy 
an .4BM system for the protection of an operational missile field? Intuition dictates the 
correct answer, as does resort to the text and history of the ABM Treaty. 

Article I1 allows that a treaty-compliant ABM site could be one at which some or all 
ABM components are "mothballed." But there is no similar provision regarding the ICBM 
missile field which, am&n%rEcle 1-s to be-Ssociated with, and protected by, the ABM 
components. The obvious presumption is that the associated ICBM facility would be 
operational.' Thus, the Common Understandings note that Grand Forks will be the "ABM 
system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo launchers." It would be utterly 
paradoxical to contemplate "defense" of an ICBM missile field that has been effectively 
aba~doned. 

The most illuminating available history of the ABM Treaty are records of the Senate's 
 sider ration of the agreement. As a matter of U.S. constitutional law, "[dletermining 

e t h e r  the Senate formed a coherent view of a particular clause * * * is the essential 
inquiry" of treaty interpretation: 

[Olnce [the Senate's] understanding [of a treaty] has been shown to exist, there 
is no conceptual difficulty in assessing its legal status. The Senate's 
understandings and conditions, however evidenced, are fully binding upon the 
President once the treaty is 'made.' The Senate's view of the treaty, whether 
explicit or implicit, is an integral part of the treaty, and the President cannot 
proceed to ratification on any other terms. * * * In effect, the Senate gives its 
advice and consent to a particular treaty regime, not a blank check for any 
other type of arrangements * * * . 

Nevertheless, the June 8 letter of the Assistant Secretary responds to the query of the 
Con~mission as follows: "Question 2. If the 321st Missile Group is inactivated and all ICBMs 
are removed from Grand Forks Air Force . . , .. 

''." 
ABBd site under the terms of the ABM Trea ' :. 

of tfre 32 1 st ~ i s s i l e  Group and removal 
ABM system deployment area at Grand Forks." This conclusion is set fogh without any 
explanation or Treaty analysis to support it. 
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Ko!~low, supra, at 1404-05 (emphasis in original). See also David Hodgkinson, The 
Reinterpretation of the ABM Treaty: Policy Versus the Law?, 21 W. Australia L. Rev. 258, - 
274- (1991) ("The Senate's understanding of the treaty to which it consents is binding on the 
President. . . ." (quoting M. Bunn, Foundation for the Future 162-67 (1990) (ellipses in 
original))). 

The Senate's understanding of the phrase "ICBM silo launchers" is subject to no 
doubt. The Senate understood the ABM Treaty to allow the deployment of ABM systems to 
protect (1) each nation's capital and (2) an area actually containing an operational ICBM 
field. The followingstatemerrts mZliSFthe Seiiate flmr illustrate this point in no uncertain 
tenns: 

Senator Byrd - "The ABM Treaty restricts the Soviet Union and the United 
States to two defensive networks each. One would shield a major offensive 
weapons site, and a second would be placed near each country's capital." 
(118 Cong. Rec. 26647 (Aug. 3, 1972)); 

Senator Jackson - "Both we and they are permitted two ABM sites, one at our 
w respective national capitals and one located so as to defend strategic offensive 

weapons. " (1 18 Cong. Rec. 26693 (Aug. 3, 1972)); 

Senator Buckley (one of two Senators to oppose the Senate resolution advising 
the ratification of the ABM Treaty) - "The immediate objectives of the treaty, 
of course, is to limit antiballistic missile systems to nominal levels, where each 
side agrees to defend its national capital and one strategic missile site * * * ." 
(1 18 Cong. Rec. 26703 (Aug. 3, 1972)); 

Senator Kennedy - "The only exceptions [to the prohibitions on deploying 
ABM systems] are made for a National Capital site and for the protection of a 
single ICBM site." (1 18 Cong. Rec. 26763 (Aug. 3, 1972)); and 

' The House of Re~resentatives appears to have- shared the Senate's interpfetation. 
I 

Harrington had reprinted in the Con~ressional Record an article from the Defense Monitor 
adopting the same interpretation. (1 18 Cong. Rec. 23873 (June 30, 1972)). 
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Senator Fong - " m e  ABM Treaty] [llimits each side to one ABM site for the 
defense of its respective capital and one site each for the defense of an ICBM 
field. " (1 18 Cong. Rec. 26707 (Aug. 3, 1972)). 

The Secretary of State's contemporaneous analysis of the treaty likewise adopts the 
same interpretation of Article III(b): 

The heart of the treaty is article 111, which spells out the provisions under 
which each of the parties may deploy two limited ABM complexes, one in an 
ICBM d e p l o m  anrto'Tieeat its national-capital. * * * 

The hvo ABM deployment complexes permitted each side will serve different 
purposes. The limited ABM coverage in the ICBM deployment area will 
afford some protection for ICBM's in this area. ABM coverage at the national 
capitals will permit protection for the National Command Authority against a 
light attack, or an accidental or unauthorized launch of a limited number of 
missiles, and thus decrease the chances that such an event would trigger a 
nuclear exchange. 

lr' 
S. Exec. Rep. No. 28, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. 3 (1972) (emphasis supplied). 

Similarly, it was assumed during Senate hearings on the ABM Treaty that Article 
Ill@) allowed for the deployment of an ABM system to defend missiles. See generally 
Strategic Arms Limitation A~reements: Hearings on S.J. Res. 24 1 and S.J. Res. 242 Before - 
the Comm. on Foreign Relations of the United States Senate, 92nd Cong., 2nd Sess. (1972). - 
The committee report, for example, contains references to the Grand Forks ABM system as 
designed "for the protection of Minutem[e]n," Id. at 232 (Statement of Donald B. Breman, 

t 
senior fellow, professional staff, Hudson Institute), and to "defend ICBM's." Id. at 408 , 
(Statement of Dr. Henry Kissinger). 

i 

In short, the suggested strategy of inactivating all components of the 321st Missile 
Group except for some minimal number of gutted silo launchers cannot be squared with the 
clear meaning of Article III(b), and thus must be rejected. The Article III(b) ABM system 
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It may be asked whether the ABM components at Grand Forks, considered together 
with another active ICBM missile field might constitute an allowable ABM site under the 
treaty. Article III(b) and the Common Understandings compel a negative answer. Article 
III(b) permits an ABM system for the defense of ICBMs and requires that the protected 
ICI3M missile field all the ABM components be within a radius of 150 kilometers: 

within one ABM svstem deployment area havine a radius of one 
hundred and fiftv kilometers and containinp ICBM silo 
launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred 
ABM t e a n d F m 3 r e  th-an-one hundred ABM interceptor 
missiles at launch sites, (2) two large phased-array ABM radars 
comparable in potential to corresponding ABM radars 
operational or under construction on the date of signature of the 
Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM 
silo launchers, and (3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each 
having a potential less than the potential of the smaller of the 
above-mentioned two large phased-array ABM radars. 

r 

lphasis added.) 

Simultaneous with the signing of the ABM Treaty on May 26, 1972, the U.S. 
designated the location of its Article III(b) ABM site and this designation was incorporated 
into the Common Understandings that accompanied the Treaty. It was thus the mutual 
understanding of the ~arties that the U.S. site would be "centered in" the Grand Forks ICBM - i 

I 

missile field:9 I 

2. Common Understandings 

Common understanding of the Parties on the following matters 
was reached during the negotiations: 

A. Location of ICBM Defenses 
I 

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, . A -- 

2. ' And in fact, all U.S. ABM system components were and are located within the Grand 
Forla Missile Complex. 
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Article I11 of the ABM Treaty provides for each side one 
ABM system deployment area centered on its national capital 
and one ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo 
launchers. * * * In this connection, the U.S. side notes that its 
ABM system deployment area for defense of ICBM silo 
launchers * * * will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo 
launchers deployment area. 

There is simply no reading of these provisions, consistent with common sense, that 
could lead to any c o m ~ t h e - a ~ t h a t  It was the mutual understanding of the Parties 
1) that the center of the U.S. ABM system deployment area"' would be physically located 
within the Grand Forks ICBM missile field and 2) that the ICBM facility the ABM system 
was meant to defend was in fact the Grand Forks missile field in which it was specifically 
ceri tered . 

The cluster of ABM components at Grand Forks is centered in the northern quadrant 
of the Grand Forks AFB Missile Complex. 

A suggestion that another missile field could be substituted for the Grand Forks 
missile field without doing violence to the ABM accords is completely untenable. First, it 
contradicts the obviously mutual understanding that the U.S. ABM system centered in the 
G ~ m d  Forks ICBM missile field was for the defense of that missile field, not some other. 
Second, it violates the geographical requirements of Article III@): no other missile field 
meets the geographic requirements of the treaty. Third, the Common Understandings state 
that the ABM system "will be centered in the ICBM deployment area"; it is not enough that 
the ABM system be centered in what used to be the ICBM deployment area [i.e., Grand 
Forks]; and it cannot possibly be "centered" in another missile field since it is not within 
another missile field deployment area at all. 

Because the shared intentions of the Parties preclude it, and because the geographical , 1 , 

relationships established under the ABM Treaty prohibit it, the ABM components at Grand 
Forks together with another ICBM missile field cannot in combination comprise a properly 

I 

constituted ABM site. Thus, deactivating the Grand Forks missile field and simply declaring 
is not a viable treaty option. 

lo An "ABM system," under Article I1 of the Treaty, includes all of any ABM missiles, 
4B1M launchers and ABM radars to be deployed. 
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CONCLUSION 

The proposed Grand Forks realignment has grave and unique ramifications, for U.S. 
defense options, for viability of the ABM treaty, for foreign policy and the future of arms 
limitation generally and for the costs of dismantling an ABM site in compliance with treaty 
obligations. There has been no suggested interpretation or alternative that adequately 
resolves these issues. For al l  of these reasons, Grand Forks AFB should not be realigned. 

Enclosures: as stated. 
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QW MIBASSADOR EDJYARD L. ROJY&Y 
(LT. GEN., U.S.A. RET.), 

EEFORE THE COh13nTTEE OX AR\DD SERYICES 
UhTTED STATES SGYXTE 

CHAIRMAN THU&?fOND AND BfEbfBERS OF THE COBfiffTTEE: 

IT IS A PLEASURE T O  APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS BALLISTIC 
hfISSILE DEFENSE ISSUES. 

i 
w 

AS THE C H I E ~ ~ ~ N E G O T I A T O %  U ~ E R  P?LESIDELVT REAGAN, SPECIAL 
I 

ADVISOR T O  SECRETARY OF STATE SHULTZ FOR ARiifS COLUTROL hfATTERS, 
ULWIJR BOTH'PRESIDENTS REAGAN AND BUSH. Ah73 IX hfY CAPACITY AS THE 
JOIhTI' CHIEFS OF STAFF REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STRhTEGIC ARiifS i 

LlhfIl'ATION TALKS (SALT 11) UhTlER THE CARTER AD&fIMSTF&4TIONJ IT  IS XfY 
COXSIDE,pED JUDGhfEh? THAT THE ABiLf TREATY 0-= 1972 (AND THE PROTOCOL 
TO THE TREATY IN 1974) VITAL TO OUR NATIONAL SECUPJTY I-VEREST, IS IN 

i JEO?P.EU)Y OF BE1NG VIOLATED BY THE UhTTED STATES. 1 

t 
F - 

THE TREATY B E D M E N  THE UhTTED STATES 0' AXfiRiCA A h 9  THE UhTOX ! 

OF SClVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE LIbfITATION OF AhTI-B.-ZLLISTIC 
hI1SSIL.E SYSTEbfS (HEREINAFTER "ABSf TRE.4TY1') Yi'AS SIGhTD IN hfOSCOW OX 
hfAY 26, 1971, AEiD ENTERED I h T O  FORCE OX OCT03ER 3. 1972. THE ABAf 
TREATY PROVIDES, AIfOXG OTHER THINGS FOR RESTRICTIOS ON THE NLIMBERS 
OF ANTI-BALLISTIC hfISS[LE (ABhf) DEPLOYhfElVT AREAS h!AI."TTAIIVED BY THE t 
l%'O K4TIONS. SPECIFICALLY, THE TREATY OXIGIS.4LLY PiRXlITTED EACHSIDE k 
TO H.4'V.E O h T  LIhlITED ABhf SYSTWf TO PXOTECT ITS CAPITAL ANDANOTHER 
TO PSOTECT AN I~'TERCO~'TTI~TLNTAL BALLISTIC hIISSILE (ICBhf) LAUhrCK AREA. 

DUARISG THE hTGOTI.4TIOSS OF THE AGREED STATESIE?;TS A h 9  CObIhION 
UXDERSTANDINGS TO ACCOhfPANY THE TREATY, IT WAS DECIDED THAT THE 
UXITED STATES ABhf SYSTEhl DEPLO E OF 1CB;LI SILO 
LAUXCHERS " 
lX3%Q.!iEtI: 
* & *,* - * s-'*.*-* e 

&+,I%.* &$ -. * *Ah -- "l - #+S 

AT THE 1974 SUXfhfIT hfEETING BET%'EEi\; THE U.S. AhD THE U.S.S.R., THE 
i 

NP- 'NS SIGXED THE PROTOCOL TO THE AEhf TREATY ("PROTOCOL"). THE 
! 

Y - .  
,?,.I Lm * - 

U. ~:*'-#2* .;a- " i-: - -r 
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'frOCOL'S EFFECT IS TO RESTRICT THE UNITED STATES TO ITS CHOICE OF 
LND FORKS AFB AS THE ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA UlWER ARTICLE III OF THE 
.4TY. IN RELEVANT PART, THE PROTOCOL PXOVIDES: 

1. Each party shall ba lirnitzd at my one tine to r sin$ usa out of  the wo 
providtd in  Articls III of thz Trzaty for deployment of mti-ballistic missiIe 
(ABM) systems. 

Accordingly, except as pzrmitizc! by Atizl t  1T of this ProtocoI: thz United S2tes 
of Arnzricz shdI not deploy m ABhf syjt2i;l or is componcnki in  thz uta 

csnts rd  on its crpicrl, as permitttd by Artcls III of the T r s t y .  

Protmol, Article I. 
- -- - - 

TO ALLOW S-O~LEXETY TO THE N A ~ O X S ,  ARTICLE II OF THE 
~ 4 0 ~ 3 ~ 0 ~  ALLOWS EACH SIDE TO REVERSE ITS OXIGMAL CHOICE OF AN ABhI 
SITE. THUS, UNDER T H E  ABhI TREATY, THE UXITED STATES IS ALLOWED ONLY 
TO DIShlANTLE AND DESTROY ITS ABM SYSTEbf AT GR4hD FORKS AFB AhTD 
DEPLOY A N  ABhf SYSTEbI I N  THE WASKINGTOS, D.C. A?JX.  THE PROTOCOL 
DOES - NOT ALLOW THE K.L\TIONS TO SELECT XBbf DEPLOYbfEhT AREAS 
DiFFEREhT FROhf THOSE DESIGNATED IN THS COllbiOX AGREE~~ELNTS TO THE 
TREATY, A h D  CLEARLY STATES THAT THE RIGHT TO i\LTE?di.ATE BE171VEENTHE - 

NAL ABhf DEPLOYAIEhT AREA AND THH5 ALTthVAiE SITE (LVASHIXGTON, 
"hfAY BE EXERCISED OhTY ONCE." (E?Vl?%..tSlS ADDED.) 

ACCOXDIXGLY, T O  THE EXTEhT THE n7TED STXTFc DES1FE-S TO 
hIAIIVTAIN' THE ABILITY T O  FIELD Ah' ABJf SITE AhD STILL REhf.4IN IN 
COSfPL,IANCE WITH THE ABill TREATY, RELOCATIOS OF THE AB>f 
DEPLO'r'bfEhT AREA FROAI GK4h'D F0,X.S AFB TO Ax AREA OTHER THAN THE 
K.;ATIOXAL CAPITAL AREA JVOULD XOT BE A L L O h Z D .  

RUSSIA, AhD THE OTHER REPUBLICS Of TX5 FOXiiIER SOVIET UNON, 
H.4VE A.GREED TO ABIDE BY THE TERhfS OF THE AS>! TREATY. OVER THE PAST 
nvo DECADES THE SOVIETS, A P , ~  N O ~ V  T H E I ~  SUCCESSO~S, HAVE EXPRESSED 
~LISGIVI:XGS THAT T H E  UNTED STATES IiSTEhDS TO M'XLK AWAY FROhf ITS 
03LIG.4TIONS UXDER THE ABhf T.EATY. THE FOX\!ER STATES OF THE U.S.S.R. 
H.4VE CONSIDERED T H E  ABhf TREATY TO SERVE THEIR IhTERESTS, JirKEREAS 
THE U.S. HAS COME TO BELIEVE THAT THE AN TRZXTY. ESPECIALLY AS 

SINCE THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET UhTON, hfILIT4RY 0FFICI.ZLS . . .  OF 
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RUSSIA AND 7'HE OTHER NUCLEAR STATES, U.YP4lNE1 KAZAKHSTAN, AND 
4RUS, HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD BE AMENABLE T O  AMENDING 

(W ABbf T E A T Y  S O  AS T O  PERMIT ALL PARTIES TO YiOaK J O L Y n Y  T O  
DEVELOP DEFENSES TO PROTECT AGAINST BALLISTIC bIlSSILE ATTACKS. 

HOWEVER, THERE IS A NEW DEVELOPAEAT WHICH THREATENS T O  
UNDERttfINE THE ABM TREATY AND THE GOOD ELATIOIVS THE U.S. AM) THE 
FOk'dER SOVIET REPUBLICS HAVE ESTABLISALLED. AS YOU ARE AWARE, 199 j 
REPRESENTS A NEW ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES TkXOUGH THE DEFENSE BASE 
A M )  REALIGh3fENT PROCESS. I Abl CONCERtiiED TiAT TtE GRAND FORKS AFB 
hfISSlLE FIELD bfAY APPEAR ON THE LIST OF POEh'TL4L BASES TO BE CLOSED 
OR REALIGNED. 

AT THE END O F  1991 I HAD THE O??O.PTUhTTY TO CONSIDER THE 
RAbfI:=ICATIOlUS OF-CLQUlG GFUcND FORKS AFB IN A LETTER T O  G E L E R A L  
RONALD R. FOGLEbfAN. AT THAT TIhfE I CONCLUDED THAT: 

"...closing tho rnilitrry ftciliiies 2t Grud   for!^, Koonh Dr'io2, would be prejudicid to 
the nationd security interest of the Uniccd Sates.' 

hfY CONCLUSION WAS BASED ON A BELIEF THAT ANY ACZOXS TO DISMAPITLE 
THE GRAhD FO.Xlh'S B.4LLISTIC bfISSILE FIELD COiTLD UhDERhfIM m E  ABM 
TP- ' TY REGIhfEN FOR THE FOLLOWING REASOXS: 

w 19 First, Russia and other republics of t h t  f ~ i m e i  Savie! Union could consider the 
closing of Grrnd Forks t signd that the Unl:?d S~..:zi intcnds unilatcnlly to 
chug?  the ABhI Trzrty. 

b 
Sxond, it could seriously jeopudize piOzizTi i o i  c!sv:i~ping tnd emplo);ing 
t h m t r  2nd strakgic mii-bdlistic systeni to C-Riid tha Unitd S n ~ c s ,  tha 
direction in which we need to be focuiing 02; sccu;i;y effoiom. 

b Third, clojin: Grwd Foikj m y  I e ~ d  t~ a vioi?:ii.n of lh: 1992 amsndnei?ij to 
1;1: hfirsile Defens- Act of 1991, which piovi2:s t h t i  $1 s~t tzg ic  defenses must 
be t r t ~ t y  complimt ztd that t h t  one peiniird si:e ncj: b Gi~qd  Fork .  

1 
THE hlISSILE FIELD AT GR4E;D FORKS AFB I5 IhTillCAiELY LIhKED T O  THE 

4BIf TRZATY. I F  THE UMTED STATES Jb'ERE TO CLOSC GKAhD FOAIUCS BEFOaE 
I 

T JvOAXlCED OUT LlCS OF 
OVIET IJhTQN, ADS FOX 



4T THE UNITED STATES WAS ATTEhfPTING TO CXANGE UMLATERALLY THE 
-4 TREATY RATHER THAN W O W  JOINTLY TO AbfEND IT. 

MOREOVER, IN LIGHT OF THE RECENT EVEh'T.S IN THE BREAKAWAY 
REPUBLIC OF CHECHNYA AND THE STRAIN IT HAS PLACED ON U-S.-RUSSIAN 
RELATIONS, A MOVE BY THE U.S. TO CLOSE G., 2.t\'D FORKS 
WOULD NOT O i K Y  FURTHER FRUSTRATE OUR ATIELLPTS TO ACHIEVE GREATER 
HARMONY ON A BROAD U N G E  OF DEFENSUSECLJXTY ISSUES BUT ALSO COULD 
SEFUOUSLY JEOPARDIZE THE STABILITY OF TEE OTHER FOahfER S O m T  
REPIJBLICS WITH MJCLEAR CAPABILITY. 

ADDITIONALLY, CLOSING GRAM) FORKS '&'ILL D'HIBIT, IF NOT E L W L Y  
PROHIBIT, THE DEVELOPbfEhT OF FUTURE U.S. DEFENSWE SYSTEbfS WHICH 
ENCObfPASS THE DEPLOYMENT OF DEFEHSES AT hfO.RE THAN 01- SITE. 
hfOVING TO ANOTHER SITE WOULD ENTAIL NEGOTIATING A TREATY CHANGE 
WIT&[ THE RUSSIANS, A h 9  POSSIBLY OTHER FOXiifEB REPUBLICS OF THE SOYLET 
UMClN. IN OTHER WORDS, IT COULD COhfPLICATE LOSG-RANGE PLANS TO 
BUIL.3 A hZW SITE A h 9  EVEN PLANS FOR EVEhTUALLY ESTABLISHING A 
hfUL'nPLE SITE DEFENSE OF THE UMTED STATES. 

I 

FURTHER, NOTWITHSTAhDING THE FACT TH-AT ThZ GRAND FO&WS ABM I 

SVcTEhf HAS BEEN ON INACTIVE STATUS SIXCE 1976, CLOSURE OF GR4hD I 

S WOULD EXTINGUISH ANY RESERVED RIGHTS Of THE UMTED STATES I 
f 

W E R  ARTICLE III OF THE TREATY TO ACTIVATE AX A3bf SYSTEIf, IF E 

REQUlRED IN THE FUTURE. 

FINALLY, IN THE hIISSILE DEFEXSE ACT OF 193 I ,  T K E  C O S G W S  SPECIFIED 
TH.4T THE DEVELOPXfEhT OF U.S. Pi(OGR4bfS FOR STR4TEGIC DEFEKSES hfUST i L 
BE "TREATY COAfPLIAKT", THAT IS, THE UhTTED STATES CA?i PLAN TO DEFEhQ I 
OXLY OAT SITE. IN THE 1992 AhtEhDhtEhT TO THE h!iiSILE DEFENSE ACT, THE 
CONG!ESS REPEATED ITS STIPULATIOS THAT PiAL\XD STRATEGIC DEFExS:SES j 

b 

BE "TFEATY CO>LPLI,4hT", A h '  FURTHER STATED TH-IT THE Oh% PERhIITTED t 

SlTE BE GR4hD FOAWS. THUS, ANY ACTIOS TO CLOSE GXA?;D FORKS AFB, AS 
PART OF A BASE CLOSURE EXERCISE, WITHOUT RESOLUTIOX OF THE OPEE; ABhf 
TREATY ISSUES COULD PLACE THE U.S. I S  THE POSITIOS OF VIOLATIXG NOT 
OhXY THE ABbf TREATY BUT ALSO ITS O h S  COS!?iI.-\KCE STAhP,\RDS. 



UIEASSADOR EDWARD L. R O J W  (LT. GEX., U.S.A., ET.) 

STATES AND PLACE THE UNlTED STATES IN THE POSfTION OF POTEEmALLY 
*)LATINO ITS OlVN LAWS. IN SHORT. TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB WOULD 

wr THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECURITY AT RISK. 
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Commissioner Davis, Commissioner Cox, Commissioner Kling,it is a pleasure to 

appear before you today to discuss the practical and legal affects of a decision to realign I 
G r a ~ d  Forks Air Force Base. 

As the Chief START nsgotiator under Presideni Reagan, Special Advisor to 

Secretary of State Shultz for Arms Control Mattors undsr both Prssidents Reagan and 

Bush, and the Joint Chisfs of Staff Reorzsentatives to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks 

(SALT 11) undsr the Carter Administration, I fe l l  compell-ld to express my grave concern i 1 
-the Department of Defense's recommendation to inactivats the 321 st Missile Group i ! t I 

t 
at Grand Forks, North Dakota. By taking this course of action, ths United States would 

r' 
unacceptable restrict its ballistic missile defence options and nsedlessly spend millions I n  I 
of dollars that could be saved i f  an alternative ICBM site wera inactivated. Some haw 

suggestsd that the United States could finesse tha ABIV Traaty implications by leaving 

some minimal number of ICBM launchers at Grand Forks. This solution is unsatisfactory i I 
becauss it could undermine the ASM Treaty ragiril~n as wsll as jeopardize efforts to i I 
consupnmate the START I1 Treaty. t I 

-.= ,-"-- - 

?%6arge of, negotiations with the , 1 
USSR on nuclear strategic issues. In 1982 1 was a member of the first five-year review I I 



of the A.BM Treaty and in 1987 was in charge of the second five-year review of the ABM 

Treaty. Based on my experience and continued contacts with officials of the Department 

q ~ e f e n s e ,  and members of the U.S. Congress, I am convinced that closure of the 

mi:;sile facilities at Grand Forks would be a serious mistake. 

ABM TREATY IMPLICATIONS - 

One of my gravest concerns is that Grand Forks AFB might be realigned without 
i 

I 

serious c o n s i d e r a t i o ~ h e + % w t h i s  action might limit our ballistic missile defense k 
1 

options undw the ABM Treaty. This is not a matisr to be taken lightly. As the 
I 

Washington Post recently reported. "[tlhe Clinton administration believes the ABM Treaty 1 

is t i e  linchpin to its arms control strategy," I, too, am concernsd about the damage that 

" '- contemplated action might inflict on the treaty. 

f4lv 

As you are aware, the Treaty Bstwsen the Unitxi Siatss of American and the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anii-Ballistic Missile Systsms 

(hereinafter "ABM Treaty") was signed in Moscow on May 26, 1972, and entered into 

force on October 3, 1972. The AShl Treaty providss among other things, for the 

restr'ction of the numbers of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ASM) dsploynsnt areas maintained by 

the two nations. Article Ill(a) of the treaty permits each party to dsploy one limited ABM 

system to protect its capital; Article Ill(b) permits an ABM syste 

&is *-a";&>arG; ' Tha:b 
I inteG!&fine - a . K%*. x***e g :?-?!?< , ,-- 
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deployment area must "contain [ I  ICBM silo launchers." 

w On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, both pariies issusd a number of agreed 

statements and came to a common understanding on certain issues intricately related to 

the treaty. One common understanding reached by tn? parties concerned where the U.S. 

would deploy its Article Ill(b) ABM system. On this point, the U.S. Delegation stated, (and 

I quote), "that its ABM system deployment area for defsnss of ICBM silo launders, located L 

west of the Mississippi River, will be centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher 

--- - . 

deployment area." -- --- 
! 
i 

i 
On July 3, 1974, the pa r t i ~s  signed a protocol ("A9M Protocol") further restricting i 

the deployment of ABM systems. Although under the A9M Treaty the United States and r 
1 

U.S.S.R. were each permitted to deploy an ABIM system at two sites, the ABM 
av 

notocol limits each party to one sits only. The effect of tha ABIV Protocol is to restrict 

the Unitsd Statss to maintain its choice the Grand Forks AF8 as the ABM deployment i. I 
area under Article Ill of the A8M Treaty. Similarly, the U.S.S.R. is bound by its selection 

of Moscow. 

The protocol provides a single exception to tho52 rasirictions. Each party is 

allowred to reverse its decision and deploy an ABrV system at the Article Ill sit not initially t 1 
chosen. Each party do so only once and, before initiating construction at the new 

t 
-"-a < 

site, must notjfy th tbr .* a procedure agraed to in fhq S 
i 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny i I I 
' ';en., U.S.A., Ret.) 
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Consultative Commission and during a yoar in which ths ABM Treaty is scheduled for I 

ligw. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, occurs at five-year intervals and 

% next review is scheduled for 1997. As Article I ,  par~graph 2 of the ABM Protocol 

explains: 

[IJn the event of such notice, the United Stails rvould have the right to 

dismantle or destroy tha ABM system and its components in the 

deployment area of ICBM silo launchers and to dsploy an ABM system or 

its ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~red oAits capital, as permitted by Article 
I 

r 

Ill(a) of.the Treaty, and the Soviet Union would have the right to dismantle 

or destroy the ABM system and its components in the area centsred on its 

capital and to deploy an ABM systsm or its componsnts in an area 
i 

I 

containing ICBM silo launchers, as permittsd by Afiicle Ill)b) of the Treaty. 
rlr 

1. Preserving a Small Number of Silo Launchers a: Grand Forks AFB In Order to 

Retain the Option of Deploying an ABM Systsrn there Would Violate the Intent of 

the ABM Treaty 

I have heard the suggestion that preserving a small number of ICBM launchers at 

Grand Forks might satisfy the requirement of the ABM Treaty rvhile allowing for the j I 
effective inactivation of the 321st blissile Group. I am dismaysd that the Department of 1 1  

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny 
4 

! 
( 1  ?en., U.S.A., Ret.) 



Defense recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB is the following: "A small number I 
'c;ilo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if required." The statement refers to 

w i c k  Ill(b) of the ABM Treaty, which provides for en ABM system deployment area 

within a locale "containing ICBM silo launchers." Ths idsn is that, by retaining "[a] small 

number of silo launchers at Grand Forks," the option to deploy an ABM system there 1 
wocild also be retained. The notion cannot stand, ho1,vsver, because it relies upon an 

inter-pretation of the ABM Treaty that is contrary to its history and purpose. 

The salisnt issaeiswtrat Wmmiant by-the partiss in choosing the phrase "ICBIM 

silo launchers">in Article Ill(b) of the ABM Treaty. Doss i f  mean, as has been suggestsd, 

that the U.S. and U.S.S.R. dslegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile 

ABM systsm to defend some minimal number of silo launchers, containing no ICBM's and 

'~gistic suppori and stripped of nearly every cornponsnt wcessary to maintain their 

operational status? Or does the phrase reflect the partiss' dstsrmination to allow each 

COuni:ry to deploy an ABM system for the protection oi an operational missile field? 

Comrnon sense and the history of the ABM Treaiy point to this second meaning as the 

correct answer. 

Some of the most important and illuminating history of ti73 ABM Treaty is contained 

in the records of the Senate's consideration of the agresmsnt. The Senate undsrstood t i 
the phrase "ICBM silo launchers" as used in Ar i ic l~ Ill(b) of tha tiaaty to refer to ICBM 1 

. . .  - .* a . . ; -. .- ;>s- , , . : . - . . . . .  
J W  . . I 
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consideration of the ABM Treaty confirm this understanding, as do references in the 

- 
v a t e  Foreign Relations Committee report. The Senata's understanding of the ABM 

v a t y  became law when it voted for ratification. 

The suggested strategy of inactivating all components of t h l  321 st Missile Group 

except for some minimal number of silo launchers cannot be squared with the meaning 

of Article lll(b) as ratified by the Senate that the ABM system deployment area was meant 

to dsfend an ICBM complex and not simply several ICBM launchers. 

Accordingly, to the extent the United States desires to maintain the ability to field 

an ABM site and still rsmain in compliance with the A3M Treaty, the suggested 

destiuction of all but several ICBM launchers should b2 rejected. Further, not i 
I 
C - 

<;tanding the fact that the Grand Forks ABM system has bsen on inactive status since 

.I i 
1976, closure of Grand Forks AFB or reducing the number to only a few launchers would 

extinguish any reserved rights of tha Uniied States undar Articia Ill of the Treaty to i 
activate a ABM system, i f  required in ths future. 1; 
2. The Suggested "Solution" Would Jsopardiza Unitsd Siatas Crsdibility With Russia 

and the Othsr Former Soviet Republics 

A related but indep r credibility with the successors to 
' a  r 

it+ % ..v *- 
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to abide by the terms of the A8M Treaty. Over the pas: tvio decades the Soviets, and 

-'N their successors, have expressed apprehension that ths United States intends to 

a a l k  away from its obligations under the ABM Treaty. The U.S.S.R. has considered the 

ABM Treaty to serve their interests, whereas the U.S. has come to believe that the ABM 

Trsaty, especially as narrowly defined by the Soviets, has prevsntsd the United States 

frorn developing defenses which would protzct it from a crippling first-strike. 

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, military officials of Russia and the other 

nuclear state, Ukra-khsiand Belarus,- have indicated that they would be 

amenable to amending the ABM Treaty so as to permit all parties to work jointly to 

develop defsnses to protect against ballistic missile attacks. li tha United States were to 

realign Grand Forks with the intention that it could retain its ballistic missile defense 

-Ins and before it worked out details with the nuclear republics of the former Soviat 

rll' 
Union, it might well spark a belief that the United Statss was attsmpting to unilaterally 

charge the ABM Treaty rather that work jointly to amend it. 

Realigning Grand Forks could alienate many of the members of the United States 

Sen2.t~ and House of Representatives who have steadfastly supported the ABM Treaty. 

In the Missile Defense Act of 1992, the congress specified that the development of U.S. 

programs for strategic defenses must be "treaty compliant," that is, that the United States 

can plan to defend only one site. In the 1992 amendmani to the Missile Defense Act, ths 

Congress repeated its stipulation th "treaty mrnpliank," 

- .  
Am ba.ssador Edward L. Rown y 
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an13 further stated that the one permitted site by Grand Forks. Thus, any action to close 

'and Forks AFB, as part of a base closure exercise viitnout prior consultation with the 

%;lgress and resolution of the open ABM Trsaty issues would be considered by them 

to 11e a serious breach of faith and could jeopardize ths National consensus on Arms 

Control. 

In summary, I am convinced that closing the missila facilities ai Grand Forks, North 

Dakota under the aforementioned suggested p r ~ i ~ n s s s  threatens to undermine our 

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

credibility and s h o u ~ u n ~ n .  

STA3T 11 TREATY IMPLICATIONS: - 

In addition to ABM Treaty implications, no actions should be contemplated which mv 
jeoperdize prospects for ratification of the START I1 treaty. Ths uncertainty surrounding 

this treaty requires the retsntion of the 321st Missile Group. President Bush and 

Presitjent Yeltsin signed the START II Treaty on January 3, 1994, in Moscow; on January 

15, 1993, President Bush submitted the START I1 Treaty to the Ssnaie for its advice and 

consent for Treaty reatification. It is unclear when the Treaty will be ratified by the 

Senatz. 

I agree with views of Admiral Henry G. Chiles, Jr. expresse 
22 % 

Smafe Armed S e B W s  C~rnmirtes. Admiral Chilas caq - - .  
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t 
uncertainty surrounding the ratification of START 11, "vr3 should allow the ratification 

! 

jcess to take place [before we] draw down Paacskespsr and Minuteman I l l "  I 

I 

~ , ~ l o y m e n t s .  More significantly, Admiral Chiles noisd th2t it will bs difficult to implement 

START II unless we adhere to the ABM Treaty. On this point the Admiral stated: "I 

bel.sve that without an ABIV Treaty, we would not be able to move to a START 11." 

t 

Similarly, I believe that until the START I I  Traaiy situation is ratified and all t 

r 

strai:agic allocations are determined, prudent planning rsquires tha retention of the 321 st i 
k 

Missils Group, and g-85 co-%ce with iha iehir and spirit of the ABM Treaty. I 

i 
r . 
1 - 

COST ISSUES: - 

mv A decision to inactivate the 321 st Missils Group vrould unnecessarily cost millions 

of dollars; dollars that could be saved were a diffsrent ICBM fisld chosen for inactivation. 

Ths missile fidd at  rand Forks is this country's niwast and most modern installation. 

li is also ths ons ICBM field inextricable linksd to the A9M Troaiy. If ths United States 

adopt:; the suggestion to redesignate its Article Ill(b) dsployment araa, the ABM Treaty 

and its; protocols would require us to dismantle to d3stroy any and all ABIV components 
1 1  I 

curranlly located in the Grand Forks araa, including 211 k31L1 launchers and radars. I t 

' am distressed that this cost item has not, to this point, been taken into acc 
* * I  _Y 

A fully informed ekdsion -@ng Grand For% cannot ba mads wi thod 

. . 
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ttese important items. Moreover, the failures to account for such costs violates the spirit, 

~ o t  the letter, of Section 2925 (a) of the National Defsnse Authorization Act for Fiscal 
mv 

year 1994, which expresses the sense of the Congress that the S x c r t a ~  of Defense 

should consider all direct costs to Fedoml depaflments 2nd agsncies when deciding base 

clc sure issues. 

Arnbas:;ador Edward L. Rowny 
en.. U.S.A.. Ret.) 
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:Dear Chairman Dixon 

17 MAY 1995 

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 
refueling wings at Grand Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
the organizational, operational and fiscal efficiencies of a properly sized organization with a 
clearly defined mission at each of these bases. 

This reorganization was the right way to go in the long run for our tanker force but required 
that we relocate approximately 65% of the active duty KC-135 aircrew and support personnel to 
one of the three 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 ro our people from this high operations tempo when 
combined with the reorganization of our forces has been an increase in turbulence in their lives. 
We are 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 judgment, 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 creates additional turbulence in the lives 
of many of our personnel. 

Specifically, Grand Forks AFB has the airspace, infrastructure, and location 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 closed 12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our readiness 
posture. 

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 (ITUD). Smaller units would have to 
combine resources and cross normal lines of unit command to accomplish the same mission. In 
the area of logistics, our core air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently use in-place infrastructure to provide support to a large 
number of aircraft at these three bases. From an organizational perspective, the fewer locations 
we operate from, the less overhead manning, units and facilities we need to support that 
operation. Closing Grand Forks would reduce or eliminate many of these 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 entire spectrum of conflict. I ask your consideration of the benefits we are 
now receiving from our core refueling wings as you make the recommendations which will affect 
the basing structure of all the Armed Services for many years t trust my thoughts will 
be helpful to you in that process. 

Chief of Staff 
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- 1 .  We have determined that closure of the ICBM wing at Grand Forks, as defined in our BRAC 
submission, would not affect our right to maintain the current ABM system at Grand Forks or 
our right to build a new one there in the future. 

2. The issues here arise in the context of a reduction of of'Eensive arrns pursuant to START 

3. In light of the interest of the AE3M Treaty parties, both in 1972 and today, in promoting the 
reduction of strategic offensive arms, we think it is consistent with the parties' intentions to 
construe the treaty so as to facilitate rather than hinder offensive strategic arms reductions, 
wherever such construction is permitted by the treaty's terms and is athenvise consistent with the 
treaty's object and purpose. 

4. The interest in promoting The reduction of strategic offensive arms is best served by preserving 
for kach party the .-freedom to mix," that is. the freedom to keep or eliminate whatever forces it 
chooses, consistent with START. To the extent permitted by good faith, the ABM Treaty then 
should&e construed to avoid inrerference with the "freedom to mix." . 
5. With that perspective in mind, we believe that retention of a few START accountable silo- 
launchers at Grand Forks would be one basis fo; retaining an "ABM system deployment area" at 
Grand Forks. There would be literal consistency both with h i c l e  I11 and with Common 
Understanding A and no inconsistency with the treaty's object and purpose, &. thepreservation 
of each side's retaliatory capability. . - 

-. , 

6. A second basis for retaining an "ABM system dep1oyme:nt area" derives from the fact that it is 
possible to draw a circle, with a radius of I50 kilometers and centered near the inside edge of t5e 
existing Grand Forks ICBM field, that would cover not only the existing ABM components but - .c 
also a &w ICBM silo launchers at the Minot field. That circle would describe an "ABM system 
deployment area" also consistent with both h i d e  I11 and Common Understanding A. 

7. With respect to Conlmon Understanding A, which states that the U.S. AI3M system 
deployment area "will be centered in the ICBM deploymer~t area,'' we believe it is enough that 
the center of the PLBiM system deployment area will be located w i h n  what will have been the 

Grand Forks ICBM deployment area_~rior to base closure. The evident purpose behind the 
centering statement in Common Understanding A was to give assurance that the U.S. ABM 
sysrem would not be so located as to protect too many ICBM silos from the Soviet point of view. 
With the elimination of ail the Grand Forks ICBM silos, that concern disappears. 

8. With regard to the Senate's understanding of the situation in 1972, we do not believe there is 
evidence requiring the conclusion that our right to an ABM sysrem at Grand Forks is contingent 
upon continued deployment of' ICBMs there for the indefinite future regardless of our evolving 
national defense needs and the strategic arms reduction treaty process. 

9. In sum, our construc.tion of the treaty serves the broad arms control purposes of the parties to 

_ . the ABM Treaty by rnxking h e  treaty a neutral factor in the determination of which U.S. forces 
to eliminate and does so without affecting any discernible defense interest of the other side. 
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The m i n i m u m  en~ential boofiter r~tquirernenca will include the 
following; 

~inimum burnout velocity oC fully integrated intcrcegtor 
aboV8 7 bniocra (apeciiied value TBD) 
Support the Exoatmoapheria K i l l  VehicLa payload and 
nreociated oupporting component9 

e Support a Payldad Verifieatian Teat net later than the end 
of 3QFr199'1 

ACIdLtionarl requirtmuant8 will be provided by the Director, S y s t e m  
~ngineering (BXDO/TRP;) on Fobrunry 2 1995 Tha atudy teams will 
also be prepared to adjurt t o  my ~s1vLng  NMD acquieition or 
amsrgency d e p l 0 ~ 9 z l t  strategy aa directed by BMDO, 

 he atudy shouid not be narrowly focured sine. ether 
rsquirmenta may develop as plan unPold6. The opt ima  ahould 
addraea ths menmitivity to ohangsa in the underlying a e a w t i o n e .  
For exrmgle, what i n  rha impact i f  additional interoegtors are 
requirrd, thls threat ahsngas, pracomit aenrer availability 
changaa, or the parled o f  deployment i s  increased? 

Thr find products of thie study ehould alaarly s t a t e  the 
gritaria an g r o v i d d  by BMDO, a a a ~ t i o n m ,  constrainte, 
advmtages, cliaadvantages, and issucm with each optian. The 
methodology (deoiuion matrix) tux rariking the differant boostel: 
options sbauLd be defined snd w i l l  be rwiswed by the Boostei: 
Advisory Courrcil. 

Attachment 2 give6 a mare detailed but net naceasarily all- 
enoomgaesing lint of t e ~ h n i ~ a l  iaauaa that  ahould be n8dressea, 

-I r t w  period ef ntudy i s  a m t u l h  of 8 wceka. The co- 
chairparaon# will provide two i n t e r im  briefings to the Director, 
N~QD Rmadinaeeb via VTC at the end 0% the socencl and Fifth weeks, 
Thir preliminary data may b@ remired to eupport t h e  NMD Report to 
Congrers. A final written report and briefing wlll be rewired 
not  later than Xarch 3 3 ,  1993. Mditl.ona1 briefing6 fqr other 
stakeholders may be required following the atudy period- Ihe  
seudy group will provide a detailed eehedula of activities to the 
Dlrect~r, W Rqadineaa as noon ae possible. 

pkc BMMl point-ef-aontaet for thla study effort is 
LTC MncMullin, USA1 ( 7 0 3 )  693-1600. 

COL, USA 
bireetox, Nstiunal Missile 

Defanae Rasdineas 

Attaobznentsi 
1, NHb Intsraegtoz Baoeter Btudy Aaviaory Council 
a .  NMD rncercepcor Booster Study Requirements and Criteria f o r  

Comparison of Optione 
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DCPAR?';n2:dY OF DEFENSE 

BALLLS'I'IC MlBSltE DEFENSE ORQANlZATlON 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301.7100 

FB 0 1 1005 

BU&JECT: Nation41 M~ssila Defense (m) Iatorceptor 8ooet.r gtudy 

xsfrrences t4MD Tiger l a m  0utbtief for Dr. Paul G. Kaminskf, 
USD (Ah?) , dated dsrruary 1 7 ,  1995 

- 1  mi8 memot~dum will provide tkr frawwotk and CUrecti on 
Lor a f o m ~ : l  study of NhD Sntaraaptox boolrtslr optiane In support 
of a two year amsrqenay deploynrent option. 

-1 Aa dsacrib~d in the reference above, the Intercaptor 
agchj,teaturur for  an initfrrl margetley doploYIwat would oonaipt of 
the f o l l o w i ~ ~ u  1 

# 2 0  F i rs t  aenurbtion EKV KiIX Vehiolou Nountad on Mirrutamkn 1x1 
Boosters Zacmtingent on daeper c\nalyeia) i n  dlilos at Oxand Forkcr 

r VBO > 7 kzn/mcr with subrtmtial  paylead we$ght margin re 
a l lcrw for ruppdrtin~ p~)'losdli 
~ ~ 0 2 e 8 r  hardma8 veritimd a# > 0.01 qsl/crn2 
Potuatial for rapid relocation' 

ThLa rtudy will provlde analyoie an8 reoomendationa to 
support s dt~cision W BMW on the bmat booeter confrl~ration for 
t h i s  mxgarray daploy~lent option. 

-1: The study w i l l  b@ c o n d u ~ t f d  by h qwenament 3ed 
tram a t  the exrcuting agent level and co-chaired by 8 
repreuentative from the m y  Bragrun Executive Offico for ~ i ~ a i l e  
DeCenea and the A ~ Y  Fore61 Program Executive Office far Spnae. The 
CO-chairgeraonr w i l l  obtain the requir~d government end industry 
expertise t o  support t h i n  Befort, including repreeenfation from 
the Navy if required. The 8Wdy t e r n  will, repOILt to t h e  Director, 
NMP Raadinesa, An advieow council (Attachment 11 will assist the 
Director, 

-[: ~xamine existing alternative boaeter6, includinq 
mxIr, ~ a v y  strategic offensive stacks, and other candidates using 
the afieuqptionr, rqquirunent~, and threat for tha two yaar 
emerQenoy deploscment option. The output of this  lstudy will be to 
gropoe* an bMD i n t e r c t ~ t o r  baoet~r based on payload requirements, 
avcrilability and ease of integra~ion, overall interceptor 
performance, eperatlona u d  s u p ~ o r t ,  risk, schedule, cost, and 
fl&bfZity t a  changing deployment raquirementa, 
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operations across the spectrum of peace-rto-war. A larger wing can 

support a long-term contingency on its own by avoiding duplication 

of equipment, supply, manpower, and more efficiently using in- 

place infrastructure to sustain a large number of aircraft. 

Obviously, the fewer locations we operate from, the less overhead 

manning, units, and facilities we need to support that operation. 

The.core tanker wing is designed with all this in mind and enables 

Air Mobility Command to craft a tailored force to deploy and 

sustain the principles of Global Reach -- Global Power. 



CONUS or any theater around the world. Core tanker wings are 

also compatible with our shrinking defense dollars. Less personnel 

overhead is required when several squadrons are consolidated into 

a larger wing. Additionally, there's a reduction in duplication of 

facilities and equipment with larger tanker wings, which is 

consistent with most Air  Force wings. 

A core tanker wing can operate more effectively by 

maintaining unit integrity within a Iarger force. The synergistic 

benefits of a larger wing are more apparent during long term 

deployments. Smaller tanker units must combine and rotate 

personnel more o&en to sustain the same long term mission of a 

deployed core tanker wing. Tanker personnel are currently tasked 

extensively and are deployed on an average of nearly four months 

per year. The pressure on these people from this high operations 

tempo when combined with the reorganization of our forces has 

been increased turbulence in their lives. Leadership at these core 

tanker wings deploy with their units and have a better appreciation 

of their personnel. capabilities and historical aircraft maintenance 

limitations. AdditionalIy, core tanker wings provide concentrated 

expertise and experience on aerial refueling operations necessary 

-to better manage these critical resources. 

In summary, as America reduces its forward deployed forces 

and defense dollars, the DoD will rely ]nore heavily upon highly 

mobile and highly trained forces capable of responding to 



mission is a paramount consideration for tanker basing. When the 

focus shifts to SIOIP, the core tanker wing can immediately transfer 

its resources and energy to that mission. It can ease command and 

control issues, and minimixe turmoil when tanker assets are 

transferred from Air Force component commands to the United 

States Strategic Command. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

process has closed or realigned 12 tanker bases since 1988. As a 

result, three core tanker wings have emerged. They are Fairchild 

AFB, WA; McConnell AFB, KS; and Grand Forks AFB, ND. 

Providing "Global Reach for h e r i c a "  on short notice and for 

extended periods, of time is the fundamental basis of these core 

tanker wings. .A core tanker wing has inherent benefits not 

apparent in smaller geographically separated units. These include 

economy of force, unit integrity, and a concentration of expertise 

and experience. All these benefits complement a smaller DoD. 

\ 

These core tanker wings can support the National Military 

Strategy more efficiently than geographically dispersed smaller 

units. United States forces permanently assigned overseas have 

been reduced by six fighter wings and two Army divisions since the 

breakup of the Soviet Union. Operationally, a core tanker wing can 

support simultaneous mission requirements and rapidly shift 

resources from: East to West  Major Regional Contingency (MRC), 

from SIOP to OOTW deployments, and from support operations in 



CORE TANKIEIE WINGS 

The primary objective of the tanker (aerial refueling) forces 

during the Cold War was to support nuclear bomber forces under 

the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP). The basing 

requirements for tanker aircraft were dependent upon meeting the 

SIOP mission. Since the end of the Cold War, the size and shape of 

the Air  Force has been affected by many reorganization initiatives. a 

These r6organization initiatives were designed so DoD could 

continue to meet our nation's military requirements despite a 

reduction in force structure and funding. At the heart of the Air 

Force's capability to meet these military requirements lies rapid 

Global Mobility. As  our units return home from overseas bases and 

the defense budget decreases, America must rely on highly mobile 

United States-based forces. Without the capability to project forces, 

conventional deterrence suffers, as does our ability to respond to 

an array of threats and conduct operations-other-than-war (OOTW). 

The core tanker wing is designed to support both the initial surge 

and long-term sustainmenVresupply efforts across the spectrum of 

military operations. 

Although the Cold War is over, a major requirement of our 

core tanker (currently the KC-135) remains supporting the SIOP 

mission. A core tanker wing must be fully capable of supporting 

bomber missions in a nuclear scenario by providing large offloads 

to ensure maximum response flexibility. Therefore, the SIOP 







. THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 7, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay Blume (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 I 

Dear General Blume: 

You provided us a revised COBRA for Malmstrom AFB which includes an additional 
$60M for the cost to close. This is based on REACT costs which you had previously charged to 
START. It is our understanding that this $60M cost is based on the assumption that the decision 
to close Malmstrom AFB would not be made until December 1996, thus requiring installation of 
REACT at Malmstrom AFB followed by removal and reinstallation at Grand Forks AFB to 
accommodate downloading of RVs for START compliance. If this is correct, it would appear 
that an early decision to close Malmstrom would not only avoid these costs, but could actually 
reduce the cost of REACT, since one less squadron would require this modification (3 at Grand 
Forks instead of4 at Maimstromj. 

Please provide clarification or, this issue, and, if appropriate, a revised COBRA which 
removes the $601d which you added and reflects any orher savings associated with reducing by 
one the number of squadrons requiring the REACT modification. 

Sincerely, 

Air Force Team Leader 
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I DECISION BRIEF 
NO. 95-D 30 

8 May 1995 
I For Immediate Release 

THE 
CENTER MISCHIEF IN MOSCOW, CRISIS IN  WASHINGTON: 

FOR WILL CLINTON DEFY CONGRESS ON MISSILE DEFENSE? 

Summit Shenanigan 

S E:CURITY 
POLICY Of all the mistakes President Clinton appears poised to make in his summit with 

President Yeltsin -- including legitimating Yeltsin's Stalinesque genocide in Chechnya, his 

This singularly portentous problem arises from communique language the Clinton 
Administration has developed with the Russians. The plan is for the two presidents to 
pronounce the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty the "cornerstone" of U.S.- 
Russian relations and strategic stability. 

I) 

The Administration hopes with this statement to lock-in the United States' 
commitment to an agreement that effectively bans missile defenses for the American 
people, notwithstanding the facts that it was forged with a country (the Soviet Union) that 
no longer exists and it was drafted in a strategic environment that no longer pertains 
(namely, one in which essentially only the Soviets' nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles 
posed a threat to the U.S. and its troops and allies overseas). Despite these dramatic 
changes, the United States remains without deployed, effective anti-missile defenses. 
And, if the Clinton team has its way, this will remain the case indefinitely. 

nuclear proliferation to Iran and his NATO-wrecking operation -- one is in a class by 
itself: Mr. Clinton's efforts to impede, if not preclude, effective anti-missile defenses 
threatens not only to jeopardize U.S. national security interests; it could also produce a 
constitutional crisis. 

Worse yet, the summiteers are expected to embrace written commitments that 
would have the effect of dramatically expanding the ABM Treaty's scope. By agreeing 
not to deploy "regional defensesN against each other's ballistic missiles and to assure 
"non-circumvention" of the treaty, Mr. Clinton would give the Kremlin important rights. 
Three key leaders of the House of Representatives -- Appropriations Committee 
Chairman Robert Livingston, National Security Committee Chairman Floyd Spence and 
Appropriations Defense Subcommittee Chairman Bill Young -- wrote the President the 
attached letter last Thursday. It warns that: 

"[These limitations] suggest unacceptable geographical limitations on U. S. theater 
missile defenses (TMD) and could open the door for Russia to oppose any U.S. 

I TMD deployments. In addition, the reported 'non-circumvention' language could 
cause Russia to challenge our international cooperative theater defense programs." 

The legislators went on to note their continuing opposition to the Clinton 
Administration's efforts to negotiate the "mu1ti1ateralization" of the ABM Treaty. That 
initiative would open the Treaty to additional signatories, a step calculated to make it 
more difficult to change its terms in the future. They also reiterated their opposition to 
the current U.S. negotiating position which would "place velocity limits on TMD 
interceptors.. . [and] hamstring our ability to provide the most capable missile defenses to 
our forward-deployed forces." Messrs. Livingston, Spence and Young concluded by 
observing: 

- more - 

I 1250 24th Street, N.W., Suite 350, Washington, D.C. 20037 (202) 466-0515 FAX (202) 466-0518 
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"...President Yeltsin must be made to realize that we are ready to act cooperatively 
[with Russia] if we can, but unilaterally if we must when it comes to missile defenses. 
The importance of this issue to U.S. security is simply too great to extend Russia or any 
other nation a veto. " 

The Constitutional Ouestion 

Such a warning to the President of the United States from senior members of the 
House of Representatives who control the government's purse-strings cannot prudently be 
ignored. It would be more than foolish, however, for the Administration to ignore a letter, 
also attached, which was sent on May 2nd by fifty members of the U.S. Senate -- including 
Majority Leader Robert Dole and virtually every other member of the Republican leadership. 
This letter served formal notice on Mr. Clinton: 

"We are deeply troubled by indications that you intend to proceed, in the face of clearly 
stated congressional opposition, to make commitments in Moscow that would impede 
U.S. efforts to provide American troops with effective protection against missile attack. 
We find particularly troubling press reports describing the draft communique language 
being developed for that meeting.. . .We want you and the Russians to be fully aware of 
our determination to prevent the creation of new impediments to missile defenses." 

The fifty signatories to this letter represent more than enough to defeat any new 
missile defense treaty or ABM amendment that President Clinton might submit for 
Senate advice and consent, as required by the U.S. Constitution. Therefore, the 
Administration seems to believe that it can do as it did with the notorious North Korean 
"agreed framework" -- namely, ignore altogether the Senate's role in treaty-making. Senator 
Dole and his colleagues must not allow an Administration bent on "dumbing-down," if not 
altogether precluding, U. S. missile defense capabilities to dumb-down the Constitution in the 
process. 

The Bottom Line 

It is noteworthy that in addition to Senator Dole, two other Senate Republicans -- Phil 
Gramm, Dick Lugar and Arlen Specter -- who share Mr. Dole's desire to bring an early end 
to the Clinton presidency, are among those who signed the May 2nd letter. If Mr. Clinton 
will not be deterred from making a serious mistake on missile defenses at the summit by 
virtue of either the strategic dangers or the potential constitutional crisis it may 
precipitate, perhaps the political risks associated with leaving the United States exposed 
to missile attack will do the trick. 

After all, the President has been at pains in the wake of the Oklahoma City bombing 
to promise the populace that he would take every step to protect it. Does he really mean that 
he will do so unless the attacker uses a ballistic missile, in which case the public is on its 
own? If so, Mr. Clinton will be roughly as vulnerable politically as he would leave the 
American people. 



4 May 1995 

Tha Honorable William J. Clinton 
President 
The White House 
Washingcon, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

As you prepare for your upcoming txfp to Moscow, 
register our concern over the Administration's latest 
resolve the issue of theater missile defenses and the 

we w i s h  t o  
attempt t o  
ABM Treatv - 

a d  our strong opposition to any agreement that restricts the 
ability t o  defend our troops abroad from ballistic missile 
attack. ,. 

Reports of draft caamrudque lansuage describing the ABM 
Treaty a3 the ~ornerstoaeu of the U.S.-Russian arms control 
relationship once again illustrate the difficulty the 
Add,?istration is having in ccming to terns w i t h  post-Cold War 
realities. An aweement t o  ban deployment of nregional defenses 
against che other's ballistic missilesn suggests unacceptable 
gecgraphical limitations on U.S. TXD deployments and could open 
the door for Russia to  oppose 0.9. TMD deployments. In 
addition, the reported wnon-c i rcwent ionm language could cause 
Russia t o  challenge our internatfonal cooperative theater defense 
programs. 

Moreover, the Administration's negatiating pasition 
continues to support t k e  multilateralization of the Treaty, which 
would make future amendments more diffic~lt. It also continues 
to place velocity limits on 'Mb intezceptors, which would 
hamstring our ability to provide the most capable missile 
defenses to our fordard deployed forces. We encourage you to 
infom President Yeltsia that the United S t a t e s  is og~osed t o  
such limits. 

The focus of any negotiations with the Ruasians ahould be on 
finding ways to move f o w d  cooperatively, not to limit U.S. 
capabilities. We encourage you to seek Russia's agreement t o  
resumem the discussions that began in 1992 on a .global protection 
eystem, rn including early warning data sharLqq, and related issues 
o f  mutual benefit. However, President Yeltsin must bemade to 
realize that we are ready t o  act cooperaeively i f  we can, but 
unilaterally if we must who& i t  comes to mfasile defenses. Tha 
importance of this issue t o  U.S. security is simply tco great to 
uctezzd Russia or any other nation a veto. 

Sincerely, 

e%+G&- 
Floyd D. S nca 



BOB DOLE 
KANSAS 

The President 
The White House 
Washington 

OFRQ OF THE REeVBUCAN CE-A 

WASWNCTON. DC lO4167010 
May 2 ,  1995 

Dear Mr. President: 

We are writing in advance of your summit meeting in Moscow 
to reiterate our strenuous objections to any action which would 
politically strengthen the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABK) 
Treaty, expand its scope, increase the number of signatories, or 
otherwise edd impediments to the development and deployment of 
effective U.S. theater missile defenses. On four separate 
occaeione -- January 17, February 6 ,  March 8, and April 6 -- 
Senate Republicans have written to you on this critical issue, 
indicating our opposition to such efforts and underscoring our 
position that any such treaty changes would be subject to the 
advice and consent of the Senate. Unfortunately, there are 
indications that your administration has not been dissuaded from 
pursuing a course which would place serious new constraints on 
our ability to pursue effective missile defenses. 

The threat posed by the proliferation of ballistic missile 
technology and weapons of mass destruction grows daily. We had a 
close look at this threat during the Gulf War. The next time a 
conflict arises, our troops and our allies could face a greater 
threat, as terrorist regimes like Iran, bent on acquiring missile 
technology, nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction 
move closer to that goal. The Russiansv intent to follow through 
with a reactor deal that would add to Iran's nuclear know-how 
only makes the situation more urgent. 

As such, we are deeply troubled by indications that you 
intend to proceed, in face of clearly stated Congressional 
opposition, to make commitments in Moscow that would impede U.S. 
efforts to provide American troops overseas and allies with 
effective protection against missile attack. We find . 
particularly troubling press reports describing the draft 
communique language being developed for that meeting. 
Furthermore, we note that in January 1992, Russian president 
Boris Yeltsin proposed not only deeper offensive force 
reductions, but collaboration with the United States on a joint 
"Global Protection Systemn of anti-missile defenses. This would 
be a much more appropriate and constructive avenue for your 
discussions with President ~eltsin. 

Failing to get Russia to back down on its nuclear reactor 
deal with Iran, while simultaneously acting to severely limit our 
ability to protect U.S. forces, allies, and American c i t i z ens  
would be inexcusable. Should this be the outcome, we want you 
and the Russians to be fully aware of our determination to 
prevent the creation of new impedimenta to missile defenses. 

Sincerely, 

Roberc Dole 
Spea:er Abraham 
John Ashcroft 
Roben Fostcr Bennett 
Christopher S. Bond 
Hank Brown 
C O M I ~  B u m  
Ben Nighthome Campbell 
Daniel R. COW 
Thad Cochnn 

W~lliam S. Cohen 
Paul Coverdell 
Lny E. Cnig 
Alfonre D'Amrto 
Mike DeWlne 
Pee V. Domcnici 
D. M. 'buch'  F a i ~  
Bill Frisf 
Slrde Gotton 
Phil Gnmrn 

Rodney Gram 
Chades Gnuley 
Judd Allan Gregg 
Orrin Hatch 
J e w  Helms 
K.y Bailey Hutchimn 

:loth Jamer M. Inhofe 
Dirk Kcmpthorne 
Ion L. Kyl 
Trent Laa 

Richard Lugar 
Connie Mack 
John McCain 
Milch McConncll 
Fnnk Murkowski 
Don Nicklcr 
Bob Packwood 
Larry Resrler 
William W. Roth 
Rick Snntnntm 

Richard Shelby 
Alan K. Simpmn 
Robefi Smith 
Olympia I. Snowe 
M e n  Specter 
Ted Sevenr 
Cnig Thonus 
Fred Thompmn 
S m m  T h u m n d  
1-L- 1.r a*,---- 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
OFFICE OF THE CHtEf  O F  STAT F 

UNITCO STATES &IF; FORCE 

WASIi1NGTON DC 20330 

J-IQ US.G:/CC 
1610 Air Force Pc~ltagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1660 

17 MAY 1395 

Dcfensr Dasc Closurc and Rcalignmcnt Commission 
1700 N. iMoorc St, Suitc 1425 
ArlingLcrr VA 22209 

Dear Chairman 1)jxon 

J m-, writing to express rnjr deep concern over the DBCR Commission's decision to consider 
Grmd Forks Air Fcrce B a e  for realignment or closurc actions beyond those reconunendcd by 
the Depmncnt of Defcnsc. Two ycus ago wc rcbased our KC-135 flccr to form thrce corc air 
d u e l i n g  wings at Grzrld Forks, Fairchild, and McConnell AFBs. We took this action to achieve 
d ~ e  orgcnizntionnl, operational and fiscal eft7ciencjcs of n propcriy sizcd organization wifu a 
clearly defincd mission zr each of these bases. 

?'his reorganization was thc right way to go in the long run for our tanker force bur required 
tha: we :doca!e approxir;.,ately 65% of rhe active duty KC-135 aircrcw and support prsonnei to 
one of the rive:: corc refueling bases. During this sarnc timc, Air Force tanker and othcr mobility 
forces h.:lre su?poned numcrous ct~nringency and hurnarilrxrnn c f f o x  in countries such a 
Somdiz. ii'ziri, Ru.3nd2, and Intq. The cost to our peoplc from this h i ~ h  operations tempo ~vhcr :  
co;~l'uincl viltl: .;i~c ~ecrganizauon u;uur forces has been an incr-cace In turbulence in he i r  lives. 
We sejus: 'beginnkg !o capture a nlearure of stabibty for them and are seeing the benefits in 
terns  01 gcarcr opcratlond efficicncics and highcr raoralc. LI my judgment. scattering Grand 
Forks' force stucture rhroughout a number of new smaller units and locations dilutes our ability 
to efficjcntly xcomplish the air refueling missions which are critical to support the national 
snatcgic; of sun~cgic deterrence and crisis response and creares additionnl turbulence in thc li\res 
or" mmln\. of our personnel. 

Spcrificall!r,  rand Forks AER has the airspace, infrsm~cture,  and location the Air Force 
requL.cr io: 3 corc i j ikcr  uting. Grarrd Forks' nonh ccntrai location is ide'dy suiled LO suppon 
our nu ic~n ' s  nuclear dect~ent  pos~urc and rapid response to mobility contingency operations. 
Grand Farl:s is d s o  10cz:ed close to most northern air refucliog uxks pro~~iding quality tn in i~ iy  
rzirspacc fr-cc from cncroachmcni and interference from commercial air traffic. h additioo to 
these esecllen! characreristics, Grand Forks h.u somc of the best irifrasuucture in A\4C, with 
both the ramp nnd h ~ d i m l c  system required ro suppoll 3 Ixgs [ankcr fleet. Finally. the tanker 
folcc h n j  undergone an inordinaic amouni of tu rno i l  over l11c past five years with ~xevious 



BRAC actions having closed 12 tanker bases. Stability is essential to maintaining our rcadincss 
posture. 

Our rtuee corc air refueling wings now realize economies of scdc in operations, logistics, and 
organization. LI operations, for cxnmple, a. lnrger wing can sllpport a long-term confjngcncy on 
its ow11 through Inregrated Tanker Unit Deployments (ITUD). Smaller units would hnvc to 
combine resources and cross normal lincs o f  unit cornm3nd to accomplish thc s,me mission. Ln 
the area of logistics, our  corc air refueling wings avoid duplication in equipment, supply, 
manpower and overhead and efficiently usc in-place infrnstructurt to providc support to a i x g t  
numbcr of aircraft at tllcsc thrce bases. From rtn orgnr~izational perspective, the fc~vcr locations 
we operate from, the less ovcrhend manning, units and facilities we need to support h u t  
opcretion. Closing Grand Forks would rcducc or clirninata many of these kncfits. 

I c w o t  overstate my support for retention of a corc air refueling wing at Grand Forks Air 
Forcc Basc. 1 bclievc it is csscriLinl to our nntion's ability to respond in a timely mrlnncr to 
challenges across the entirc spectnim of conflict. I3sk your considerntion of thc benefit5 wc ruc 
now receiving from our corc rcfucling wings as you makc the recomieridations which will affect 
tile bming structure of all the Armed Services for  many years t 
be h e l ~ f u l  to you in that process. 

Chief of  Staff 



DRAFT 

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-1 35R). Major 
tenant is the 321 st Missile Group (1 50 Minuteman 111). 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realignment. 
The 321st Missile Group will inactivate and a portion of the Minuteman 111 nlissiles 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 
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 Pdsture 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. 

STAFF COMMENTS 

None. 

DRAFT 
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs: $8 1.3 million 
Net Costs (Savings) During Implementation $252.3 million 
Annual Recurring Savings $87.6 million 
Return on Investment Year 1999 (1 Year) 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years $1.1 billion 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
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: 15.3 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 996-200 1): 1 5.3 percent decrease 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Grand Forks north central location is operationally significant for supporting our strategic 
nuclear war plan. 

DRAFT 
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On average 40 percent of the tanker aircraft are deployed to forward operating locations. 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 refueling 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 
tanker wing. 
Core tanker wings realize economies of scale in operations, logistics, and organization; and 
avoid duplication in equipment, supply, manpower, and overhead. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSfISSUES 

The runway condition has been recently upgraded to Code 1. 
A pipeline feed to the base and the 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," and could jeopardize 
any future ballistic missile defense deployments. 
Costs associated with demolishing/relocating the ABM site should be included in the 
analysis, if it is determined that demolition~relocation is necessary. 
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. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None. 

OlsodAF Team/May 1 8,1995 

DRAFT 

3 



T I M E  



22 May 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR COL ENGSTROM 

SUBJECT: Commissioner Steele's Visit 

Bill 

The proposed itinerary for Commissioner Steele looks okay. As I mentioned on the phone on 
Friday, the Commissioner would like on base quarters for Friday, Saturday, and Sunday nights. 
I'm enclosing a copy of the Chiefs letter (2 pages) regarding the flying mission at Grand Forks, 
plus a copy of the base summary (3 pages) that I prepared for Commissioner Steele. 

Thanks, n 

&I* r".- 
D id Olson 
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April 28, 1995 ZWJ Yd. 4 d  

Donald F, Massey , Esquire 
Senior Vice President 
Fleishman-Hillard Inc. 
1301 Connecticut Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036-1816 

RE: Anti-Ballistic Missile 'l'reatv of 1972 

Dear Mr. Massey: 

You have axed  me ts agdress rhc fdloa-mp ques:iar. 

U'ouid c l o ? ~ r e  0:' t i e  ~nterc~:l~iiien;~! 5all:s::: t;l;:j.~r IZAlr! '  ; Z C L ~ ~ L : E ;  :: -- 
Grand Forks Air Force Bas:: extlngr;!sn ~1: :  rigf,: ot tnz I ‘need S:a~es ro GepIp: 
an anti-ballistic missile ("ABM") systen; 2s  current!^ permitred b ~ .  the T r e q ,  
Between the United Stares of A n ~ e n c a  and the Umori of Sovie: Socialis: 
Republics on the Limitat~on of ~nti-Baliistlc Mlss~ie Systems of 1972 (the 

"ABM Treaty"), rhe 1976 prxocol to the T r e a ~ ,  2nd the related ~ ~ i e ; i z i  
described below? 

This letter sets out my anzfysis and conclusions. 

Professionai ipackzroun;t_ 
- 

The  background that I bring to this question is as iollows: 

I have hecn a member uf h e  bar since 1974, !laving received 2 J D. degree f i i ~ m  t k ~  

Ulliversity of Chicago Law School and, prior to that. a I3.A. degree (summa cum laude) ir! 
1971 from Yale University with cxccptional distinction in R.~ss~arr Srudies Exccpt for h c  
years 1982-1987, 1 have k e n  a practicing lawyer since 1374, specializing in intemt;onal 
comnlercial transactions invo lv in~  Russia and other CIS countries. In the course of n,Jr 
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practice, I have been required on numerous occasions to interpret and apply international 
treaties and agreements to the transnational business transactions of clients. 

From 1982 to 1985, 1 served as the Representative of the U.S. Secretary of Defense 
to the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks ("START") and, in that capacity. was a member of the 
U.S.  delegation to the START negotiations with the Soviet Union. As a member of the 
START delegation, I participated in the second five-year review of the ABM Treaty in 1982 
pursuant to Article XIV(2). In 1985, 1 assumed additional duty as Special Counsel to the Head 
of the U.S.  Delegation to the Negotiations on Nuclear and Space Arms with the Soviet Union, 
while continuing to represent the Secretary of Defense in START. 

In late 1985, the President appointed me as Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency for Strategic Programs, a position I held until mid-1987. 
111 that capacity I had responsibility within the agency for U.S. policy on the control of 
strategic and intermediate-range nuclear arins, space artus and strategic defense systems -- it] 
othcr words, all matters involving U.S.-Soviet arms control negotiations with respect to 
nuclear arms and strategic defense, including ABM systems. My responsibilities ar ACDA 
also included chalring the Interagency Group on Defense and Space which, among other 
things, developed U.S. positions and policy recommendations to the President on such matters 
as the types of potential strategic defense activities that were or were not permitted ttv the 
ARM Trea? I:, the course of my official responsibili+ies on the START delegzt~or, ani  
esp,~cially at ~cD.4, I had many wcaslons to analyze the PLBM Trcay ten.  refer tc at 
negotiaiing hisrun. znd ratrficat~on debares on the ABhri Treaty, and a ~ p l ! ~  the -4Bk4 Trca5 r r  

~.ariocs zctuai 3: ?3tcnir~1 s:ia:egc defense actrvlrles by the t;;lite: State$ ail2 tne ECSr", 

The mir~ose of the ABbf Treatv 

The underlying purpose of the A3M Treaty, when it was conciuded in 1972, was rc7 

prohibit the United States and the Soviet Union from deploying a nationwide ABM defense. 
'I'he rationale tor thls proh~bttion. ar least from the l7.S. viewpoint, was that the absence in 
each country of an effective defense against ballisric missile atlack by the other would reduce 
any incentive a country might have to launch a first strike. This was thought to be so because 
the attacker ulould bc cssct~ially Jcfenseleibs ;ty,ainst a rekliatory missile launch and therefore 
would be less likely to risk the consequences of a fir.;[ strike. In_ turn, each country would 
have less incentive to increase its strategic offensive capabilities and would be more willing 
to negotiate effective limitations on strategic offensive arms, thereby reducing the risk of the 
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outbreak of war involving nuclear weapons.' Thus each country agreed to leave 
"unchallenged the penetration capability of the other's retaliatory missile  force^."^ 

The Text of the GBM Treaty 

Consistent with its purpose, the ABM Treaty provides in Article I (2) that 

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory 
of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not to deploy ABM 
systems for defense of an individual region except as provided for in Article 111.. . . 

Article 111 prohibits each country from deploying ABM systems or their components 
except for 

(a) ... one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilonleters and ccntered on the Party's national capital.. . 

and 

(b) ... one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred and 
fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers.. . "  

The ABM Treaty does not, in Article 111 or elsewhere. requlre either country to specific 
c t  a, + precise location of the ARM deployment are2 containing ICBM silo launchers. Tr! the 
contrary, each countv is to use its national technical means to verify compliance with the 
Treaty. 

Nor does the ABM Treaty. in Article I11 or elsewhere. specify any minirnunl 
number - - or any number whatever -- of ICBM launchers that an .4BM deployn~ent area must 
contain. The only such reference is the Article I11 requirement that one of the turo permitted 

. - 

' ABM Treaty, Preamble. 

' II . S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Artns Control and Disarnlament 
Agreements: Texjsmd-Histories of the Nenotiations (Washington. D.C. , 1990) 255. 

Article 111 also limits the number of ABM launchers and missiles, as well as the 
number and capability of ABM radars, in cach permitted deployment area. 

ABM Treaty. Article XII. 
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ABM deployment areas must contain ICBM silo "launchers" -- that is. more than one such 
launcher. 

' h e  language of Article 111 is less precise regarding the actual location of the ABM 
deployment area conuining ICBM silo launchers than the location of the ABM deployment 
area at the national capital. In the latter case, Article IlI(a) specifically requires that the ABM 
deployment area must be "centered on" the national capital, In the former case, however, 
there is no requirement that the ABM deployment area must be centered on an ICBM field. 
Rather, Article III(b) only requires that ICBM silo launchers must be contained somewhere 
within the 150-kilometer ndius of the ABM deployment area. This language appears to permit 
flexibility in selecting a location for the center of an ABM deployment area at an ICBM field, 
provided only that ICBM silo launchers are within the permitted radius o f  the ABM 
deployment area. Nor does the language of Anicle U1, or any other provision of the ABM 
Treaty. stipulate that the ICBM silo launchers within an ABM deployment area must all be 
located within a single ICBM field, or at a single niilitary base, or within a single 
organizational unit. 

On May 26, 1972, the date on which the ABM Treaty itself was signcd, the heads of 
delegation of the rwo countries also initialed a number of agreed statements that are appended 
ro the ABM Treaty Agreed Statement C imposes an additional condition on the location of 
rhe wo ?ermitrec! ABM deployment areas by stipulating thar "the center of the ABM system 
dcpioyrnent area centered on the natlonal capital and the center of the ABM system deploymen; 
area con:a:mng fCBM silc, launchers for each Party shall be separated by no less than thirteen 
icnarzd 1;11amete:s" bu: otherwise adds no further constraints on location. 

Aiso appended to the ABM Treaty are f ive common understandings that the two 
:ountr;lc: resched during the negotiations. !n each of these common understandings, excepr 
ror the firsr one, a statement by one delegation is followed by a responsive statement from the 
uther delegation indicating agreement or acceptance in one form or another. The exception, 
Common Understanding A: Location of ICBM Defenses, consists of a statement by the U.S. 
delegation on May 26, 1972, in which the delegation repeats the language of Agreed 
Statement C (quoted above) and then adds the following comment: 

In this con_ncction the U.S. side notes that its ABM system deploytnent area for 
defense of ICBM silo launchers, located wcst of the Mississippi River, will be 
centered in the Grand Forks ICBM silo launcher deployment area. 

Unlike the other cornlnon understandings, this statement is nor accompanied hy any responsive 
statement from the Soviet delegation. Nor is there any indication in the text of the ABM 
Treaty, or any of the various agreeci statements, cornrnon understandings or unilateral 
statements accompanying i t ,  that the Soviet Union made any response to this comment. 



d!&-, &+&* @ 3~~~ 
Donald F. Massey, Esqulre 
April 28, 1995 
Page 5 

Possibly one reason is that the comment required no Soviet response, inasmuch as it was 
delivered as a point of information (" . . the U.S. side notes . , . ") rather than as a maner 
requiring mutual assent. The language of the comment is also in contrast to the many other 
instances in the text of h e  ABM Treaty and its accompanying statements, where the two 
countries explicitly stated that "the Parties undertake." "the Parties understand," or "the Parties 
agree" when it was their intention to record binding commitments and promises. 

The Protocol to the ABM Treaty 

In 1974 the United States and the Soviet Union negotiated a Protocol to the Treaty 
Between the United States Of America and the Union Of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
Limitation 01' Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (the "Protocol "). The Protocol was formally 
ratified, in the same fashion as the ABM Treaty itself, and entered into force in 1976. 

The purpose of the Protocol was to reinforce the ABM Treaty's prohibition on 
nationwide ABM Jefemes by reducing the number of permissible ABM deployment areas from 
two to one. As President Ford explained in his letter transmitting the Protocol to the Senate, 
"the Protocol would amend the Treaty to Iirnit each Party to a single ABM deploymcnt area 
at  any one time. which level i s  consistent with the current ievd of depl~yrnent."~ 

Thus, k r ~ i c i e  i i l )  of the srotocol p:ovide!: h a t  

7- 

r r n r  
- A , ,  ?z;q qhaii re jtmtei: nr ;in! on:: tmle i2 2 slngie ared oxt of the two 
n;oiv1aec iri k m c i ~  111 of tiie Trszty for uepioyrnent of anti-halIlstic missile 
.kBh4,? systems or their camponenrs and accordingly shall not exercise its r igh 

:a deploy ar, ABM systez or irs componenrs in the second of the two ABM 
sysrem deployment areas permitted by knicle III of the Treary, except as an 
exchange of one pzrrnitted area for the other in accordance with Article 11 of 
this Protocol. 

-4rtlcle If of the Protocol nrovides &ar, upon gi\.ing the required notice, each country 
i s  pcrrnitred to dismantle or destroy I &  ABM system where it was deployed as of 1976, arid 

Protocol m the Treaty With the Union Of Soviet Sociaiisr Republics on h e  Limitation 
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems: Message From the President of the United States 
Transmitting the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Mlssile Systems, Signed in Moscow on 
July 3, 1974, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., 1974. 
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to deploy an ABM system in the second area originally permined by Anicle 111 of the Treaty.o 
This right may be exercised oniy once.' 

Except to the extent modified by the Prorocol. the rights and obligations established by 
the ABM Treaty remain in force.8 Other than restricting each country to one instead of two 
PLBM deployment areas at any one time, the Protocol does not add or remove any restrictions 
on the location of a permitted ABM deployment a m  that were not otherwise present in h e  
ABM treaty as ratified in 1972. The Protocol's provisions for a one-time election to relocate 
an ABM system from its 1976 location only addresses a situation in which either country 
wishes to deploy an ABM system in the second location originally permitted to it under 
Article 111 of the ABM Treaty (in the case of the Unired States, its national capital). The 
Protocol is silent on the question whether the United States may relocate its one ABM system 
from the 1976 deployment area containing ICBM silo launchers to a different deployment area 
(not the nationaI capital) containing ICBM silo launchers -- just as the Protocol is silent on 
whether the Soviet Union could move its ABM system from Moscow to another city if it 
decided to move its natiorial capital to that city. To address these questions, one must resort 
to the text and appended statements and understandings of the ABM Treaty as originaliy 
negotiated in 1972. 

. - . .  . 
Aiii inrer,?a~ional asreernertr :c r.2 b: iarei-.~retec irj gxh;  :i:tr, ~ r -  aCCOr329" c , ; , ) ~ ' :  vie . . ? .  

oralnary meaning tu b: gillen tc !:5 Izrmz i?. L ! c ~  conrexr an.. :n :he iicS,: sr irr obiec; ant - -,--. 7 ,  

purpose. Rest. 2. Restzte2en: (2- T'D~ r o r t I r E  Rcizt:on.c 2 v . r  !.r. iat'. ! j~ii"  S Z ; ~ :  

$, 325(ii (1987). 

-. i nc  ordinary meaning of ti12 [ems in h:: ABM Tre2t-y and P r o t ~ o l ,  ss we11 2s t.: 
associated agrecd siatcments and carnmon understa~dings. do not support an interpretation thar 
the United States would he forever barred from relocatln its permined ABM system from one 
Iocation containing 1CBhf silo launchers to another location containing ICBM silo launchers. 
There is cerrainly nothing in the language of the Treaty, the Protocol, the agreed statements, 
the common understandings or the unilateral statemerits that impose such a ban. Both the 
'Treaty and the Protocol address Ihe matter of lccation in ge~leric tcnns. Geographica! 
coordinates and place names are nowhere nlentioned or required to bc specified anywhere in 
the Treaty or the Protocol. 

' Protocol, Arricle Il(2). 

Protocol, Article II(1). 
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The mere fact that h e  U.S.  delegation in 1972 volunurily noted the U.S.  intention to 
deploy an ABM system at Grand Forks Air Force Base hardly rises to the level of n binding 
treaty commitment by the United States never to change its intention and never to relocate that 
ABM system to another ICBM deployment area. This is paflicularly so where neither the 
Treaty nor the Protocol required the United States to designate in the Treaty documents the 
particular ICBM silo launchers or particular deployment area of ICBM silo launchers h t  it 
might choose to defend with an ABM system, and where the Soviet delegation recorded no 
response to the voluntary U.S. statement about Grand Forks or any understanding that the U.S .  
reference to Grand Forks was taken as an irrevocable e l e ~ t i o n . ~  

The object and purpose of the ABM Treaty -- to prohibit nationwide ABM defenses and 
render each country's ICBM silo launchers vulnerable to the ICBMs of the other -- also do not 
support a conclusion that the United States may not defend any ICBM silo launchers other than 
those at  Grand Forks Air Force Base. So long as the quantitative and qualitative limits 
imposed by the ABM Treaty on ABM systems and components are observed, the United States 
cannot deploy an effective nationwide ABM defense no matter where the defended ICBM siio 
launchers are located. 

It  has been suggested that maintaining a small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks 
in order to retain the option of rn ABM deployment would somehow violate the intent of t h , ~  
ABM Treaty. The intent of the Treaty, however, suppons precise!y the opposite conciusior 
i3ecause (he ARM Treaty aims to assxre the ml~ruz! vuine:abi!~ry of !' ? and Sauler ICBl,4 L:;: 

iaunchers, the fewer ICBM siio launchers the Uruted States eixz in defend. IZ~P grezte~ tn: 
vuInerabiiir\ of its lCBM rorzzs urrii $:. hence t ie  more consrstzn; !-- 5 a e p i n y 9 z n ~ ~  r ; 7 1 i  

with the intent of th: .4B!lf r:e;q 

9 While the time constrams imposed on die presen! letter a ~ d  not permir 2 G?ioroueh 
review of the ratification hearings and debates on the ABM Treaty and Protcxol, 1 have 
found no ind~cation that the Senate understood the designation of Grand Forks to be an 
irrevocable choice that would forever preclude the United States from moving its ABM 
defense from Grand Forks to another location containing ICBM silo launchers. Both the 
executive branch representatives and individual Senators generally rcferred to the defense of 
an ICBM site rather than singling out Grand Forks by name. See, for example, Strategic 
Arnls Limitation Agreements: Hearings Before The Coil~tnittee On Foreign Relations Of' 
United States Senate, 93d Cong., 2d Sess., 63 (Stalement of Defense Secretary Laird: " . . 

treaty . . . preserves the option to deploy a terminal defense of IJ . S .  ICBM's . . . "1, 
247 (Staremenr of Senator Kennedy: " . . . exceptions are made . . . for the protection of a 
single ICBM site.") (1972). 
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Just as the ABM Treaty does not specify any maximum or minimum number of silo 
launchers that may be defended within the 150 kilometer radius of the permitted ABM 
deployment area, so too the Treaty imposes no conditions or limitations on the location of the 
center of the defensive radius. other than the requirement of a 1,300-kilometer separation 
distance from the national capital (assuming this condition still appIies in light of the Protocol). 
Thus, the United States would appear to be within its rights under the Treaty if it elected to 
shift rhe center of the inactive ABM system at Grand Forks, without completely relocating that 
system, in order to include within the permitted 150-kilometer radius a number of silo 
launchers attached to organizational units other than the 321st Missile Group.I0 

For the reasons discussed above: 

1. Closure of the ICBM facilities at Grand Forks Air Force Base would not 
extinguish the right of the United States to deploy an ABM syslem as currently permitted by 
the ABM Trcaty and thc Protocol. 

2 .  Should the United States elect to preserve the option of deploying an ABM 
system at Grand Forks rather than defending ICBM silo launchers in another ixai ion,  
maintaining a small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks hut 0fhKWise inactivating i r  
ICBM facilities there would not vioiate br ABM T r e a ~  

I u  Before actually undertaking any such relocation or adjustment, the United States m~ght  
consider it prudent. and arguably may have a duty, to communicate its intcnrions through the 
Standing Consultative Commission established by -4nicle XI11 of rile ABM Treaty. 
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3 .  An ABM system deployment area located at or in the vicinity of Grarld Forks 
Air Force Base. hut centered in a manner lo include within its defensive radius ICBM silo 
launchers attached to units other than the 321st Missile Group. would not violate the ABM 
Treaty. 

Please let me know if I may be of further assistance. 

Sincerely yours, 

ch-.;~.4&~&$4- 

Michael H. Mobbs 

MHM/rew 
cc: Brigadier General (Retired) John R. Allen, Ir, 
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1903 Rivet MILE Progtam Costs 

I ,+rvx Wing 1 $6,973,439.00 A ; f l p ~  
7 '  

iff Wing 3 $3,612,372.00 + I ,  0 f t ~  :+, 
L > 6 - ~3r"'-win€l5 $5,613,280.00 ? 

Pf Wing 8 $4,514,930.00 6 

1994 Rivet MILE Program Costs. 

Wing 1 $2,299,638.00 

W~ng 3 $1,670,430.00 

wing' 5 $2,324,638.00 

Wing 6 ' $1,870,430.00 

1995 Rivet MILE Program Costs 

Wing 1 ,$2,224,700.00 

WSng 3 , $1,750,000.00 



QPR-19-1995 14:58 FROM RIVET MILE 

8- 

The following information represents total dollars estimated to have been 
expended during FY 84 for water leak re 'r at the indicated wings. The 
Snformation is based on the Rivet MILE echnid Baseline Document and a 
labor rate of $47.02. 

P" 
,- ISV g r I ~ s  ~.k3 I ~ P S ~ J  3% 

Wing 1 Wing 3 Wlng 5 Wing 6 Wing 7 Wing 8 

The following information repmeents the total dollam expected to be expended 
dudng FY 95 for water leak repair at the indiited win s. The information is 
based on the Rivet MILE TBD and a @or rate of $53. ! 1. , 

# ,$' kl k 
Wno1pkp wng3p win05'* Wing6 Wing 7 Wing 8 

Total - $499,786 

wng 7 = Wing 1. Squadron 4 

Wtng 8 t: Wing 5, Peacekeeper 



MEMO TO: LM (Mr Tait) 

SUBJECT: REACT Deployment Schedule and Status Summary 

DATE: 19 Apr 95 

1. Current Air Force plans call for 50 Minuteman Launch Control Centers (LCCs) to be modified to the 
Rapid Execution and Combat Targeting (REACT configuration: 15 AM LCCs at Wing V, F.E. Warren AFB; 
15 AM LCCs and five B LCCs at Wing I, Malmstrom AFB; and 15 AM LCCs at Wing Ill, Minot AFB. The 
following paragraphs summarize the REACT deployment schedule. 

2. Eleven of fifteen AM LCCs at Wing V, F.E. Warren AFB, were outfitted with REACT between October 
1994 and January 1995 (the 1 l th site was completed 19 January 1995). REACT deployment to Wing V 
was postponed and shifted to Wing I, Malmstrom AFB, pending resolution of a system anomaly. 

3. Deployment V i n g  I commenced 20 March 1995, with the first LCC completed 14 April 1995. Current 
plans call for 12 of 15 Wing I AM LCCs to be modified to the REACT configuration by 24 July 1995. At that 
point, the deployment team will return to Wing V to modify the four remaining AM LCCs; this should be 
completed by 6 October. The deployment team will then return to Wing I to complete the remaining three 
AM LCCs, with the final AM LCC being completed on 15 January 1996. 

4. Concurrent with completion of the three remaining AM LCCs at Wing I, the deployment team will also 
commence deployment of the five B LCCs at Wing I in October 1995, achieving First Article Delivery (FAD) 
on 17 December 1995. FAD is defined as two LCCs modified and accepted and B system Simulated 
Electronic Launch Minuteman (SELM) completed. The fifth and final B LCC will completed on 14 February 
1996. 

5. In March 1996, the REACT deployment team will begin modifying the fifteen AM LCCs at Wing Ill, Minot 
AFB. The last LCC will be completed on 5 August 1996. 

6. Please call me at 52238 if you have any questions about this or any other REACT-related issue. Thank 
you. 

A.J. SMITH, Capt, USAF 
REACT Program Manager 

1 Atch 
REACT Deployment Schedule 

cc: LtCol Mochel 



REACT WING V DEPLOYMENT STATUS 
31 January 1995 

REACT MOD I F  I ED UNMODIFIED DOWNFORMODIFICATION 
LOCATION TYPE (Compl eted Date) ( S t a r t  Date) (Completion Date)  

319 Sqdn 
A0 1 

321 Sqdn 
00 1 
M0 1 
NO 1 
KO 1 
L O  1 

SCP 
P L C C  
P L C C  
P L C C  
P L C C  

P L C C  
P L C C  
S C P  
P L C C  
P L C C  

S C P  
P L C C  
P L C C  
P L C C  
P L C C  

13 Oct 94 
13 Oct 94 
23 Nov 94 
22 Dec 94 
13 Jan 95 

20 Oct 94 
17 Nov 94 
16 Dec 94 

03 Jan 95 (On Hold)  
16 J a n  95 (On Ho ld )  

10 Nov 94 
09 Dec 94 
19 Jan 95 

23 Jan 95 (On Ho ld )  
30 J a n  95 (On Hold)  
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Frank J. Gaffney, Jr. 
9 May 1995 

Mr. Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 

Suite 1425 
IRossl yn , Virginia 22209 

13ea.r Alan: 

I am writing in connection with an issue that I understand may bear on the Defense 
13ase Closure and Realignment Commission's deliberations about the future status of the 
~nissile group at Grand Forks, North Dakota. I gather that concerns have been raised with 
the Commission that realigning this facility as recommended by the Department of Defense 
rnay have adverse implications for the Nation's ability to protect itself against ballistic missile 
a.ttack. 

I presume to address this topic both by virtue of my present activities and my 
previous experience. Currently, I am -- among other incarnations -- the Coordinator of the 
Coalition to Defend America, a committee comprised of former Cabinet and sub-cabinet 
olfficers, former members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other distinguished retired officers, 
Members of Congress and influential citizens who share the belief that the United States, its 
d~rces overseas and its allies must be defended against missile attacks. 

In previous years, I had the privilege of working on missile defense and arms control 
matters on Senator Henry M. "Scoop" Jackson's staff, as a professional staff member of 
Senator John Tower's Armed Services Committee and as a senior official for four-and-a-half 
years in Caspar Weinberger's Defense Department during the Reagan Administration. In my 
capacity as the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control 
Policy and subsequently as the acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for International 
Security Policy, I was directly involved in the U.S. government's decisions concerning 
strategic defense, treaty negotiations and compliance issues. 

I am convinced that there is no higher defense priority than deploying an 
elTective defense to protect the American people against ballistic missile attack. 
Unfortunately, the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty precludes the United States from 
deploying such a defense. Consequently, that Treaty is inconsistent with U.S. national 
security requirements. 

The good news is that an increasing number of legislators are becoming aware of this 
fact. Indeed, I expect that the next few months will see steps taken to begin to move the 
United States away from the posture of "assured vulnerability" to which it is condemned by 
thle ABM Treaty. Specifically, I expect Congress to authorize the expenditure of funds for a 
missile defense system that will allow the United States to provide modest protection for the 
American people as well as very effective protection of our forces and allies overseas. 

3803 Yuma Street, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20016 
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In my professional judgment, this will not be accomplished, though, by exercising 
our option to deploy up to 100 ground-based interceptors for the nominal purpose of 
defending intercontinental ballistic missiles at Grand Forks. Instead, I believe it will be 
,achieved by deploying anti-missile interceptors aboard Navy AEGIS cruisers deployed 
,world-wide. The advantages of such a deployment are obvious: 

41 The entire infrastructure for a sea-based missile defense is bought-and-paid-for - 
and in operation throughout the globe. It will require neither additional bases nor 
appreciable increases in manpower. As a result, the marginal additional cost to deploy 
650 Navy "Upper Tier" interceptors aboard 22 AEGIS cruisers is estimated to be just 
$2-3 billion over the next five years. 

Contrast this option with the idea of completely refurbishing an anti-missile site 
abandoned nearly twenty years ago in North Dakota. The installation costs alone of 
such a deployment are estimated to run somewhere between $5 and $20 billion (depend- 
ing on the technology utilized). Operational costs would be additional and very signifi- 
cant. A ground-based deployment would also take upwards of a year longer to deploy. 

o The Navy system can be flexibly deployed where needed -- for theater or strategic 
missions. By contrast, a ground-based defense in CONUS will be of no value in 
defending U.S. forces or allies overseas. What is more, it probably will not be able to 
provide protection to Alaska and Hawaii. 

o There need be no enviro~lental impact or other social interface procedures that 
would accompany - and inevitably complicate -- the deployment of a ground-based 
system even at a previously operational ABM site. 

In short, the desirability of defending the United States against missile attack should 
nc~t be a decisive factor in determining the future fate of the 321st Missile Group. To be 
honest, I would not personally recommend making decisions about the future size and 
composition of the U.S. strategic deterrent - or about American compliance with arms 
control agreements - solely on the basis of considerations within the BRAC's purview. 
I rronetheless believe that, given the aforementioned considerations and others relating to the 
condition of the missile silos at Grand Forks relative to other sites, particularly when taken 
together with the unanimous judgment of the relevant military commanders, the Commission 
car1 responsibly approve the Defense Department's recommendation to realign Grand Forks 
Air Force Base. I urge you to do so. 

I would welcome an opportunity to discuss my conclusions and recommendations 
co~icerning this issue with you or your staff at your convenience. 
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TO: David Olson 696-0550 

~ L G ~ ~ L L L ~ W - Q R I L Y _ I ~ ~ ~ U ! U L N G  CUNLLHNl .ANDGLVSSIIH! 
I .  (u) THIS MESSAGE A D O R E S S Z S  u S T R  ICOM' s MOST C H I  I ILAL W A R [  i ~ t i l  l ~ b  
ISSUES A N 0  PROGRAMS COVERING THE FY 9 7 - 0 1  T I M F  P E R T O n  nNll I S  
S U B M I T T E D  I N  T H R E E  P A R T S .  

M I N U T E M A N  I 1 1  ,- OETERRENCElCOUNTERPROLIFERATION A I R F O R C F  / 
P R O V I O E  500 MINUTEMAN I 1 1  MISSILES. 50 M I S S I L I  A L E R T  F A C l l I T I E S  
( M A F S ) .  COMBAT CREY T R A I N I N G ,  HELICOPTER SUPPORT. A S S O C l A i E n  
MISSILE U N I T S .  R I V E T  M I L E  MOBILE DEPOT MAINTENANCE. GUIOANCL 
REPLACEMENT PROGRAM, PROPULSION REPLACEMENT PROGRAM. M K - 2 1  
R E T R O F I T  FOR MKlZ WHEN A V A I L A B L E  TO I N C R E A S t  WEAPON R E I I A B I L I I Y ,  
S AFETY. A N D  W A R F I G H T I N G  C A P A B I L I T Y ,  AND O T H E R  M I N U T E M A N  111 L I f E  
EXTENSION PROGRAMS TO M A I N T A I N  A  VIABLE MINUTEMAN I 1 1  F O R C f .  M A l N T A l  
ICBM I iARDENED E L E C T R O N I C S .  BALLISTIC M I S S I L E  GUIDANCE. A N D  R E E N l R Y  
V E H I C L E  APPLICATIONS. I N C L U D E S  MANPOWER. CREW RATIOS, FACICIIIIS. 0 
S .  SUSTAINING E N G I N E E R I N G .  POL. HELICOPTER FLYING HOURS.  PROCURLMfNl 
R&O, INITIAL S P A R E S ,  T E S T  A N D  E V A L U A T I O N  FLIGHIS.  AGING. S U R V E I L t . A N (  
TESTING AND A N A L Y S I S ,  A N D  R E P L E N I S H M E N T  S P A R E S .  AS W F L L  A S  P A R T S  ANU 
S U P P L I E S  T O  SUPPORT AN E F F E C T I V E  M A l N T E N A N C E  PROGRAM. - - 
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CENTER MISCHIEF IN MOSCOW, CRISIS IN WASHINGTON: 
FOR WILL CLINTON DEFY CONGRESS ON MISSILE DEFENSE? 

SECURITY 
POLICY Of all the mistakes President Clinton appears poised to make in his summit with 

President Yeltsin -- including legitimating Yeltsin's Stalinesque genocide in Chechnya, his 
nuclear proliferation to Iran and his NATO-wrecking operation -- one is in a class by 
itself: Mr. Clinton's efforts to impede, if not preclude, effective anti-missile defenses 
threatens not only to jeopardize U.S. national-security interests; it could also produce a 
constitutional crisis. 

This singularly portentous problem arises from communique language the Clinton 
Administration has developed with the Russians. The plan is for the two presidents to 
pronounce the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty the "cornerstone" of U.S.- 
Russian relations and strategic stability. 

The Administration hopes with this statement to lock-in the United States' 
commitment to an agreement that effectively bans missile defenses for the American 
people, notwithstanding the facts that it was forged with a country (the Soviet Union) that 
no longer exists and it was drafted in a strategic environment that no longer pertains 
(namely, one in which essentially only the Soviets' nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles 
posed a threat to the U.S. and its troops and allies overseas). Despite these dramatic 
changes, the United States remains without deployed, effective anti-missile defenses. 
And, if the Clinton team has its way, this will remain the case indefinitely. 

Worse yet, the summiteers are expected to embrace written commitments that 
would have the effect of dramatically expanding the ABM Treaty's scope. By agreeing 
not to deploy "regional defenses" against each other's ballistic missiles and to assure 
"non-circumvention" of the treaty, Mr. Clinton would give the Kremlin important rights. 
Three key leaders of the House of Representatives -- Appropriations Committee 
Chairman Robert Livingston, National Security Committee Chairman Floyd Spence and 
Appropriations Defense Subcommittee Chairman Bill Young -- wrote the President the 
attached letter last Thursday. It warns that: 

" m e s e  limitations] suggest unacceptable geographical limitations on U.S. theater 
missile defenses (TMD) and could open the door for Russia to oppose any U.S. 
TMD deployments. In addition, the reported 'non-circumvention' language could 
cause Russia to challenge our international cooperative theater defense programs. " 

The legislators went on to note their continuing opposition to the Clinton 
Administration's efforts to negotiate the "multilateralization" of the ABM Treaty. That 
initiative would open the Treaty to additional signatories, a step calculated to make it 
more difficult to change its terms in the future. They also reiterated their opposition to 
the current U.S. negotiating position which would "place velocity limits on TMD 
interceptors.. . [and] hamstring our ability to provide the most capable missile defenses to 
our forward-deployed forces." Messrs. Livingston, Spence and Young concluded by 
observing: 

- more - 
I 
I 

1250 24th Sheet, N.W., Suite 350, Washington, D.C. 20037 (202) 466-0515 FAX (202) 466-0518 
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"...President Yeltsin must be made to realize that we are ready to act cooperatively 
[with Russia] if we can, but unilaterally if we must when it comes to missile defenses. 
The importance of this issue to U.S. security is simply too great to extend Russia or any 
other nation a veto." 

The Constitutional Ouestion 

Such a warning to the President of the United States from senior members of the 
House of Representatives who control the government's purse-strings cannot prudently be 
ignored. It would be more than foolish, however, for the Administration to ignore a letter, 
also attached, which was sent on May 2nd by fifty members of the U.S. Senate -- including 
Majority Leader Robert Dole and virtually every other member of the Republican leadership. - 

This letter served formal notice on Mr. Clinton: 

"We are deeply troubled by indications that you intend to proceed, in the face of clearly 
stated congressional opposition, to make commitments in Moscow that would impede 
U.S. efforts to provide American troops with effective protection against missile attack. 
We find particularly troubling press reports describing the draft communique language 
being developed for that meeting .... We want you and the Russians to be fully aware of 
our determination to prevent the creation of new impediments to missile defenses." 

The fifty signatories to this letter represent more than enough to defeat any new 
missile defense treaty or ABM amendment that President Clinton might submit for 
Senate advice and consent, as required by the U.S. Constitution. Therefore, the 
Administration seems to believe that it can do as it did with the notorious North Korean 
"agreed framework" -- namely, ignore altogether the Senate's role in treaty-making. Senator 
Dole and his colleagues must not allow an Administration bent on "dumbing-down," if not 
altogether precluding, U. S . missile defense capabilities to dumb-down the Constitution in the 
process. 

The Bottom Line 

It is noteworthy that in addition to Senator Dole, two other Senate Republicans -- Phil 
Gramm, Dick Lugar and Arlen Specter -- who share Mr. Dole's desire to bring an early end 
to the Clinton presidency, are among those who signed the May 2nd letter. If Mr. Clinton 
will not be deterred from making a serious mistake on missile defenses at the summit by 
virtue of either the strategic dangers or the potential constitutional crisis it may 
precipitate, perhaps the political risks associated with leaving the United States exposed 
to missile attack will do the trick. 

After all, the President has been at pains in the wake of the Oklahoma City bombing 
to promise the populace that he would take every step to protect it. Does he really mean that 
he will do so unless the attacker uses a ballistic missile, in which case the public is on its 
own? If so, Mr. Clinton will be roughly as vulnerable politically as he would leave the 
American people. 



4 May 1995 

Tha Honorable William J, Clinton 
Presidenr 
The White Hcuse 
Washington, D.C. 2 0 5 0 0 -  

Dear Mr. President: 

_ As you pre?are for your upcoming trip to Moscow, we wish to 
register our conce-n over the Abninistracion8s latest attempt to 
resolve the issue of theater missi le  defenses and the AS24 Treaty 
and our strong opposition to ar.y agreemeat that restricts the 
ability to defend our troops abroad from ballistic missile 
attack. #a 

Reports of &aft csamunique l a n p a g e  describing the ABM 
Treaty as +he 'cornerstanen of the U.S.-Xusaizn arms control 
relat ionship oncz again illustrate t k e  difficulty the 
Adtuhistration is having i n  czming to tens w i t h  post-Cold War 
realities. EL? aFeement to ban deployment of "regional defenses 
against the other 's  ballistic missilesn suggests unaccegtablc 
gecgraphical limitations on U.S. TitD deployments and could open 
the door for Russia t o  oppose U.S. TMD dealoyments. In 
addition, the r e p r t e d  wmn-circulmen=icnn lanmagc could cause 
Russia to challezge our internat ional  cooperative theater defense 
prosrams. 

Moreover, the Administration's negotiating position 
continues to supcort the multilateralization of the Treaty, which 
would inake futxre amenhents more d i f f i c ~ l t .  It also continues 
to place velocity limits on TXl intercestars, which would 
hamstring on= abrlity to provide the most cagsble missile 
defeases to our fardard Zeployed forcas. We encsurage you ta 
infon ?resident  Yeltsia that the United S t a t e s  is 0 ~ ~ 0 s e d  to 
such limits. 

The focus of any negotiations with the Russians should be on 
finding ways t o  mave forward cooperatively,  not t o  limit U.S. 
capabi l i t i es .  We encourage you to seek Russia's aqeement to 
resuma the discussions that began in 1992 on a "glcbal protection 
s y s ~ e r n , ~  ixcludixg early warning data sharL?q, and related issues 
of mutual benefit. However, President Yeltsin must be.made to 
realize that we are ready to act cooperatively if we cax, but 
unilaterally if w a  must w h e ~  it cmes to missile defenses. The iqarzance oC t b i s  issue to U.S. security is simply tco weat to 
ex=-d Russia o r  any other nation a veto- 

Sincerely, 



The President 
The White House 
Washington 

May 2, 1995 

Dear Mr. President: 

We are writing in advance of your summit meeting in Moscow 
to reiterate our strenuous objections to any action which would 
politically strengthen the 1972 ~nti- alli is tic Missile (A5M) 
Treaty, expand its scope, increase the number of signatories, or 
otherwise add impediments to the development and deployment of 
effective U . S .  theater missile defenees. On four eeparate 
occasions -- January 17, February 6, March 8 ,  and April 6 -- 
Senate Republicans have written to you on this critical issue, 
indicating our opposition to such efforts and underscoring our 
position that any such treaty changes would be subject to the 
advice and consent of the Senate. Unfortunately, there are 
indications that your administration has not been dissuaded from 
pufsuing a course which would place serious new constraints on 
our ability to pursue effective missile defenses. 

The threat posed by the proliferation of ballistic missile 
technology and weapons of mass destruction grows daily. We had a 
close look at this threat during the Gulf War. The next time a 
conflict arises, our troops and our allies could face a greater 
threat, as terrorist regimes like Iran, bent on acquiring missile 
technology, nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction 
move closer to that goal. The Russiansr i n t e n t  to follow through 
with a reactor deal that would add to Iran's nuclear know-how 
only makes the situation more urgent. 

As such, we are deeply troubled by indications that you 
intend to proceed, in face of clearly s t a t e d  Congressional 
opposition, t o  make commitments i n  Moscow that would impede U.S. 
efforts to provide American troops overseas and allies with 
effective protection ageinst missile attack. We f i n d  
particularly troubling press reports describing the draft 
communique language being developed for that meeting. 
Furthermore, we note t h a t  in January 1992, Russian President 
Boris Yeltsin proposed not only deeper offensive force 
reductions, but collaboration with the United States on a joint 
"Global Protection System" of anti-missile defenses. This would 
be a much more appropriate and constructive avenue for your 
discussions wi th  president Yeltsin. 

Failing to get Russia to back down on its nuclear reactor 
deal with Iran, while simultaneously acting to severely limit our 
ability to protect U.S. forces, allies, and American citizens 
would be inexcusable. Should this be the outcome, we want you 
and the ~ussians to be fully aware of our determination to 
prevent the creation of new impediments to missile defenses. 

Sincerely, 

Rob:rr Dole 
Sper~cer Abraham 
John AshcroR 
R&:n Foncr Bennea 
Christopher S. Bond 
Hank Brown 
Connd BUM 
Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
Daa el R. C a l r  
n.,l  r-L-- 

W~lliam S .  Cohen 
PIul Coverdell 
L a y  E. Craig 
Alfonac D ' h m  
Mike DcW~ne 
Pete V. Domcnici 
D. M. 'Lauch' Faircloth 
Bill Frisi 
Slade G o ~ n  
D*:l c--... 

Rodney Gram 
Charles Grassley 
Judd Allan Grcgg 
Orrin Hatch 
Jesse Helms 
Kny Bniley Hutchison 
James M. Inhofe 
Dirk Kcmpthorne 
Jon L. Kyl 
I--.,, 1 ,." 

Richard Lugar 
Connie Mack 
John McCain 
Miwh McConnell 
Frank Murkowski 
Don Nickler 
Bob P 1 c h V d  
Larry h s s l e r  
WUiam W. Rolh 
Tl:r \ -  C.",n"lm 

Richard Shelby 
Alan K. Simpson 
Roben Smith 
Olympia J. S w w e  
Arlen Specter 
Ted Stevens 
Craig Thonus 
Fred Thompson 
Strom Thurmond 
T n h n  W W.-r 
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HQ USAF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Henry 

This is in response to your March 28, 1995, request for clarification on why the "outs" - 
from the Economic Impact database don't match the "outs" from the COBRA model. An - 
explanation for each of the bases you had questions about is attached. Also attached are 

Economic Impact Database worksheets for Brooks AFB and Reese AFB. 

Sincerely 

- . -  
for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
1. Explanation of Economic Model and COBRA 

Numbers 
2. Economic Impact Database Worksheet for 

Brooh AFE3 
3. Economic Impact Database ~ o r k i h e e t  for 

Reese AFB ' i h w  / J b v b f  



Bergstrom ARB- The reponed Economic Impact numbers reflect the actual impact to the 
community when Bergstrom ARE3 closes. The COBRA run numbers are different from 
the economic numbers because 210 manpower authorizations were taken as part of the p-tt programmed AFRES fighter force reduction. 

(r19 Brooks AFB- see attached worksheet. The 300 military in training status were treated as 4.' . p $ P  300 military in COBRA. 
/ , I  

Grand Forks AFB- The reported Economic Impact numbers reflect the actual impact to 
d the community when the missile field is deactivated. The COBRA run numbers are 

different from these numbers because part of the missile manpower was reported as 
eliminated and the residual was taken as a force structure change directly related to 
BRAC. 

vpd Kelly AFB- The COBRA output numbers and the Economic Impact numbers agree. 
$*1'& 

Kirtland AFB- The realignment proposal for Kirtland AFB assumed a civilianization of 
military positions. The Economic Impact model accurately reflects the net impact of 

b( these actions. The COBRA model treats the civilianization of Kirtland AFB as a force 
pC structure change to be completed only if the Kirtland realignment proposal is approved. 

7 Malrnstrom AFB- The COBRA numbers more accurately portray what is going to occur 
~JGK.  , at Malrnstrom Am. There are no disestablished military or civilians at Malrnstrom AFB. 

This will not change the results of the economic impact cdcularion. 

Minot h-B- The reponed Economic Impact numbers reflect the actual impact to the - 
p\P community when the missile fieid is deactivated. The COBRA run numbers are different 

from these numbers because a part of the missile manpower was reported as eliminated 
and the residual was taken as a force structure change directly related to BRAC. 

Moffett Field AGS- The reported and corrected economic impact number should be 88 

C-@!3 and 217 as they appear in the relocated column out of Moffett. Some 13 of the positions -.."- 
going out of Moffett are disestablished. The 88 and 217 positions relocate to McClellan. 

North Highlands AGS- No Economic impact is reported because the unit moves within 
CP3 the same economic m a .  

Ontario AGS- No Economic impact is reported because the unit moves within the same 
c&'Y economic area. 

hfl Reese AFB- see attached worksheet. 

wp 
p&'& Robins AFB- The COBRA output numbers and the Economic Impact numbers agree. 

XI* 



Roslyn AGS- Relocated out of Roslyn to Stewart are 6 military and 33 civilians. Two 
military and two civilian positions will be disestablished. Relocated to Stewart are 6 
military positions and 33 civilian positions. 

Springfield-Beckley AFS- No Economic impact is reported because the unit moves 
within the same economic area. 

Tinker AFB- The COBRA output numbers and the Economic Impact numbers agree. 

Additional Information 

Other Notations: (1) The 1506 military positions from Grand Forks should be in the 
disestablished column rather than the relocation c o ~ u ~ m ~ n e - ~ a ~ e r  for Brooks is - 
redone per the proportions between relocated and disestablished (see attached one-pager). 
This change does not effect employment impacts. (3) The one-pager for redone 

c@W? per the proportions relocated and disestablished (see attached one page). This change 
does not effect employment impacts. (4) Grand Forks has 119 disestablished in the w@. Commission table. This number can only m d  at by adding 53 civilians to 66 
contractors which is the correct number of contractors. However, we believe that the 
Commission staff wanted to exclude contractors from this table. We believe the 119 

in 140 students to be relocated. See (3) above and the attached table for the correct 
should be replaced with 53. (5)We believe that the Commission staff overlooked puttinr - 4- /fbrc3 
proportions. 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

The Honorable John M. Deutch 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
10 10 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301- 101 0 

March 24, 1995 

Phma :&.3r is ?i?k m i x a :  
w*m r-+rq Y ~ o S ~ - \ L  - 

Dear Secretary Deutch: 

During your recent testimony before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission on March 1, 1995, you indicated that interagency coordination would be required to 
determine whether the proposed inactivation of the missile field at Grand Forks Air Force Base 
would jeopardize fbture deployment options under the ABM Treaty. 

As you know, the Commission must make its recommendations to the President on the 
Defense Department's base closure and realignment recommendations by July 1. I hope you will 
make every effort to complete the interagency review of the issues surrounding the proposed 
deactivation of the 321st Missile Group at Grand Forks Air Force Base by early June in order that 
the results of this review will be available to the Commission before we make our 
recommendation to the President on this proposal. 

Thank you for your assistance in this important matter. 

Sincerely, 



Xnifcb S t n f o s  Scnafe  
WASHINGTON, D. C. 2 0 5 1 0  

April 4, 1 9 9 5  - )-4{<'slk3 ->;i~.* .q 'J& &$7;*- 

Gen. J.B. Davis (Ret) 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1 7 0 0  North Moore S t  
Suite 1 4 2 5  
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Commissioner Davis: 

Thank you for coming to North Dakota last week to 
visit the Minot and Grand Forks Air Force Bases. 
we appreciated having an opportunity to show you 
the quality of the bases and the special 
relationship they have with their host 
communities. 

In North Dakota, we are proud of our bases and 
proud of tho dedicared men and women who serve 
there. We are convinced the: r e t s h i n g  G r m d  
For~s and ?IAnot is in :he nationzl interest; WE . - -  "ope you XL-L agree. 

7 7 .  - - know how c ~ r 2 i c c l r  yocr job xill be over Z ~ E  
nevr 3 mcnzhn 2-2 ~ZCEZ yc~r  vis-i t~ Nor-t 32i0r2 . . -  - .+-A- ,.- help you Ln your d e l i b e r a t ~ r ? - s .  ?le+se do 
"5: h e s F r a r e  t n  contcct me L5 I ct3 S e . 0 :  2-r - 
zssistance. 

9esz personal regzrds.  

KENT CONXAD 
UnFted States Senator 
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DRAFT 
BACKGROUND PAPER 

ON 
GRAND FORKS AFB - ABM ISSUE 

BACKGROUND 

- The DoD recommendation to realign Grand Forks AFB says that "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 options effecti.vely 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 
9 1 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 ICBM 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 shall be limited at any one 
time to a single area out of the two provided in Article 111 of the Treaty 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 fiom 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 elsewhere. 

-- 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 

w 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. 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 

AIR FORCE POSITION - 1993 

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

"The ABM Treatv 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 closed and all silo launcl~ers 
are eliminated, the US would have the ripht to relocate the US ABM system to the nation's 
capital. 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 
unclear whether the US may leave the ABM svste~ll in place without dismantling it u 
reactivate it someday. The e>.istence of the ICBM launchers was a sine qua non for the initial 
deployn~ent of the ABM syste11.1 there pursuant to Article 111. But a review of the negotiating 
record would be required to determine whether the US would still have a rirzht to an ABM 
system there. In any case, the US could seek explicit agreement of the Treaty Parties to have an 
ABM svstem there." (Emphasis added.) - 

DOD POSITION - 1995 

- During March 1. 1995 hearing, The Deputy Secretary of Defense (Mr. Deutch) was asked abo~lt 
.4BM implications and responded as follows: 

"In order to come to a proper judg::~ent 011 ir, it's not iusr 2, Dey-tment of Deierlse matre!-. : 

have to get interagency views fro111 others about the treaty in~plications. That's going ro tahc 
some period of time. I believe the material transmitted to the Commission contains a \rie\i 
from our General Counsel and our Undersecretary for Policy that we think il's clean from 111- 

.- point of view of the Treat!.. But we do need to have interagencj. confirnlation of that ... (No 
separate views have been receivcd from the General Consul or Undersecretary for Policy. but 
their views may be implicit in the DoD recomn~endation.) (Emphasis added.) 

GR4ND 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 from Grand Forks will require negotiations that could con~plicate 
plans for eventually establishing a multiple site strategic defense of the US. 

David OlsonIAF TeamlMar 20, 199511 2:00 

DRAFT 



! :;r:;s;-.A! hfQ:-:!". ;. , ? , i ; j P ~ ~ ; - ~  
. - .  .. . .,;! :;;. L! ",:....-- 

* : . ; - : * i r i  ...- , , & ..,: * .- ;\.:. F:::,;J? 
. , . . > . . . . . . .  .,-. - 7. - 5  . . .  -..- ,. r .  I . ,  ... :, . 



The T m t y  proviZtlr, c-aong c!her tFLing" for t b c  .mrrtr!ct!cn cf t l l ~  umjOrx 01 
Anti-9slli~':c KLI~zilr. (AEM) ds;'oper:  a ; x ~ - a  .dct~!n&ci b;~ 'ha tyro nlttic;r,e. 
Swi =i'c$.Ly, L!N T&Y.:~ prtrridta eF2h ~ l d ~  t~ h v i f  c .E 'Lt2Lt~d ,hL31.: .;wt:iz 10 P ~ ! ' J : : :  
1:s ~ r > ! t J  a :?(i i ' i~~ t3 prc~tact  an htcco:lth-,cnt& U i i z  si!La:!i (iCJ:l;) :..;nc-; 
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'?,I 

The S t a ~ l e y  R ,  Mickelsen Safeguaxd Complex (SRMSC) was 
ouL11ur it& by m g r o ' o a .  in L369, c m t t . r u c t i o n  r t a r t ~ i i  4 n 1 9 7 0 ,  was 
csned in honor of the  late Lieutenant ;  General Stanley Raymond 
Kickelsen, a former Conmanding General of the Arny Air Defense 
C o ~ ~ n a n d ,  in 1S74. The complex reachad f u l l  operational capabilty 
in October 1975, b ~ t  then was ordered deactivated by Congress in 
December 1975. 

**- The SRYSC was the on ly  operatior~aHnti-~alli&~s-Mi=s~ 
(ABK) facility ever corn2leted in the  United States, The conplex 
is centered around t h e  small town of Nekoma, North Dakota, which 
is &bout 100 siles northwest cf Grand Forks, Nor th  Dakota, 

The SX.ISC consists of s i x  reservations. The Perimeter 
Acquisiti~n Redarc (PA?,) s i t e ,  ~ C i c h  t!25 nyt.?raf.t.ed f r o m L h e  Army 
to t h e  U , S ,  Air Force in 1977. The BAR is o t f l l  in use today 2s 
part  of t h e  Spacetrazk Kisslle Warning system. The PAR had  no 
rr t i sa l l ca  and oompricod 2 7 8  acre=. The nri~inal ~ u r p o s e  of the  
PAR was to discover any missiles launched from Russia  over t h e  
1:orth Po le  a t  the u n i t e &  Sta tes  w h i l e  the missiles were about 
iO O G  ~ i l e s  awey, The PAR site had some of its buildings hc?r~o,?e2 
aqalnst r i u c l c a :  cffectb cnd had tho ability to o p ~ r a t e  ca7f-  
= l l f  f i ni p.nt1.v while "bu t t cned -up"  aqa:.nst a nuciezr b l a s t .  

Next is t k e  X i s s i l e  Site Radar I(KSR) site, which originall : :  
kad  radar and a 3issile field consisting of 30 Spzrtan lozg 
r c r l y  e, r ~ u ~ l c a x  war-hccd n l o n i l c o ,  and l6 s p r i n t  c h n r t  range,  
~ ~ c l e z r  wzrhetd xissiles. The RSR comprises 4 3 0  a c r e s .  The 
r a $ z r  at cne ICSK was o r l ~ i r ~ s l l ~ y  fur both targc t  aoquicltion ar,d 
intercepter r , i s s i l e  guidznce, Tke HSR tactical btildings were 
also h a r d e n e d  against nuclear e f f e c t s  and could operate s e l f -  
s ~ ~ f f i c i e h t l v  u h i l e  "buttoned-upt( against a nuclear b3ast. 
Setween Dec~r,Ser 1975 and 1977, t h e  ICSX had all nlsslle~ rezovea, 
+h& xizsile,siLos seaied, and c l l  t h e  tactical balldings selvs5~5 
,233 sczlec! rr. ac:ordar,ce w i t h  h t e  lir,:;i-Sallistic N l s s l ~ s  'i'reaz;' 
;r;d t2e Str2Le;1c hrr.s L:I':~lraSlon ayJ: G ~ ~ I I G I , ~ - G .  

A l s o ,  t h e r e  sre  f o u r  Rezote S ~ r l n t  Launch (RSL)  sites, with 
,GL  of 5 4  reS:tional Sprict nlssiles assigned. The 2SLs e. TO+-' 

cor.prised bstveen 4 3  and 49 acres apiece ,  The RSLs were z l s o  
hardene5  a g a i n ~ t  raelear b l z s t  e f f e c t s  a>d could  operz te  i n  t h e  
"buttoned-u?" c32e. By 1977, t h e  RSLs also had t h e i r  rnissFles 
rsr,sved and t h e  silcs s e a l e 2 .  The buildizgs were also salvaged 
and s e a l e d .  

Finally, t h e r e  is the w a t e r  sapply syster;i. s izce  there k951as 
r . ~ =  e2o-~gh warer readily available to the variocs  parts  of the 
cc -?ex ,  6 r l u 2 : i - : . . i l l ~ o n  d o l l e r  wbte:r s ~ p p l y  systen wzs 
c ~ r i s t r u c t e d .  Tree  sps t en  consls:s of ten wells, three Soos5sr  
~ u ~ . p  s t e r i a r , s ,  r t o r a g e  t a n k s  en? l a g o o n e ,  and a b 2 c t  6 3  r i l ~ s  of 
p:~ellne, ElfGT.:.eI?, W E S  d e s L y 1 1 e 3  LIJ bupply a r n i L l i o n  y a l l o r ? ~  ci 
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v h t n r  a day to the a n t i r c  o o m p l e x .  P r e b s r l L l y ,  the YAK Utes about 
one-quar te r  of t h i c  amount, The cont rac to r  caretaker on the M S R  
js n n w  alcn ~~~~~9 = -.far;. omslL amouln+ froikc L l r l a  buppzy.  

The complex was essentially akandoned and ignored from 1978 
until December 1989 and February 1990, when t h e  deactivated 
facilities of t h e  SEUllSC w e r e  incpactod for onvixonmcntal 
coapliance by an agent of t h e  U . S .  Environmental Protection 
Agcnoy (UCEPA) . The in~yrution res'ulted in t h e  issuing of a 
Notice Of Nonconpliance with the T o ! ~ i c  substances c o n t r o l  A c t .  
TFbe notice listed three problems: . one and two were failure to 
properly dis2ose of specific leaking transformers known or 
suspected to contain p o l y c h l o r i n a t e d  biphenyls ( P C B s )  , and three 
was to test (for P C B s )  and, if necwrsary, d i r ; y o a e - a ~ y  and a 1  7 
rlurds In tne missile Slte Control Eiuildang, t h e  adj~cent power 
plant and missile l a u n c h  rlndergro~~ncL e l ~ ~ t r i o a l  vaul t .  

Subsequent investigation by the UShSDC Environmen2al Office 
responding to the Notice found many other PCB containing items 
and a plan was presented and approved by the USEPA to d i s p ~ s e  of 
a11 PCB items and remove, test and properly dispose of the 
millivna of y a l l u l ~ v  of water I n  the structures, Ir. was a l s o  
decided to remove or close in place a l l  t h e  old underground fuel 
storage f a n k r  whihh w e r o  1aoaCod throughout the cuuryl.ex, Ine 
transformers were disposed of rapldl::, but removing, t e s t i n g  and 
properly d i p ~ s i n g  of 3 3  zillion gallons of water and sluage has 
taken tine. The water r.as removed in ap~toximately f o r i r  
cjal lon increments to r r p r n i r l l y  built holdinq pond, c n a l y r e l ,  
axd approved for  disposal by t h e  S t a t e  of North Czkota Dephrtne-t 
of H ~ a 1 t . h .  7 . a f t  hohi nd, h a w o v e r ,  waol  o. trLcrnc~sGouo a ~ l ~ u u r r l  U L  
sludge-coated debris at t h e  ba t ton  of t h e  structures.  

Af ter  drying and exhaustive sampling and analysis of t h i s  
sludge, it was ceterninrd t h c t  no::~e was above regulafea 
contaminatio2 levels. Therefore, t h e  sludge and the debris it 
cavered had to be sent KO a USEPA-ap3roveC PCB d i sposa l  s i t e .  
m .he roaainder was s e n t -  :Q cn industri ,rrl  landtill. The t c t a l  c 3 S t  

~f this c l e a n ~ p  arn~u?.te& f o  _ less -__ %h:n .. .-. - - -  .- $2.,000,00-Q. 

R ~ S S U ~ ~ S  are  i n  p!ann %h t h k t  tho KSR ~Cruoturca a>.ould 
-ever flos2 e g a i ~ .  T h e  site i s  no  1or:ger a latent t h r e a t  t o  t h e  
~ n v i r o r . c e r . t  t h r o t g h  PCBs o r  lezking un8ergroufld fuel crr . ) . :~ ,  an8 a 
c r e a t  nay-ber of srfery hazerds an6 bet,ris eyesores have elsa been 
alirr , ina. ted xr. a rca+:!-t 4 -this cl;;;*,up. 

Thomas J. Kane/€:5-1782 
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Raleara No. 92-06-0% 
3un8 1, 1992 

AIR FORCE PLANE TO CEASE OPERATIONS 
AT CAVALIER AIR FORCE STATXOW Nm Da 

PETERSON AFB, Colo. -- A i r  Force Bpace Command will be 

cutting back operations besause o f  antiaipated f i saal  year 3993 

and beyond budget reductianr a8 the  Department of Defanra 

restructures and draws down, 

The comand announcrd today i t  would oeaaa ogorrtione a t  

cavalier Air Force Station, N.D. ,  on June 1, 1 9 9 2 ,  with bn 

~ v r r a l l  savinga of approxinetaly $8 million annually, 

The facility, which prrfo-9s mi.6il. warning war eeleoted 

20,' i nac t i va t i on  based on a c a ~ p ~ e h e n s i v a  review t h a t  focused on 

cout of operation and m i ~ s l a n  nacenrity to drthmine  whiuh 

i n c i l i t i e s  night be cut in view of the reduced threat, 

Adequate nisoile warning coverage w i l t  still ba provide4 by 

other mise i l e  warning sites, 

C~valier A i r  Porcs S t c t i o n ,  which in operatrd by tho 21et 

Space Wing, ha8 27  U.S. mi l i t a ry  and 6 Department oZ Dafenae 

civilians assigned. The nilitcry pereonnal w i l l  be roamrigned, 



NO. 061 P003 

Tha DOD oivilianr w i l l  be a e ~ i a , t r d  in relocating to other  DOD 

positionr, i f  porsible* 

~dditionally, there are 102 oontraotor peraomal who work 

for PRC, Ina, ,  whioh i m  headquartered a t  Mckan,  Va, The 

aurront contract  will expire Bept. 3 0 ,  1992,  

Air Force Spacr Command, like other major Air Porcr 

co~mands, must continually look for waya to etrmamline its 

oparations. The comnand muot meet its d a i l y  operating 

reguiremrnts and press on with  muoh needed apace launch 

inira~truoture upgraden to ensulre our  oontinued accare to apacr. 

 his a c t i o n  i n  no way projudiooa optione baing considered 

under t h e  Missile Psfrnse  Aot  ol! 1991, 

# il # 
, 





INSTALLATION: Stanley R. Mickelson Site 

OWNING COMMAND: U.S. Army Space and Strategic Defense Command 

INST 
NO. 

38522 

38520 

INST 

38529 RSL 4 

38521 PAR 295 424,560 106,415 

MSR 

WTRLIN 

3 18 15' 16,708 14,455 

38524 RSL 3 

ACREAGE IMPVD 
NAME 

631 

538 

315 

TOTAL : 

BLDG 1 :Fg 1 GRND 
SQ YDS 

603,090 

3 

2,724 

16,570 

177 

6,579 

1,096,546 146,351 
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SUBJECT: Stanley R, Kickelsen Safeguard Conpler cs-& 
'-;j,, 

The S t a n l e y  R ,  Mickelsen Safeguard Complex (SRNSC) was 
c l u L l ~ v r  it& by C 6 h g r ~ 3 3 .  in 2 3 6 9 ,  c m c t r u c t i b n  ~ t n r t ~ d  in 1970, V b s  
caned in honor of the  late Lieutenant General Stanley Raymond 
Kickelsen, a former Commanding General of the Arny Air Defense 
Cornand, in 1974. The c o ~ ~ p l e x  reache3 f u l l  operational capabilty 
i n  October 1975, b ~ t  t h e n  was ordered deactivated by Congress in 

The SRMSC was t h e  only o p e r a t i o n a ~ n t i - 8 a 1 1 i 4 6 4 d i s ~ i ~ 9  
(ABM) facility ever coinpletec! in the Uni ted  States ,  The conplex 
i s  centered around t h e  small town of Nekoma, North Dakota, which 
is about 100 ~ i l e s  northwect cf Grand Forks, N o r t h  Dakota, 

The sFU.fSC consists of six reservations. The Perimeter 
Acquisition Redar (PAR; s i t e ,  !;'hich ~ 2 5  ~ n t . c r a ~ t . e d  f r o a 2 h e  krry  
to the U . S .  Air Force in 1977. The PAR is otlll in use today as  
p a r t  of t he  Spacetrack Kissile W a r n i ~ g  system. The PAR had no 
rnissllco and oompricod 3 7 8  a c r o c .  Th@ original Durpose of t h e  
PAR was to ~ ~ S C O V ~ Y  any nissiles 2aunr:hed from Russle over the 
Corth Pole at the u n i t e d  States while the missiles were about 
1 0 0 ~  ciles avey. The PAR site had some of its buildings hardsae5 
against x ~ u ~ l s a :  cffecrb end hod tho ability to operaV8 c e l f -  
c l r f f i r s i e n t 1 . v  while ) ' b u t t o ~ e S - u p ~ ~  a q a i n s t  a nt;clear blast. 

1:ext is t h e  Kissile Site Radar (KSR) t i ice,  which o r i g i n ~ l l ; . ~  
h a d  r a d z r  and a ?.issile f i e l d  consisting of 30 S p z r t a n  lozg 
r c r r y e ,  r ~ u ~ l e n r  wc:-heed n i o h l l c o ,  and 16 sprint c h n r t  r a n g e ,  
r,uclezr^ warhetci aissiles. The RSR co:nprases 430 acres .  The 
rag-izr at cne ICSK wa6 o r l y l r ~ c l i l y  f o r  both targc t  aoquicl:ion azd 
interceptor ~ , i s s i l e  c j u i d a ~ c e ,  The XSR tacclcal bcildings were 
also hardened against nuc lea r  effects and could operate self- 
ssf f Fc i e~ - , t l v  while "bu t toned-up"  agai!:st a ~ u c l e a r  blast. 
Eetween D e c ~ ~ S e r  1975 and 1977 ,  the Mi? had all nlsslleE rezovez,  
tb.n ~ ~ i ~ s i l e  silos seaies, and e l l  the t a c t i c a l  bziidings 6 ~ 1 \ * 3 : ~ 5  
2nd sezle2 i: aczordarice with the A n t : . - S z l l i s t i c  Xlss l , e  'L rea -"  : 
&>$ t h e  S t r Z t e G l C  hrrr,u ~ l i : i i r & = l o n  a ; j ~  t : c r i ~ t i ~ L r ,  

h l s ~ ,  t h e r e  z r e  four Ze?,sC,e C-rint Launch (RSL) s i t e s ,  with 7 r  
E tots: of 5 4  e c % i t i o n a l  Sprizt nlssilss assiqned. The XSLs 
cor.prise9 bstveen 4 3  and 4 9  a c r e s  ap iece ,   he RSLs were ~ l s o  
h a r d e ~ e i  a g a i n ~ t  r a c l e a r  b l ~ s r  e f f e c t s  and could operzte i n  t h e  

c .A t 1 b u t t o n e d - u 2 u  ncde. Ry 1977, ,..e RSSs a l s o  had thelr missiles 
r s ~ , s v e d  and t h e  silcs s e a l e d .  The t ; l l . l d i r . z s  vere elso salvaged 
and sealed. 

Finally, t h e r e  is t h e  w a t e r  s s p ~ 2 p  s y s t e z .  Sixce there was 
5 o t  eno.~gh ~ z t r r  readily aveilable to t h e  variocs parts of t h e  
cs- lex ,  4 r j u 1 : i - r . : i l l i ~ n  dbller w h t e r  s u p p l y  systen wcs 
c ~ r ~ s t r u c e e d ,  T h e  syster, consists of ten wells, three Soos%sr 
7uap  s t e r i o ~ . ~ ,  ~ t o r s 7 e  tar,ks cn5 i c ~ o ~ ) n s ,  and a b a u t  6 3  r , i les  of 
pipeline, :?.c E>'ETel?,  W E S  Q t i s A y l ~ e J  i u  &upply a million 9 a l l o r . c  of 
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W r ) t e r  I )  day to tho antire oomplcx. P r e a t s r l C l y ,  tnZ: &'HK UGBS about 
one-quarter of thic amount, The contractor caretaker on the MSR 
is nnw a l c ~  ~ \ r < n ~  a very oral& a m o u n C  C x u u ,  L l ~ I r n  .upply .  

The complex was e s s e n t i a l l y  abandoned and ignored from 1978 
until December 1989 and February 1990, when t h e  deactivated 
facilities of the S m S C  W R Y R  incpectad for onvironmcntal 
cozppliance by an agent  of the U . S .  Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA). The inoyrution res'llted in the issuing of a 
Notice Of Nonconpliance with t h e  Toxic Substances Ccntrol A c t .  
T5e notice listed t h r ee  problems: one and two were failure to 
properly dispose of specific leaking transformers known or 
suspected to contain p o l y c h l o r i n a t e d  b?phenyla (PCBs), and three 
wcs to test (for P C B s )  and, if necessary, d j a ~ ~ s c - U a u  and 2 7 1  
r l u l d s  Jn cne n l s s l i e  Slte Control Building, the adjacent power 
p l a n t  and missile l a u n c h  r~nilorground oleotrloal v a u l t .  

Subsequent investigation by the U S h S D C  Environmental Office 
responding to t h e  Notice found nany o the r  PCB c~ntaining items 
and a plan was presented and approved by the USEPA to dispose of 
a l l  PCB items and remove, test and properly dispose of the 
m i l l l o r > s  of y a l l u r ~ a  of w a t e r  I n  Zne structures. It was also 
decided to remove or c lo se  in place a l l  the old undergrcund fuel 
storage tankn whiek w e r e  100afod throughou+ the v u n ~ y l r x ,  The 
transformers were disposed of rapidly, but  reaoving, t e s t i n g  end 
proper ly  diposing of 3 3  rillion gallons of water and sludge has 
taken tine. The water ~ 1 s  removed in approximetely fo2r cillion 
qal?on increments to A c p ~ n j r l l y  built h o l d i n g  pond, cnalyrod, 
and approved f o r  disposal by the State o i  K o r t h  Cekota Depzrtnent 
of Hea7t .h .  T . a f +  hehind, h o w e v e r ,  w a o  a tr-cncirdouo ~ J I I U U J I L  ut 
sludge-coated debris a: t h e  b s t t on  of the structures. 

A f t e r  arying and exhaustive sanpling and analysis of t h i s  
sludge, i t  was defernined thst Soi:lr was abeve regulafeu 
contaxination levels. Therefore, t h e  sludge en8 the debris i r  
cavered had t o  be sent to a U S E P A - ~ P P ~ D V ~ C  PCB d i s p ~ s a l  site. 
rn -3c ro~ainder was s t i l t -  :Q cri industrial landrill. The fctal c a s t  
~f this cleanup a m ~ u h t e d  to -- less ,-, t b ~ n  ..= -. .. S2.,003,CQQ, 

Yeasures a r e  i n  D ! A C ~  G n  t h k t  t h a  XSR c t r u o t u r c o  350uld 
::ever ?loo< egair.. The  site i e  ~ I C  10r.ger a latent t h r e a t  to t h e  
& ~ v ~ T o P . R ~ ~ c ~  t h r o t g h  P C B s  o r  leakinp unde rg ro -nd  iuel t a - k s ,  a n d  a 
great nurber of eefe-y h a z e r d s  and 6 e b r . i ~  eye6ores have  elsa been 
a l i~ , lna . t ec !  w. a rc=:.l,-t c+E + h i e  cl;;;;uy. 
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Om@ o t  Fubllc Altaln, IIq. Alr Forn Spnco Command, Pmtrnan AF13, Colo., 809144001 (719) $I43731 

AIR FORCE P U G  TO CEASE OPERATIONS 
AT CAVALIER AIR FORCE STATION, N, D, 

PETERSON AFB, Colo. -- Air Porce Bpaca Command will be 

cutting back operations because o f  antiaipated f iroal  year 1993 

and beyond budget reduction8 a r  t h e  Departmrnt of befanrr 

restructures and draws down, 

The cornand announcad today i t  would oearr  operations st 

cavalier Air Force Station, N.D. ,  on June 1, 1 9 9 2 ,  v i t h  an 

overall savingr of approxinctely $8  illi ion annually, 

The facility, which prrfoa11 niarila warning war selected 

f o r  inactivation based cn a cal~,pr.ehensiva review t h a t  focused on 

c o o t  02 ope ra t i on  and m i ~ e i o n  naclenrity to datemine which 

i n c l l i t i e ~  m i s h t  be cut in view of the reduced threat, 

Adequste m i s ~ i l e  warning coverage will still ba provided by 

other missile warning sites,  

Cavalier Air Force Station, which i o  operated by tha S l a t  

Space Ving, has 27 U S *  m i l i t a r y  and 6 Department or Dlfense 

clvil ianrr assigned. The militcry pereonn.1 w i l l  be roamrigned. 



  ha DOD oivilian. w i l l  bm a8aist.d in rolocatfng t o  o the r  DOD 

poritlonm, i f  pomsible. 

~dditfonaliy, there are 102 oontraotor personnrl who work 

f o r  PRc, Ino., whioh i m  headquartered r t  Mckan, Va. The 

ourrant contraat  will expir8 Bept. 30, 1992 .  

~ i r  Force Space Command, l i k e  other major Alr Porcr 

cormands, must continually look for way. t o  strmamline it8 

operations. The cornnand nu& meet it. daily operating 

requirem~nts and press on with much needod upace launch 

inirhetructure upgrade9 to ensure our  oontinued aecaam to apaca. 

Thia a c t i o n  in no way p r ~ j u d i ~ o s  options baing oonaidared 

under the Mismile Pafense Aot  oi! 1991. 





INSTALLATION: Stanley R .  Mickelson Stte  

OWNING COMMAND: U . S .  Army Space and Strategic D e f e n s e  Command 
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KEN1 CONRAD 
NORTH ~IAKOIA 
202- 224-2043 

United States $enate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205 113-3403 

January 25, 1993 

General Merrill A. McPeak 
Chief of Staff 
United States U r  Force 
Room 4E925, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-2000 

Dear General McPeak: 

Thank you for meeting with delegations from North Dakota over the 
past year and for discussing important issues in the Base Closure 
process. We would like to reiterate our support for the U o t  and 
Grand Forks Air Force Bases in the context of defense and arms 
control requirements for the post-Cold War world. 

U.S. strategic policy has undergone profound changes with the end 
of the Cold War. However, the continuing challenges of an 
uncertain world require the U.S. to maintain a strong mix of 
strategic forces that provides reliable, flexible and cost- 
effective protection while advancing strategic stability. 

We believe that it is important at this time for the U.S. to keep 
all of its strategic basing options viable by leaving the four 
northern tier bases open. The small amount of money saved by 
prematurely closing one of the bases cannot justify the risks of 
foreclosing future options. For that matter, savings could be 
achieved by placing greater relative emphasis on ICBMs and by 
achieving economies in defense inventories and procurement. 

Maintaining these bases will guard against instability and the 
possibility that reform in Russia will fail. This is a very real 
concern which we must acknowledge. In addition, the START I and 
I1 arms control agreements, which require sharp cuts in the U.S. 
arsenal, have not yet been ratified by all parties. If they are 
implemented, they could still take up t:o ten years to .carry out. 
Non-compliance by others could also jeapardize our security. 

Even if events go smoothly in the former Soviet Union, we believe 
that a balanced mix of forces is essential in the post-Cold War 
world. We also advocate that single-warhead ICaEls and long-range 
bombers play a more prominent role in this mix. 

- - 

ICBMs are cheaper to maintain than SW:s. One wing of 150 . 

Minuteman I11 missiles costs about one-third less to operate than 
an equivalent number of SLBMs on alert. Single-warhead ICBM 
missiles offer less attractive targets than MIRVed SLBMs and 
thereby increase strategic stability. ICBMs also are our most 
reliable nuclear weapons, given their 99% alert rate and their 
invulnerability to technological advances in anti-submarine 
warfare (ASW) technology or terrorist attacks. Moreover, ICBMs 
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offer flexibility since they can be re-targeted more confidently 
and readily than SLBMs. 

Long-range bombers including the B-1B and B-52, in turn, afford 
yet another hedge against ASW advancer;. They also provide 
unmatched flexibility inasmuch as they can be recalled following 
a strike command and reoriented between conventional and nuclear 
roles (even under the START I1 treaty). 

Each of the northern tier bases has unique assets that the United 
States should maintain until we are mare certain of our future 
force requirements. Minot APB and Grand Forks AFB are both 
multi-mission bases which are more eco~nomical to operate than 
single-mission bases. They feature ICE&, long-range bombers, and 
tankers; modern facilities; unimpeded air and ground space; top- 
rated personnel; excellent educational opportunities; and 
outstanding community support. We have documented these unique 
assets and related Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty concerns in 
appendices to this letter. 

The other two northern tier bases also have important missions, 
housing MX and Minuteman missiles. Full implementation of the 
START I1 agreement, however, would require the elimination of the 
50 MX at F.E. Warren and allow the Air Force to consolidate 200 
Minuteman missiles at either Warren or Malmstrom. 

While we press to achieve genuine arms control, keeping the 
northern tier bases open will give the U.S. the flexibility it 
needs to meet the security demands of the future. We can afford 
to keep these bases open, particularly if we achieve other 
defense savings; but, we cannot afford to take the chance of 
prematurely closing one of them or eliminating its missile silos. 

We hope that the Air Force and the Department of Defense will 
take these issues into account in making their base closure 
recommendations this year. 

U.S. Senator 

EDWARD S C W E R  
Governor, North ~a.kofa 



GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE 

MISSION 
Grand Forks Air Force Base is a multi-mission base with the most 
modern facilities supporting Minuteman I11 missiles, B-1B 
bombers, and KC-135 refueling tankers. The base helps guarantee 
the security of the nation through both nuclear and conventional 
defense roles. 

Grand Forks AFB is strategically located in the center of the 
North American continent, accessible to any theater, maximum 
distance from sea-launched threats, and close to polar routes to 
Europe and Asia . 
The units at Grand Forks AFB axe consistently some of the top 
performers in the Air Force. The 321st Strategic Missile Wing 
and the 319th Bombardment Wing are both highly decorated units 
with a history of excellence. In 1987, the 321st won the 
Blanchard Trophy as the top Minuteman :missile wing in the 
country. The 319th won numerous honors as a B-52 unit, and has 
continued its excellence as a B-1 unit, boasting some of the top 
B-1 crews in the country. 

319TB BCMEARDMENT WING 
The 319th Bombardment Wing is made up of BIB bombers and KC-135 
tankers. The B-1s are the premier penetrating bombers in the 
U.S. fleet, and the Air Force is in the process of upgrading the 
bombers to enhance their conventional capabilities. The Grand 
Forks AFB underwent significant facility upgrades for the B-1B 
deployment in the mid-1980s, including 3 bay hangers and $30 
million in construction. The 319th fo~merly housed B-52 bombers, 
and it still retains B-52 basing capabilities. 

The base has plenty of room on its runways and parking aprons to 
accommodate additional aircraft without expansion, and the base 
and airspace are not limited by any encroachment. It has easy 
access to bombing, low level, and training routes. Weather in 
the area allows for clear flying almost. year-round. - 
321ST SlZRATEGIC MISSILE WING 
The 321st Strategic Missile Wing is made up of 150 Minuteman I11 
missiles. The Minuteman I11 is a major component of the U.S. 
strategic nuclear deterrent. The missiles of the 321st are 
securely deployed in silos which are larger than those at other 
bases, providing more accessible working conditions for missile 
crews. 

The missile field at the Grand Forks Air Force Base is also 
designated under the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972 
as the only site, other than Washington, D.C., allowed for 
deployment of an ABM system. The Treaty requires that a U.S. ABM 
system be deployed within 150 kilometers of a ballistic missile 
field, and the Grand Forks Base was identified as that field. 



The old Safeguard ABM system was con~t.~cted north of the Grand 
Forks Base, but it was decommissioned in 1976. If the U.S. 
intends to deploy an ABM system consistent wi.th the ABM Treaty 
and current law, it must retain the Grand Forks missile field. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
The Grand Forks AFB facilities are up-to-date and well 
maintained. A centralized aircraft servicing facility provides 
electrical connections, heating, cooling, and hydraulics to 
planes in an underground system and is one of only 10 such 
systems in the U.S. The base hospital serves a local patient 
population of more than 15,000, and there are over 2000 sound 
housing units available on base. The electrical distribution 
center was recently upgraded, a new da:ycare facility has been 
built, and there is excess capacity at the base heating plant. 
The local schools are outstanding, and North Dakota students 
register some of the highest average SAT scores in the nation. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base also benefits from having the 
University of North Dakota nearby to provide educational and 
training opportunities to base personnel. Over 350 base members 
currently are attending UND classes, and approximately 20 percent 
of all employees of UND are past or current military personnel or 
dependents. 

UND's Center for Aerospace Science ( U S )  offers particularly 
unique resources for the Air Force. CZLS has courses in aviation, 
atmospheric sciences, computer science, and space studies. It 
houses an altitude chamber, a meteorology lab, a flight 
simulator, an air traffic control simulation lab, and additional 
lab facilities. Approximately 150 base pilots and crew members 
receive flight physiology training at CAS. The working 
relationship between CAS and the Air Fclrce cannot be found 
anywhere else in the U.S., and it makes CAS an important asset to 
the Air Force and to the Grand Forks &r Base. 

COMKCMITY SUPPORT 
Local support for the Grand Forks Air Force Base is strong and 
dates back to before the base was even constructed. In 1954, the 
city of Grand Forks donated $65,000 towards the purchase of the 
land for the base. Since the base opened in 1960, the city has 
worked closely with the Air Force, and the result is a 
cooperative and productive relationship. The Friends of the 
Golden Eagles, a communizy group organized to support the base, 
is active and very successful. The city of Grand Forks is proud 
of its relationship with the Grznd Forks X r  Force Base and the 
role that it plays in defending our nation. 



MINOT AIR FORCE BASE 

MISSION 
Minot Air Force Base (MAFB) is a multi-mission base supported by 
the most modern, well maintained facilities. The 5th Bomb Wing, 
comprised of B-52 bombers and KC-135 refueling tankers, and the 
91st Missile Wing, which houses 150 Mi.nuteman I11 missiles, 
provides the nation with both nuclear and conventional 
capabilities. 

Minot AFB has consistently demonstrated top performance. In 1988 
it won the highly coveted Commander in Chief's Installation 
Excellence Award for being the best base in the Air Force. Over 
the past five years they have continueti to demonstrate their 
commitment to excellence by capturing over 70 SAC and Air Force 
honors in missile and bomber operations and maintenance, security 
police, communications, medicine and other fields. 

Minot has no encroachment problems from the surrounding areas, as 
the nearest residential and commercial development is three miles 
away. Additionally, Minot AFB is equidistant from all theaters 
of operation and has easy access to the polar routes. 

STH BOMB WING--BOMBERS AND TANKERS 
Minot has the newest B-52Is with the H model, and 18 KC-135A 
refueling tankers. A 13,500 foot runway, 9 large hangers, and 4 
smaller ones, coupled with outstanding support facilities amply 
support the flying missions. The base formerly had an F-15 
fighter mission and still has those facilities available as well. 
There is substantial space on base, as well as extra facilities, 
for cost-effective expansion. Clear weather allows flying 
virtually 365 days a year with no air traffic problems, therefore 
augmenting the training capabilities of the base. 

The air space in the Minot, ND area is controlled by military air 
controllers located at MAFB. The base (also has a refueling track 
directly overhead and has the re1ativel:y unique capability of the 
CERT Base (bomb your own base) program, thereby reducing flying 
sortie time. These factors and Minot's proximity to the 
Ellsworth AFB training range help reduce costs and increase 
efficiency. The base also has an extremely large state of the 
art weapon storage area, protected by tlie most modern ported 
coaxial security system, which is capable of supporting any 
mission. 

91ST MISSILE WING 
The 91st Missile wing is a key component of the U. S. strategic 
arsenal with its 150 Minuteman I11 missj-les. The Basevs Missile 
wing, for the fifth year in a row, boasted the highest alert 
rate, this year at 99.63%. One of mi not:'^ advantages is the 
symmetry and close proximity of its missile fields to the base. 
Its sites are the closest of all missile bases, which equates to 
many fewer miles driven per year, fewer road miles to maintain, 



and quicker response time. The Minot missile sites are also 
compatible with the closing Minuteman I1 bases, so missile 
support equipment and assets from those bases can be readily 
reused at W B .  All other existing missile bases do not have 
this compatibility. 

The Minot missile silos were constructed in solid ground and in a 
stable geological area with no history of ground water intrusion.. 
The hardened intensity cable system th~at provides communication 
between the base and the sites is the more reliable "wagon wheeln 
configuration. Contracts have been let to construct a $3.45 
million, 24,000 square foot missile ma.intenance facility this 
spring, which will give Minot the most, modern facility in the 
command. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
Minot AFB is a modern facility started in 1957. In the past five 
years it has received a new 45 bed hospital and clinic which 
serves as a referral center, a 46,500 square foot security police 
building, a communications squadron building, library and 
education center, new igloos and hangar to support the air 
launched cruise missiles, a new firing range, and new missile 
roll transfer facilities. Constructio:n projects under 
development at the base include a 55,000 square foot coxttmissary 
and a child development center. 

The Minot AFB housing complex provides 2359 well maintained homes 
for military members. Over $30 millio~~ has been spent since 1984 
to upgrade every housing unit, and an $8 million renovation will 
start this summer on 110 units for senior NCOs. 

A multitude of programs exist for personnel and their families 
during their off duty time. This can best be summed up by the 
fact that last year the base won the LeMay Award, recognizing it 
as the best Morale, Welfare, and Recreation program in the Air 
Force. Schools in the Minot local area are excellent and North 
Dakota boasts the highest math SAT scores in the nation. Minot 
State University provides an excellent opportunity for base 
personnel to pursue higher education, and many base personnel 
take advantage of this opportunity. 

COMMONITY SUPPORT 
The city of Minot is very proud of the base and the role that it 
plays in supporting it. Minot enjoys a warm, working 
relationship with Air Force personnel and welcomes military 
families into the community. In 1957 the city of Minot provided 
funding for land purchases for the original base, and would do so 
again for any expansion of Minot AFB. TEAM MINOT, a ~0XImunity 
based group, actively supports the base. Minot leaders work 
closely with base leaders on civic and base projects, and the 
citizens of Minot participate in Minot .AFB activities. 



WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

February 8, 1993 

Honorable Les Aspin 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
'Sashington, D.C. 20330-2000 

;Dear Mr. Secretary: 

You face a daunting task in maintaining strong military forces 
without breaking the budget. You must a.lso defend against 
growing threats with fewer, high-priority bases. 

To this end, we recommend that you retain a robust triad of the 
most cost-effective strategic forces. We recommend that such 
forces include a sizable number of ICBMs and long-range bombers 
t.o complement the recognized role of our strategic submarine 
f!leet. We believe that this can be done while saving billions of 
clollars and still carrying out comparable missions. 

Specifically, we urge you to keep up to 650 ICBMs at four bases, 
as well as our current fleet of B-52 and B-IB long-range bombers. 
Such a force would meet the tests of miss:ion compatibility, cost- 
effectiveness, reliability, flexibility, arms control and 
strategic stability, environmental protection, and nuclear 
safety. 

Accordingly, we are submitting for your review a white paper in 
support of continuing ICBM and flying missions for our northern . .  
tier bases. We further would like to reiterate our strong 
support for the Grand Forks and Minot Air Force Bases in the 
context of defense and arms control requirements f o r  the post- 
Cold War world. The appendices to the white paper show why these 
hisses must be retained as high-priority i.nstallations. 

We hope that you will carefully weigh these recommendations in 
milking your budget . . and base closure decis.ions this year. 

1 A Sincerely, 

- 
KE:NT CONRAD EARL POMEROY 
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator Member of 



STRATEGIC BASES OFFER THE BEST DETERRENCE 

I .  T h e  C a s e  for the ICEM 

1. Whv ICBMs. U.S. strategic policy has undergone profound 
changes with the end of the Cold W a r .  However, the continuing 
challenges of an uncertain world require that the U.S. maintain 
the Triad of strategic forces to guarantee effective protection 
while advancing strategic stability. 

Some analysts project that, under the new START I1 Treaty, the 
U.S. nuclear Triad will consist of 500 1-and-based 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICEMS), 18 Trident 
submarines, between 50 and 94 B-52H boxuhers, and 20 B-2 bombers. 
This paper shows why the United States ~;hould consider an 
alternative force structure that  include!^ 650 Hinuteman missiles, 
16 Trident submarines, 94 B-52H bombers, and 20 B-2 Stealth 
.bombers. This alternative offers lower costs and risks, and 
greater flexibility and safety than plans that call for fewer . 

ICBMs and a greater number of submarine launched ballistic 
~nissiles (SLBMs). 

Under this proposal, ICBMs would be dispersed among four bases 
that currently house Minuteman I11 missiles (Grand Forks, Minot, 
17.E. Warren, and Malmstrom). The two oldest Trident I 
submarines, which come up for expensive overhauls in only six to 
eight years, would be retired, and the remaining submarines would 
each carry 24 four-warhead SLBMs. 

llhe U. S . heavy bomber force would remain as is, with 94 B-52H 
kbombers carrying cruise missiles, 20 B-2 Stealth bombers, and 96 
El-1B bombers (which would be presumably re-oriented to 
conventional missions to comply with START I1 limits). 

This is not to say that strategic submarines have suddenly lost 
t h e i r  value but only to caution against unwarranted reliance on 
the sea leg of the Triad. Current forces reflect a mix of around 
30 percent of U.S. ballistic missiles on land and 70 percent at 
sea. Under START I1 terms, a force of 500 single-warhead ICBMs 
and 18 Tridents would lead to a shift of 80 percent of ballistic 
missiles at sea, leaving only 20 percent of ballistic missile 
warheads on land. 

This proposal essentially restores the balance that has produced 
effective deterrence and served our natio:n well for so many 
years. It also provides a hedge against technical and political 
uncertainties described elsewhere in the ;?aper. It is important 
at this time for the u.S. to keep all of its strategic basing 
options viable by leaving the four northern tier bases open. 
Maintaining these bases will guard against instability and the 
uncertainty of reform in Russia. This is a very real concern 
which we must acknowledge. 
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In addition, the arms control agreements, requiring sharp cuts in 
the U.S. arsenal, have not yet been ratified by all parties, and 
START I1 cannot enter into force until STAXT I has been ratified 
by all parties. If the treaties are implemented, they could 
:still take up to ten years to carry out. Non-compliance by 
others also jeopardizes our security. 

Ihe small amount of money saved by premaixmely closing one of the 
hases cannot justify the risks of foreclosing future options. For 
t.hat matter, savings could be achieved by placing greater 
relative emphasis on ICBXs than ST.RM.s, by insisting on 
unfulfilled burdensharing obligations, and by achieving economies 
in defense inventories and procurement. (Some specific economies 
within the strategic forces are outlined below.) 

2. Costs. ICBMs cost less than SLBMs by almost any measure. We 
estimate that savings could range from hundreds of millions to 
several billion dollars. In the current budget, that also argues 
in favor of our proposal. 

First, the existing ICBM force is more economical to upgrade and 
maintain than a comparable SLBM force. The Air Force has fully 
fcmded 500 Minuteman 111s (with single warheads) to include all 
required service life extensions. The GAO estimates that it 
wculd cost $16 billion to modernize, operate, and maintain a de- 
MIRVed Minuteman force of 500 missiles through 2020, including 
all p l a ~ e d  modification. Actual Air Force costs could be 
significantly less when planned modifications are deliberated in 
the budgeting process. 

Co~npare this with costs required to upgrade and extend the . . 

se:mice life of the sea-leg of the Triad. Because the Navy's C-4 
missiles are running out of service life, two options are 
available: either replace the,aging C-4 mi:ssiles with D-5s or 
perform the necessary upgrades -to the existing missiles to extend 
their service life. 

The more likely option, the D-5 backfit program, would cost $14 
billion. The C-4 'service life extension is estimated to cost 
about the same amount. (Senators Sasser and Bumpers demonstrated 
last year, however, that adjustments for ififlation, accounting, 
and arms control would boost D-5 costs to $18 billion.) 
Moreover, it would cost an additional $1 billion for each Trident 
I -- or a total of $8 billion more -- to extend the service life 
of the hulls through 2020. Without this additional investment, 
serrice life for Trident I submarines would be only six to eight 
years, regardless of the missile upgrade or backfit. (Another $1 
bi1:Lion would be required for flight testing.) 

In other words, comparing the total cost of 500 Minuteman 111s to 
just the modernization costs for 8 Trident Is gives a minimum 
saving of $6 billion ($22 billion - $16 bi1:Lion). Furthermore, 
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the 768 warheads on eight submarines equates to an on-alert level 
of 514 warheads; virtually the same as a 500 ICBM fleet with 
single warheads, with 495 on alert (assuming a 99% alert rate for 
ICBMs and a 66% rate for SLBMS). 

Second, ICBM force additions are much chea~er. The ICBM force 
ccould be increased to a maximum amount of 650 Minuteman IIIs, 
although this is not now part of Air Force budget request. The 
-total cost to acquire and deploy the additional 150 Minuteman 
IIIs would be $1.8 billion. This modest investment would buy an 
entire wing of 150 single-warhead ICBMs (145 on alert). 

Ilhe cost of adding an equivalent complement of 192 SLBMs (129 on- 
alert), or two Trident IIs, would cost over $4 billion. Again, a 
major cost saving is possible. 

Third, comvarina costs to refurbish the existina 500 Minuteman 
1x1 force with those remaininu to com~le~e the total 432 missile - 
Trident D-5 prosram vields even qreater savinus. Again, the 1992 - 
GAO cost estimate for extending the Minuteman program to 2020 is 
$16 billion. All remaining costs for the Trident 11/D-5 program 
amount to $58 billion, again according to GAO. 

Tlnis means per missile costs through 2020 are $32 million for 
eifch Xinuteman I11 versus $134 million f o:r each D-5. "Alert" 
Minuteman I11 costs are $32.3 million each versus $201 million 
for "at-sean D-5s. Similarly, the $32.3 million cost for each 
Minuteman alert warhead compares favorably with the $51 million 
comparable cost for each alert Trident D-5 warhead (under the 
most optimistic assumptions ) . 

. . 

Fourth, ICBMs are chea~er to maintain than SLBMs. One wing of 
150 Minuteman I11 missiles costs about one!-third less to operate 
than an equivalent number of SLBMs on alert. The relevant 
comparison is $160 million for a wing of 150 Minuteman 111s 
versus $167 million per year for 192 SLBN warheads on two Trident 
I SSBNs. In addition, the SLBN figure does not include all unit 
costs that go into the Minuteman figure. A comparison of the 
saxe unit costs inboth systems yields a Minuteman I11 figure of 
around $80 million. per year. Some estimatles have showed an even 
higher cost of $200 million per year for two submarines. 

3. Reliabilitv and Invulnerabilitv. Besides the much higher 
alert rate for ICBMs (99%) than for SLBMs {66% at sea), ICBMs are 
even more reliable weapons. They have secure, redundant land 
lines for communication as compared to less certain radio and 
satellite transmissions for submarines. 

Also at issue is whether submarines have the same secure two-way 
co~munications capability and procedures as ICBM launch control 
sites, including the ability to acknowledge receipt of critical 
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command control messages and re-targeting directions. These 
factors ensure more certain target coverage by ICBMs. 

The extensive security net at ICBK sites makes these weapons 
virtually impervious to terrorist attacks, and their hardened, 
underground silos in the middle of the country make them safer 
than SSBNs at sea. ICBMs also have permissive action links to 
preclude unauthorized launch, while SLBMs lack this safety 
.feature. 

;?urther, in a world evolving towards single-warhead missiles, 
ICBMs will no longer provide an inviting target for a pre-emptive 
attack. By contrast, the MIRVed SLBMs will invite ever- 
increasing attention as an object of anti-submarine warfare. 

170r example, the September 18, 1992 report of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee (Executive Report 102--53) strongly supported 
the need for a strategic Triad because of concern about the 
vulnerability of SSBNs. This is particularly important as more 
cf our strategic force will be located on submarines under the 
terms of the START I1 agreement. 

The report noted claims of prominent Russian scientists about 
their capability to locate submerged Trident submarines and the 
proposal of these scientists to demonstrate this technology to 
our Navy. (Our government has accepted the unprecedented offer.) 
It also pointed out that the ASW challenge would be much smaller 
txnder START I1 conditions, with only 10-12 SSBNs at sea at any 
t.ime compared to a fleet of 40 during the 1980s. 

The report further argued that increased nlnerability of our . .  

submarine fleet could subject our nation to political blackmail, 
since bombers are off alert and the mobile ICBM program has been 
canceled. For these reasons, the Committee said the "... current 
challenge to SSBN invulnerability is truly unprecedented." 

Moreover, any technical problem with the Trident submarines or 
th.eir missiles could disable much or all of the fleet while the 
problem is being fixed. To reiterate, tha.t is why the U.S. has 
maintained a Triad and why it should keep the current mix of 
SLBMs and ICBMs. 

4. Flexibility. ICBMs offer greater flexibility since they can 
be re-targeted much more rapidly than SLBMs. Single-weapon 
systems are also more flexible in that only one target need be 
found in a given area. Finally, the Minuteman I11 is effective 
aglsinst a wider range of the target base than the Trident Is. 

5.- Strateaic Stabilitv. Single-warhead ICBlY missiles offer less 
atzractive targets than MIRVed SLBMs. By affording a less 
attractive exchange ratio under a START I1 regime, ICBMs enhance 
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deterrence and thereby increase strategic stability. Including a 
balanced mix of forces also complicates an opponent's attack 
planning and thereby bolsters risk reduction. It's also worth 
underscoring that strategic policy should complement arms control 
policy. The very purpose of the START agreements is to reduce 
nuclear war risks and to increase strategic stability. That 
issue underlay the defense debate of 1980's and should compel our 
planning for the 1990's. Why not, then,, favor the deployment of 
more stabilizing weapons using the most prudent fiscal policies? 

6. Environmental Concerns. ICBMs have impacted western lands, but 
in a largely harmonious way, and current environmental concerns 
are being effectively addressed at strategic air bases. Unlike 
nuclear submarines, ICBMs generate no radioactive wastes. We 
currently have no certain or safe storage facilities for spent 
]nuclear fuel. Yet relying ever more on the sea leg of the Triad 
generates more radioactive fuel and expensive costs for nuclear 
refueling overhauls and nuclear waste disposal. These factors 
must be included in policy and cost calc.ulations for both the 
Departments of Defense and Energy. 

7 .  Safety. The Drell Panel on Nuclear Weapons Safety 
clemonstrated why ICBMs far outdistance SILBMs on the issue of 
strategic weapons safety. In a report to the House Armed 
Services Committee, the expert panel recc)mmended six safety 
features for nuclear weapons. Some of the reconunended safety 
features were not incorporated in the original weapons designs 
because of operational requirements during the Cold War. With 
the end of the Cold War, as many of these features as possible 
should be included on all weapons systems. 

Of the six specific Drell recommendations, the Minuteman I11 
already incorporates four: a clear deck warhead platform 
cl~nfiguration, permissive action links to prevent unauthorized 
launch, a'less volatile.propellant, and an enhanced warhead 
detonation safety featllre. The Tridents include only the warhead 
safety feature . 
8. Euual O~portunitv. A footnote to the case for ICBMs is that 
the X r  Force does not exclude women from combat roles. They 
serve in all operational and support duties related to the land- 
based leg of the triad. 

*** Overall Conmarison of ICBM 77s. SLBM *** 

Cost Reliabilitv Flexibilitv Bsbilitv Safetv - 
ICBMs Less More More More More 

SLBMs More Less Less LE!S s Less 
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11. Bombers and Tankers Still Bolster Defense 

The third leg of the Triad has never been more important to 
hedging against uncertainty than it is today. Long-range 
bombers, including the B-lB, B-2 and B52, afford yet another 
hedge against ASW advances. They also provide unmatched 
flexibility inasmuch as they can be recalled following launch 
cormnand and reoriented between conventional and nuclear roles 
(even under the START I1 treaty). Bombers played a critical role 
in the Persian Gulf War and will likely do so again. 

In addition to the tanker's integral role in support of the 
Triad, aerial refueling proved its worth in both the Persian Gulf 
and Somalia. Successful support for wazfighting and humanitarian 
relief illustrates the role the tanker forces still play in 
today's world. 

III. The Continued Lmoortance of Northelm Tier Bases. 

Each of the northern tier bases has unique assets that the United 
States should maintain until we are more certain of our future 
force requirements. In particular, it should be noted that Minot 
AFB and Grand Forks Air Force Bases are both multi-mission bases 
which are more economical to operate than single-mission bases. 

They both feature ICBMs, long-range bombers, and tankers; modern 
facilities; unimpeded air and ground space; top-rated personnel; 
excellent off-duty educational opportunities; and outstanding 
community support. These unique assets and related Anti-Ballistic 
Xissile Treaty concerns are documented in appendices to this 
.letter. 

While we press to achieve genuine arms control, keeping the 
northern tier bases open will give the U.S. the flexibility and 
resources it needs'to meet the security demands of the future. 
We can afford to keep these bases open, particularly if we cut 
other costs. ~ u t  *we cannot afford tb t i k e  the chance of 
prematurely closing one of them or e'limi;nating its missile silos. 



GRAND FORKS AIR FOIRCE BASE 

B!fISSION 
Grand Forks Air Force Base is a multi-8mission base with the most 
modern facilities supporting Minuteman. I11 missiles,- B-1B 
bombers, and KC-135 refueling tankers. The base helps guarantee 
the security of the nation through b0t.h nuclear and conventional 
defense roles. 

Grand Forks AFB is strategically located in the center of the 
North American continent, accessible to any theater, maximum 
distance from sea-launched threats, and close to polar routes to 
Europe and Asia. 

The units at Grand Forks AFB are consistently some of the top 
performers in the Air Force. The 321st Strategic Missile Wing 
and the 319th Bombardment Wing are both highly decorated units 
with a history of excellence. In 1987, the 321st won the 
Blanchard Trophy as the top Minuteman :missile wing in the 
country. The 319th won numerous honors as a B-52 unit, and has 
continued its excellence as a B-1 unit, boasting some of the top 
B-1 crews in the country. 

319TH BOMBARDMEZTl! WING 
The 319th Bombardment Wing is made up of BIB bombers and KC-135 
tankers. The B-1s are the premier pentstrating bombers in the 
U.S. fleet, and the Air Force is in the process of upgrading the 
bombers to enhance their conventional capabilities. The Grand 
Forks AFB underwent significant facili1:y upgrades for the B-1B 
deployment in the mid-1980s, including 3 bay hangers and $30 
million in construction. The 319th fo~merly housed B-52 bombers, 
and it still retains B-52 basing capabilities. 

The base has plenty of room on its runways and parking aprons to 
accommodate additional aircraft without expansion, and the base 
and airspace are not limited by any enczroachment. It has easy 
access to bombing, low level, and training routes. Weather in 
the area allows for clear flying almost year-round. 

321ST STRATEGIC MISSILE WING 
The 321st Strategic Missile Wing is made up of 150 Minuteman I11 
missiles. The Minuteman I11 is a majo~: component of the U.S. 
strategic nuclear deterrent. The missi.les of the 321st are 
securely deployed in silos which are larger than those at other 
bases, providing more accessible working conditions for missile 
crews. 

The missile field at the Grand Forks Ai.r Force Base is also 
designated under the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972 
as the only site, other than Washington., D.C., allowed for 
deployment of an ABM system. The Treaty requires that a U.S. A M  
system be deployed within 150 kilometers of a ballistic missile 



field, and the Grand Forks Base was identified as that field. 
The old Safeguard ABM system was constxucted north of the Grand 
Forks Base, but it was decommissioned in 1976. If the U.S. 
intends to deploy an ABM system consistent with the ABM Treaty 
and current law, it must retain the Grand Forks missile field. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
The Grand Forks AFB facilities are up-to-date and well 
maintained. A centralized aircraft servicing facility provides 
electrical connections, heating, cooling, and hydraulics to 
planes in an underground system and is one of only 10 such 
systems in the U.S. The base hospital serves a local patient 
population of more than 15,000, and there are over 2000 sound 
housing units available on base. The electrical distribution 
center was recently upgraded, a new daycare facility has been 
built, and there is excess capacity at the base heating plant. 
The local schools are outstanding, and North Dakota students 
register some of the highest average SAT scores in the nation. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base also benefits from having the 
University of North Dakota nearby to p~covide educational and 
training opportunities to base personnel. Over 350 base members 
currently are attending UND classes, and approximately 20 percent 
of all employees of UND are past or current military personnel or 
dependents. 

UND's Center for Aerospace Science (W;) offers particularly 
unique resources for the Air Force. CP9 has courses in aviation, 
atmospheric sciences, computer science, and space studies. It 
houses an altitude chamber, a meteorolclgy lab, a flight 
simulator, an air traffic control simulation lab, and additional 
lab facilities. Approximately 150 base pilots and crew members 
receive flight physiology training at CAS. The working 
relationship between CAS and the Air Force cannot be found 
anywhere else in the U.S., and it makes CAS an important asset to 
the Air Force and to the Grand Forks Air Base. 

COMMCTNITY SUPPORT 
Local support for the Grand Forks Air Force Base is strong and 
dates back to before the base was even constructed. In 1954, the 
city of Grand Forks donated $65,000 towards the purchase of the 
land for the base. Since the base opened in 1960, the city has 
worked closely with the Air Force, and -the result is a 
cooperative and productive relationship. The Friends of the 
Golden Eagles, a community group organized to support the base, 
is active and very successful. The city of Grand Forks is proud 
of its relationship with the Grand Forks Air Force Base and the 
role that it plays in defending our nation. 



MINOT AIR FORCE E m  

MISSION 
Minot Air Force Base (MAFB) is a rnu1t:i-mission base supported by 
the most modern, well maintained faci:Lities. The 5th Bomb Wing, 
comprised of B-52 bombers and KC-135 refueling tankers, and the 
91st Missile Wing, which houses 150 Minuteman I11 missiles, 
provides the nation with both nuclear and conventional 
capabilities. 

Minot AFB has consistently demonstrated top performance. In 1988 
it won the highly coveted Commander in Chief's Installation 
Excellence Award for being the best base in the lLir Force. Over 
the past five years they have continued to demonstrate their 
commitment to excellence by capturing over 70 SAC and Air Force 
honors in missile and bomber operations and maintenance, security 
police, communications, medicine and other fields. 

Minot has no encroachment problems from the surrounding areas, as 
the nearest residential and commercial development is three miles 
away. Additionally, Minot AFB is equidistant from all theaters 
of operation and has easy access to thle polar routes. 

5!FE BOMB WING-BOMBERS AND TANKERS 
Minot has the newest B-52's with the H model, and 18 KC-135A 
refueling tankers. A 13,500 foot W w i s y ,  9 large hangers, and 4 
smaller ones, coupled with outstanding support facilities amply 
support the flying missions. The base formerly had an F-15 
fighter mission and still has those facilities available as well. 
There is substantial space on base, as well as extra facilities, 
for cost-effective expansion. Clear weather allows flying 
virtually 365 days a year with no air traffic problems, therefore 
augmenting the training capabilities of the base. 

The air space in the Minot, ND area is controlled by military air 
controllers located at MAFB. The base also has a refueling track 
directly overhead and has the relatively unique capability of the 
CERT Base (bomb your own base) program, thereby reducing flying 
sortie time. These factors and Minot's proximity to the 
Ellsworth AFB training range help reduce-costs and increase 
efficiency. The base also has an extremely large state of the 
art weapon storage area, protected by the most modern ported 
coaxial security system, which is capable of supporting any 
mission. 

91ST MISSILE WING 
The 91st Missile wing is a key component of the U. S. strategic 
arsenal with its 150 Minuteman I11 missiles. The Base's Missile 
wing, for the fifth year in a row, boasted the highest alert 
rate, this year at 99.63%. One of Minot's advantages is the 
symmetry and close proximity of its mis:sile fields to the base. 
Its sites are the closest of all missile bases, which equates to 



many fewer miles driven per year, fewer road miles to maintain, 
and quicker response time. The Minot missile sites are also 
compatible with the closing Minuteman I1 bases, so missile 
support equipment and assets from those bases can be readily 
reused at W B .  All other existing missile bases do not have 
this compatibility. 

The Minot missile silos were constructed in solid ground and in a 
stable geological area with no history of ground water intrusion. 
The hardened intensity cable system that provides communication 
between the base and the sites is the more reliable "wagon wheeln 
configuration. Contracts have been let to construct a $3.45 
million, 24,000 square foot missile maintenance facility this 
spring, which will give Minot the most modern facility in the 
command. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
Minot AFB is a modern facility started in 1957. In the past five 
years it has received a new 45 bed hos:pital and clinic which 
serves as a referral center, a 46,500 square foot security police 
building, a connnunications squadron bu.ilding, library and 
education center, new igloos and hangar to support the air 
launched cruise missiles, a new firing range, and new missile 
roll transfer facilities. Construction projects under 
development at the base include a 55,000 square foot commissary 
and a child development center. 

The Minot AFB housing complex provides 2359 well maintained homes 
for military members. Over $30 million has been spent since 1984 
to upgrade every housing unit, and an $8 million renovation will 
start this summer on 110 units for senior NCOs. 

A multitude of programs exist for personnel and their families 
during their off duty time. This can best be summed up by the 
fact that last year the base won the LeMay Award, recognizing it 
as the best Morale, Welfare, and Recreintion program in the Air 
Force. Schools in the Minot local area are excellent and North 
Dakota boasts the highest math SAT scores in the nation. Minot 
State University provides an excellent opportunity for base 
personnel to pursue higher education, and many base personnel 
take advantage of this opportunity. 

COMMIJNITP SUPPORT 
The city of Minot is very proud of the base and the role that it 
plays in supporting it. Minot enjoys a warm, working 
relationship with Air Force personnel and welcomes military 
families into the community. In 1957 the city of Minot provided 
funding for land purchases for the original base, and would do so 
again for any expansion of Minot AFB. TEAM MINOT, a community 
based group, actively supports the base. Minot leaders work 
closely with base leaders on civic and base projects, and the 
citizens of Minot participate in Minot AFB activities. 
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, KEN?' CONRAD 
nourn o*rorA 
202.-224-2043 

Bnited states 15enate 
WASHINGTON. DC 205  113-3403 

January 25, 1993 

General Merrill A. McPeak 
Chief of Staff 
United States Air Force 
Room 43925, The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-2000 

Dear General McPeak: 

Thank you for meeting with delegations from North Dakota over the 
past year and for discussing important issues in the Base Closure 
process. We would like to reiterate our support for the Hinot and 
Grand Forks Air Force Bases in the context of defense and arms 
control requirements for the post-Cold War world. 

U.S. strategic policy has undergone prlofound changes with the end 
of the Cold War. However, the continuing challenges of an 
uncertain world require the U.S. to mintain a strong m i x  of 
strategic forces that provides reliable, flexible and cost- 
effective protection while advancing strategic stability. 

We believe that it is important at this time for the U.S. to keep 
all of its strategic basing options viable by leaving the four 
northern tier bases open. The small amount of money saved by 
prematurely closing one of the bases c:urnot justify the risks of 
foreclosing future options. For that matter, savings could be 
achieved by placing greater relative ernphasis on ICBMs and by 
achieving economies in defense inventories and procurement. 

Maintaining these bases will guard against instability and the 
possibility that reform in Russia will fail. This is a very real 
concern which we must acknowledge. In addition, the START I and 
I1 arms control agreements, which require sharp cuts in the U.S. 
arsenal, have not yet been ratified by all parties. If they are 
implemented, they could still take up to ten years to carry out. 
Non-compliance by others could also jecrpardize our security. 

Even if events go smoothly in the former Soviet Union, we believe 
that a balanced mix of forces is essential in the post-Cold War 
world. We also advocate that single-warhead ICBMs and long-range 
bombers play a more prominent role in this mix. 

- - 
ICBMs are cheaper to maintain than SLBXs. One wing of 150 
Minuteman I11 missiles costs about one-third less to operate than 
an equivalent number of SLBMs on alert. Single-warhead ICBM 
missiles offer less attractive targets than MIRVed SLBMs and 
thereby increase strategic stability. ICBMs also are our most 
reliable nuclear weapons, given their 99% alert rate and their 
invulnerability to technological advances in anti-submarine 
warfare (ASW) technology or terrorist attacks. Moreover, ICBMs 
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offer flexibility since they can be re-targeted more confidently 
and readily than SLBMs. 

Long-range bombers including the B-1B and B-52, in turn, afford 
yet another hedge against ASW advances;. They also provide 
unmatched flexibility inasmuch as theyp can be recalled following 
a strike command and reoriented between conventional and nuclear 
roles (even under the START I1 treaty). 

Each of the northern tier bases has unique assets that the United 
States should maintain until we are more certain of our future 
force requirements. Minot AFB and Grand Forks AFB are both 
multi-mission bases which are more economical to operate than 
single-mission bases. They feature ICBMs, long-range bombers, and 
tankers; modern facilities; unimpeded air and ground space; top- 
rated personnel; excellent educational opportunities; and 
outstanding community support. We have documented these unique 
assets and related Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty concerns in 
appendices to this letter. 

The other two northern tier bases also have important missions, 
housing MX and Minuteman missiles. Full implementation of the 
START I1 agreement, however, would require the elimination of the 
50 MX at F.E. Warren and allow the Air Force to consolidate 200 
Minuteman missiles at either Warren or Malmstrorn. 

While we press to achieve genuine arms control, keeping the 
northern tier bases open will give the U.S. the flexibility it 
needs to meet the security demands of the future. We can afford 
to keep these bases open, particularly if we achieve other 
defense savings; but, we cannot afford to take the chance of 
prematurely closing one of them or eliminating its missile silos. 

We hope that the Air Force and the Department of Defense will 
take these issues into account in making their base closure 
recommendations this year. 

U.S. Senator 

EDWARD SCHAFER 
Governor, North ~akofa 



GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE 

MISSION 
Grand Forks Air Force Base is a multi--mission base with the most 
modern facilities supporting Minutemarl I11 missiles, B-1B 
bombers, and KC-135 refueling tankers. The base helps guarantee 
the security of the nation through both nuclear and conventional 
defense roles. 

Grand Forks AFB is strategically located in the center of the 
North American continent, accessible to any theater, maximum 
distance from sea-launched threats, and close to polar routes to 
Europe and Asia. 

The units at Grand Forks AFB are consistently some of the top 
performers in the Air Force. The 321st Strategic Missile Wing 
and the 319th Bombardment Wing are both highly decorated units 
with a history of excellence. In 1987, the 321st won the 
Blanchard Trophy as the top Minuteman :missile wing in the 
country. The 319th won numerous honors as a B-52 unit, and has 
continued its excellence as a B-1 unit, boasting some of the top 
B-1 crews in the country. 

319TB BOMBARD- WING 
The 319th Bombardment Wing is made up of BIB bombers and KC-135 
tankers. The B-1s are the premier penetrating bombers in the 
U.S. fleet, and the Air Force is in the process of upgrading the 
bombers to enhance their conventional capabilities. The Grand 
Forks AE'B underwent significant facility upgrades for the B-1B 
deployment in the mid-1980s, including 3 bay hangers and $30 
million in construction. The 319th fo~merly housed B-52 bombers, 
and it still retains B-52 basing capabilities. 

The base has plenty of room on its runways and parking aprons to 
accommodate additional aircraft without expansion, and the base 
and airspace are not limited by any enc:roachment. It has easy 
access to bombing, low level, and training routes. Weather in 
the area allows for clear flying almost year-round. - 
321ST m E G I C  MISSILE WING 
The 321st Strategic Missile Wing is made up of 150 Minuteman I11 
missiles. The Minuteman 111 is a major component of the U.S. 
strategic nuclear deterrent. The missiles of the 321st are 
securely deployed in silos which are larger than those at other 
bases, providing more accessible -working conditions for missile 
crews. 

The missile field at the Grand Forks Ai.r Force Base is also 
designated under the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972 
as the only site, other than Washington, D.C., allowed for 
depluyment of an ABM system. The Treaty requires that a U.S. ABM 
system be deployed within 150 kilometers of a ballistic missile 
field, and the Grand Forks Base was identified as that field. 



The old Safeguard ABM system was const.ructed north of the Grand 
Forks Base, but it was decommissioned in 1976. If the U.S. 
intends to deploy an ABM system consistent wi.th the ABM Treaty 
and current law, it must retain the Grand Forks missile field. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
The Grand Forks AFB facilities are up-to-date and well 
maintained. A centralized aircraft servicing facility provides 
electrical connections, heating, cooli:ng, and hydraulics to 
planes in an underground system and is one of only 10 such 
systems in the U.S. The base hospital serves a local patient 
population of more than 15,000, and there are over 2000 sound 
housing units available on base. The electrical distribution 
center was recently upgraded, a new daycare facility has been 
built, and there is excess capacity at the base heating plant. 
The local schools are outstanding, and North Dakota students 
register some of the highest average SAT scores in the nation. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base also benefits from having the 
University of North Dakota nearby to provide educational and 
training opportunities to base personnel. Over 350 base members 
currently are attending UND classes, and approximately 20 percent 
of all employees of UND are past or current military personnel or 
dependents. 

UND's Center for Aerospace Science (CAS) offers particularly 
unique resources for the Air Force. CAS has courses in aviation, 
atmospheric sciences, computer science, and space studies. It 
houses an altitude chamber, a meteorology lab, a flight 
simulator, an air traffic control simulation lab, and additional 
lab facilities. Approximately 150 base pilots and crew members 
receive flight physiology training at CAS. The working 
relationship between CAS and the Air Force cannot be found 
anywhere else in the U.S., and it makes CAS an important asset to 
the Air Force and to the Grand Forks Ai.r Base. 

COMMUNIT SUPPORT 
Local support for the Grand Forks Air Force Base is strong and 
dates back to before the base was even constructed. In 1954, the 
city of Grand Forks donated $65,000 towards the purchase of the 
land for the base. Since the base opened in 1960, the city has 
worked closely with the Air Force, and the result is a 
cooperative and productive relationship. The Friends of the 
Golden Eagles, a commllnity group organized to support the base, 
is active and very successful. The city of Grand Forks is proud 
of its relationship with the Grand Forks Air Force Base and the 
role that it plays in defending our nation. 



M I N O T  AIR FORCE ERE 

MISSION 
Minot fir Force Base (KAFB) is a multi-mission base supported by 
the most modern, well maintained facilities. The 5th Bomb Wing, 
comprised of B-52 bombers and KC-135 refueling tankers, and the 
91st Missile Wing, which houses 150 Minuteman 111 missiles, 
provides the nation with both nuclear and conventional 
capabilities. 

Minot AFB has consistently demonstrated top performance. In 1988 
it won the highly coveted Commander in Chief's Installation 
Excellence Award for being the best base in the Air Force. Over 
the past five years they have continued to demonstrate their 
commitment to excellence by capturing over 70 SAC and Air Force 
honors in missile and bomber operations and maintenance, security 
police, communications, medicine and other fields. 

Minot has no encroachment problems from the surrounding areas, as 
the nearest residential and commercial development is three miles 
away. Additionally, Minot AFB is equid-istant from all theaters 
of operation and has easy access to the polar routes. 

5TH BOMB WING--BOMBERS AND TANKERS 
Minot has the newest B-52's with the H model, and 18 KC-135A 
refueling tankers. A 13,500 foot runway, 9 large hangers, and 4 
smaller ones, coupled with outstanding support facilities =ply 
support the flying missions. The base formerly had an F-15 
fighter mission and still has those facilities available as well. 
There is substantial space on base, as well as extra facilities, 
for cost-effective expansion. Clear weather allows flying 
virtually 365 days a year with no air traffic problems, therefore 
augmenting the training capabilities of the base. 

The air space in the Minot, ND area is controlled by military air 
controllers located at W B .  The base islso has a refueling track 
directly overhead and has the relatively unique capability of the 
CERT Base (bomb your own base) program, thereby reducing flying 
sortie time. These factors and Minot's proximity to the 
Ellsworth AFB training range help reduce costs and increase 
efficiency. The base also has an extremely large state of the 
art weapon storage area, protected by the most modern ported 
coaxial security system, which is capable of supporting any 
mission. . . -  

91ST MISSILE WING 
The 91st Missile wing is a key component: of the U. S. strategic 
arsenal with its 150 Minuteman I11 missi.les. The Basevs Missile 
wing, for the fifth year in a row, boasted the highest alert 
rate, this year at 99.63%. One of mi not:'^ advantages is the 
symmetry and close proximity of its missile fields to the base. 
Its sites are the closest of all missile bases, which equates to 
many fewer miles driven per year, fewer road miles to maintain, 



and quicker response time. The Minot missile sites are also 
compatible with the closing Minuteman I1 bases, so missile 
support equipment and assets from those bases can be readily 
reused at W B .  All other existing missile bases do not have 
this compatibility. 

The Minot missile silos were constructed in solid ground and in a 
stable geological area with no history of ground water intrusion. 
The hardened intensity cable system that provides communication 
between the base and the sites is the more reliable "wagon wheel" 
configuration. Contracts have been let to construct a $3.45 
million, 24,000 square foot missile maintenance facility this 
spring, which will give Minot the most modern facility in the 
command. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
Minot AFB is a modern facility started in 1957. In the past five 
years it has received a new 45 bed hos:pital and clinic which 
serves as a referral center, a 46,500 :square foot security police 
building, a comunications squadron building, library and 
education center, new igloos and hangax to support the air 
launched cruise missiles, a new firing range, and new missile 
roll transfer facilities. Constructiol~ projects under 
development at the base include a 55,000 square foot commissary 
and a child development center. 

The Minot AFB housing complex provides 2359 well maintained homes 
for military members. Over $30 millior~ has been spent since 1984 
to upgrade every housing unit, and an $8 million renovation will 
start this summer on 110 units for senior NCOs. 

A multitude of programs exist for persc~nnel and their families 
during their off duty time. This can best be summed up by the 
fact that last year the base won the LeMay Award, recognizing it 
as the best Morale, Welfare, and Recreation program in the Air 
Force. Schools in the Minot local area are excellent and North 
Dakota boasts the highest math SAT scores in the nation. Minot 
State University provides an excellent opportunity for base 
personnel to pursue higher education, and many base personnel 
take advantage of this opportunity. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 
The city of Minot is very proud of the base and the role that it 
plays in supporting it. Minot enjoys a warm, working 
relationship with Air Force personnel and welcomes military 
families into the community. In 1957 t:he city of Minot provided 
funding for land purchases for the orig.ina1 base, and would do so 
again for any expansion of Minot AFB. 'IWM MINOT, a community 
based group, actively supports the base. Minot leaders work 
closely with base leaders on civic and base projects, and the 
citizens of Minot participate in Minot IQB activities. 



WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

February 8 ,  19913 

Honorable Les Aspin 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-2000 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

You face a daunting task in maintaining strong military forces 
without breaking the budget. You must also defend against 
growing threats with fewer, high-priority bases. 

To this end, we recommend that you retain a robust triad of the 
most cost-effective strategic forces. We recommend that such 
forces include a sizable number of ICBMs and long-range bombers 
1-0 complement the recognized role of our strategic submarine 
fleet. We believe that this can be done while saving billions of 

a missions. dollars and still carrying out comparable 

Specifically, we urge you to keep up to 650 ICBMs at four bases, 
as well as our current fleet of B-52 and B-1B long-range bombers. 
Such a force would meet the tests of mission compatibility, cost- 
effectiveness, reliability, flexibility, arms control and 
strategic stability, environmental proteation, and nuclear 
safety . 
E-ccordingly, we are submitting for your review a white paper in 
support of continuing ICBM and flying mis;sions for our northern . .  
tier bases. We further would like to reiterate our strong 
support for the Grand Forks and Minot Air: Force Bases in the 
context of defense and arms control requirements for the post- 
Cold War world. The appendices to the white paper show why these 
bases must be retained as high-priority installations. 

We hope that you will carefully weigh these recommendations in 
making your budget and base closure decisions this year. . . 

i - 
KENT CONRAD 
U.S. Senator U.S. Senator 



STRATEGIC BASES OFFER THE BEST DETEXBENCE 

I. The Case for the ICBM 

1. Whv ICBMs. U.S. strategic policy has undergone profound 
changes with the end of the Cold War. Bowever, the continuing 
challenges of an uncertain world require that the U.S. maintain 
the Triad of strategic forces to guarantee effective protection 
while advancing strategic stability. 

Some analysts project that, under the new START I1 Treaty, the 
U.S. nuclear Triad will consist of 500 :Land-based 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICI~MS), 18 Trident 
submarines, between 50 and 94 B-52H bombers, and 20 B-2 bombers. 
This paper shows why the United States should consider an 
alternative force structure that includes 650 Minuteman missiles, 
16 Trident submarines, 94 B-52H bombers, and 20 B-2 Stealth 
bombers. This alternative offers lower costs and risks, and 
greater flexibility and safety than plans that call for fewer 
ICBMs and a greater number of submarine launched ballistic 
.missiles (SLBMs). 

Under this proposal, ICBMs would be dispersed among four bases 
that currently house Minuteman IS1 missiles (Grand Forks, Minot, 
F . E .  Warren, and Malmstrom). The two oldest Trident I 
submarines, which come up for expensive overhauls in only six to 
eight years, would be retired, and the remaining submarines would 
each carry 24 four-warhead SLBMs. 

The U.S. heavy bomber force would remain as is, with 94 B-52H 
hombers carrying cruise missiles, 20 B-2 Stealth bombers, and 96 
H-1B bombers (which would be presumably re-oriented to . . 
c:onventional missions to comply with START I1 limits). 

This is not to say that strategic submaryines have suddenly lost 
t.heir value but only to caution against unwarranted reliance on 
the sea leg of the Triad. Current forces reflect a mix of around 
30 percent of U.S. ballistic missiles on land and 70 percent at 
sea. Under START I1 terms, a force of 500 single-warhead ICBMs 
and 18 Tridents would lead to a shift of 80 percent of ballistic 
missiles at sea, leaving only 20 percent of ballistic missile 
warheads on land. 

This proposal essentially restores the balance that has produced 
effective deterrence and served our nation well for so many 
years. It also provides a hedge against technical and political 
uncertainties described elsewhere in the paper. It is important 
at this time for the U.S. to keep all of its strategic basing 
o:ptions viable by leaving the four northern tier bases open. 
Maintaining these bases will guard against instability and the 
uncertainty of reform in Russia. This is a very real concern 
which we must acknowledge. 
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In addition, the arms control agreements, requiring sharp cuts in 
the U.S. arsenal, have not yet been ratified by all parties, and 
START I1 cannot enter into force until START I has been ratified 
by all parties. If the treaties are implemented, they could 
still take up to ten years to carry out. Non-compliance by 
others also jeopardizes our security. 

Orhe small amount of money saved by prematurely closing one of the 
bases cannot justify the risks of foreclosing future options. For 
-:hat matter, savings could be achieved @y placing greater 
relative emphasis on ICRMs than ST;AMn, b:y insisting on 
unfulfilled burdensharing obligations, and by achieving economies 
:-n defense inventories and procurement. (Some specific economies 
within the strategic forces are outlined below.) 

:!. Costs. ICBMs cost less than SLBMs by almost any measure. We 
estimate that savings could range from hundreds of millions to 
several billion dollars. In the current budget, that also argues 

favor of our proposal. 

First, the existing ICBM force is more ec:onomical to upgrade and 
naintain than a comparable SLBM force. 'Ibe M r  Force has fully 
funded 500 Minuteman ISIS (with single wmheads) to include all 
required service life extensions. The G2.0 estimates that it 
would cost $16 billion to modernize, operate, and maintain a de- 
MIRVed Minuteman force of 500 missiles th.rough 2020, including 
all planned modification. Actual Air Force costs could be 
significantly less when planned modifications are deliberated in 
the budgeting process. 

Compare this with costs required to upgrade and extend the . . 
service life of the sea-leg of the Triad. Because the Navy's C-4 
missiles are running out of service life, two options are 
available: either replace the aging C-4 missiles with D-5s or 
perform the necessary upgrades -to the existing missiles to extend 
their service life. 

The more likely option, the D-5 backfit program, would cost $14 
billion. The C-4 'service life extension :is estimated to cost 
about the same amount. (Senators Sasser and Bumpers demonstrated 
l~.st year, however, that adjustments for j-nflation, accounting, 
azd arms control would boost D-5 costs to $18 billion.) 
Moreover, it would cost an additional $1 billion for each Trident 
I -- or a total of $8 billion more -- to extend the service life 
of the hulls through 2020. Without this additional investment, 
service life for Tzident I submarines would be only six to eight 
years, regardless of the missile upgrade or backfit. (Another $1 
billion would be required for flight testing.) 

In other words, comparing the total cost cf 500 Minuteman 111s to 
just the modernization costs for 8 Trident Is gives a minimum 
saving of $6 billion ($22 billion - $16 billion). Furthermore, 



the 768 warheads on eight submarines equates to an on-alert level 
of 514 warheads; virtually the same as a 500 ICBM fleet with 
single warheads, with 495 on alert (assmning a 99% alert rate for 
:ICBMs and a 6 6% rate for SLBMS ) . 
Second, ICBM force additions are much cheaper. The ICBM force 
c:ould be increased to a maximum amount of 650 Minuteman IIIs, 
although this is not now part of Air Force budget request. The 
total cost to acquire and deploy the addiitional 150 Minuteman 
1:IIs would be $1.8 billion. This modest investment would buy an 
entire wing of 150 single-warhead ICBMs (145 on alert). 

The cost of adding an equivalent complem~!nt of 192 SLBMs (129 on- 
alert), or two Trident IIs, would cost over $4 billion. Again, a 
major cost saving is possible. 

Third, cont~arina costs to refurbish the existinq 500 Minuteman 
I11 force with those remainina to complete the total 432 missile - 
Trident D-5 vroqram vields even areater savinqs. Again, the 1992 - 
GAO cost estimate for extending the Minuteman program to 2020 is 
$16 billion. All remaining costs for the Trident II/D-5 program 
amount to $58 billion, again according to GAO. 

This means per missile costs through 2020 are $32 million for 
each Minuteman I11 versus $134 million for each D-5. "Alert" 
Minuteman I11 costs are $32.3 million eac:h versus $201 million 
for "at-seaw D-5s. Similarly, the $32.3 ~nillion cost for each 
Minuteman alert warhead compares favorably with the $51 million 
comparable cost for each alert Trident D-5 warhead (under the 
most optimistic assumptions). 

. . 
Fourth, ICBMs are chea~er to maintain than SLBMs. One wing of 
150 Minuteman 111 missiles costs about one-third less to operate 
th.an an equivalent number of SLBMs on alert. The relevant 
cctmparison. is $160 million for a wing of 3.50 Minuteman 111s 
versus $167 million per year for 192 SLBM warheads on two Trident 
I SSBNs. In addition, the SLBM figure does not include all unit 
costs that go into the ~inuteman figure. A comparison of the 
same unit costs in'both systems yields a M'linuteman I11 figure of 
around $80 million.per year. Some estimates have showed an even 
higher cost of $200 million per year for two submarines. 

3 .  Reliabilitv and Invulnerabilitv. Besides the much higher 
alert rate for ICBMs (99%) than for SLBMs (66% at sea), ICBMs are 
even more reliable weapons. They have secure, redundant land 
1ille.s for communication as compared to less certain radio and 
satellite transmissions for submarines. 

Also at issue is whether submarines have the same secure two-way 
co~nmunications capability and procedures a:; ICBM launch control 
sites, including the ability to acknowledge receipt of critical 
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command control messages and re-targeting directions. These 
factors ensure more certain target coverage by ICBMs. 

The extensive security net at ICBM sites makes these weapons 
virtually impervious to terrorist attacks, and their hardened, 
underground silos in the middle of the clountry make them safer 
than SSBNs at sea. ICBMs also have permissive action links to 
preclude unauthorized launch, while SLBM:s lack this safety 
feature . 
Further, in a world evolving towards single-warhead missiles, 
ICBMs will no longer provide an inviting target for a pre-emptive 
attack. By contrast, the MIRVed SLBMs will invite ever- 
increasing attention as an object of anti-submarine warfare. 

:For example, the September 18, 1992 report of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee (Executive Report 102-53) strongly supported 
-:he need for a strategic Triad because of concern about the 
irulnerability of SSBNs. This is particu.larly important as more 
of our strategic force will be located on submarines under the 
terms of the START I1 agreement. 

??he report noted claims of prominent Russian scientists about 
their capability to locate submerged Trident submarines and the 
proposal of these scientists to demonstrate this technology to 
cur Navy. (Our government has accepted the unprecedented offer.) 
It also pointed out that the ASW challenge would be much smaller 
cnder START I1 conditions, with only 10-1.2 SSBNs at sea at any 
time compared to a fleet of 40 during the 1980s. 

I'he report further argued that increased vulnerability of our . .  
submarine fleet could subject our nation to political blackmail, 
since bombers are off alert and the mobile ICBM program has been 
canceled. For these reasons, t h e  C o d t t e e  said the "... current 
challenge to SSBN invulnerability is truly unprecedented." 

Moreover, any technical problem with the Trident submarines or 
t'heir missiles could disable much or all of the fleet while the 
problem is being fixed. To reiterate, that is why the U.S. has 
m(3intained a Triad and why it should keep the current mix of 
SZBMs and ICBMs. 

4. Flexibility. ICBMs offer greater flexibility since they can 
be re-targeted much more rapidly than SLBl%s. Single-weapon 
ststerns are also more flexible in that only one target need be 
found in a given area. Finally, the Minu-teman I11 is effective 
against a wider range of the target base than the Trident Is. 

5 u  Stratesic Stability. Single-warhead ICI3M missiles offer less 
attractive targets than MIRVed SLBMs. By affording a less 
attractive exchange ratio under a START I3 regime, ICBMs enhance 
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deterrence and thereby increase strategic stability. Including a 
balanced mix of forces also complicates an opponent's attack 
planning and thereby bolsters risk reduction. It's also worth 
underscoring that strategic policy shoul-d complement arms control 
policy. The very purpose of the START agreements is to reduce 
nuclear war risks and to increase strategic stability. That 
issue underlay the defense debate of 1980's and should compel our 
planning for the 1990's. Why not, then, favor the deployment of 
:more stabilizing weapons using the most prudent fiscal policies? 

6. Environmental Concerns. ICBMs have impacted western lands, but 
in a largely harmonious way, and current environmental concerns 
isre being effectively addressed at strategic air bases. Unlike 
nuclear submarines, ICBMs generate no radioactive wastes. We 
currently have no certain or safe storage facilities for spent 
xiuclear fuel. Yet relying ever more on the sea leg of the Triad 
$lenerates more radioactive fuel and expensive costs for nuclear 
1:efueling overhauls and nuclear waste disposal. These factors 
must be included in policy and cost calclllations for both the 
Departments of Defense and Energy. 

7. Safety. The Drell Panel on Nuclear Weapons Safety 
demonstrated why ICBMs far outdistance SIaBMs on the issue of 
strategic weapons safety. In a report to the House Armed 
Services Committee, the expert panel recommended six safety 
features for nuclear weapons. Some of the recommended safety 
features were not incorporated in the original weapons designs 
bmecause of operational requirements during the Cold War. With 
t:he end of the Cold War, as many of these features as possible 
s?tould be included on all weapons systems. 

Of the six specific Drell recommendations, the Minuteman I11 
already incorporates four: a clear deck warhead platform 
configuration, permissive action links to prevent unauthorized 
launch, a'less volatile propellant, and a:n enhanced warhead 
detonation safety feature. The Tridents include only the warhead 
safety feature. 

8. Euual O~~ortunitv. A footnote to the case for ICBMs is that 
the Air Force does not exclude women from combat roles. They 
serve in all operational and support duties related to the land- 
ba.sed leg of the triad. 

Cost - 
Overall Comparison of ICBM xrs. SLBM 

Reliabilitv Flexibilitv Safetv 

ICBMs Less More Mone Mcre More 

SL:3Ms More Less Less Less Less 
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11. Bombers and Tankers Still Bolster Defense 

The third leg of the Triad has never been more important to 
hedging against uncertainty than it is today. Long-range 
bombers, including the B-IB, B-2 and B52, afford yet another 
hedge against ASW advances. They also provide unmatched 
flexibility inasmuch as they can be reclalled following launch 
command and reoriented between conventional and nuclear roles 
(even under the START I1 treaty). Bomb'ers played a critical role 
in the Persian Gulf War and will likely. do so again. 

In addition to the tanker's integral role in support of the 
Triad, aerial refueling proved its worth in both the Persian Gulf 
and Somalia, Successful support for warfighting and humanitarian 
relief illustrates the role the tanker forces still play in 
today's world, 

111. The Continued Importance of Northern Tier Bases. 

Each of the northern tier bases has unique assets that the United 
States should maintain until we are more certain of our future 
force requirements. In particular, it should be noted that Minot 
AFB and Grand Forks Air Force Bases are both multi-mission bases 
which are more economical to operate than single-mission bases. 

They both feature ICBMs, long-range bombers, and tankers; modern 
facilities; unimpeded air and ground space; top-rated personnel; 
excellent off-duty educational opportunities; and outstanding 
community support. These unique assets and related Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty concerns are documented i.n appendices to this 
letter. 

While we press to achieve genuine arms c:ontrol, keeping the 
northern tier bases open will give the C1.S. the flexibility and 
resources it needs'to meet the security demands of the future. 
We can afford to keep these bases open, particularly if we cut 
other costs. But 'we cannot afford to take the chance of 
.prematurely closing one of them or eliminating its missile silos. 



GRAND FORKS A I R  FOIRCE BASE 

KISSION 
Grand Forks Air Force Base is a multi-mission base with the most 
modern facilities supporting Minuteman I11 missiles,. B-1B 
bombers, and KC-135 refueling tankers. The base helps guarantee 
the security of the nation through both nuclear and conventional 
defense roles. 

Grand Forks AFB is strategically located in the center of the 
North American continent, accessible to any theater, maximum 
distance from sea-launched threats, and close to polar routes to 
Europe and Asia. 

The units at Grand Forks AFB are consistently some of the top 
performers in the Air Force. The 321s.t Strategic Missile Wing 
and the 319th Bombardment Wing are both highly decorated units 
with a history of excellence. In 1987, the 321st won the 
Blanchard Trophy as the top Minuteman inissile wing in the 
country. The 319th won numerous honors as a B-52 unit, and has 
continued its excellence as a B-1 unit, boasting some of the top 
B-1 crews in the country. 

319TH BOKEARDMENT WING 
The 319th Bombardment Wing is made up of BIB bombers and KC-135 
tankers. The B-1s are the premier penetrating bombers in the 
U.S. fleet, and the Air Force is in the process of upgrading the 
bombers to enhance their conventional capabilities. The Grand 
Forks AFB underwent significant facility upgrades for the B-1B 
deployment in the mid-1980s, including 3 bay hangers and $30 
million in construction. The 319th fo~merly housed B-52 bombers, 
and it still retains B-52 basing capabilities. 

The base has plenty of room on its runways and parking aprons to 
accommodate additional aircraft without expansion, and the base 
and airspace are not limited by any enczroachment. It has easy 
access to bombing, low level, and training routes. Weather in 
the area allows for clear flying almost year-round. 

321ST STRATEGIC MISSILE WING 
The 321st Strategic Missile Wing is made up of 150 Xinuteman I11 
missiles. The Minuteman 111 is a major component of the U.S. 
strategic nuclear deterrent. The missi.les of the 321st are 
securely deployed in silos which are la.rger than those at other 
bases, providing more accessible working conditions for missile 
crews. 

The missile field at the Grand Forks Air Force Base is also 
designated under the Anti-Ballistic Missile ( A m )  Treaty of 1972 
as the only site, other than Washington, D.C., allowed for 
deployment of an ABM system. The Treaty requires that a U.S. ABM 
system be deployed within 150 kilometers of a ballistic missile 



field, and the Grand Forks Base was identified as that field. 
The old Safeguard ABM system was const:ructed north of the Grand 
Forks Base, but it was decommissioned in 1976. If the U.S. 
intends to deploy an ABM system consistent with the ARM Treaty 
and current law, it must retain the Grand Forks missile field. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
The Grand Forks AFB facilities are UP-,to-date and well 
maintained. A centralized aircraft ;emicing facility provides 
electrical connections, heating, cooling, and hydraulics to 
planes in an underground system and is one of only 10 such 
systems in the U.S. The base hospital serves a local patient 
population of more than 15,000, and there are over 2000 sound 
housing units available on base. The electrical distribution 
center was recently upgraded, a new daycare facility has been 
built, and there is excess capacity at the base heating plant. 
The local schools are outstanding, and North Dakota students 
register some of the highest average SAT scores in the nation. 

Grand Forks Air Force Base also benefits from having the 
University of North Dakota nearby to provide educational and 
training opportunities to base personnel. Over 350 base members 
currently are attending UND classes, and approximately 20 percent 
of all employees of UND are past or current military personnel or 
dependents. 

UND's Center for Aerospace Science ( (35 ; )  offers particularly 
unique resources for the Air Force. CJS has courses in aviation, 
atmospheric sciences, computer science, and space studies. It 
houses an altitude chamber, a meteorolc~gy lab, a flight 
simulator, an air traffic control simulation lab, and additional 
lab facilities. Approximately 150 base pilots and crew members 
receive flight physiology training at CAS. The working 
relationship between CAS and the &ir Force cannot be found 
anywhere else in the U.S., and it makes CAS an important asset to 
the Air Force and to the Grand Forks Air Base. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 
Local support for the Grand Forks Air Force Base is strong and 
dates back to before the base was even constructed. In 1954, the 
city of Grand Forks donated $65,000 towards the purchase of the 
land for the base. Since the base opened in 1960, the city has 
worked closely with the ILir Force, and the result is a 
cooperative and productive relationship. The Friends of the 
Golden Eagles, a community group organized to support the base, 
is active and very successful. The city of Grand Forks is proud 
of its relationship with the Grand Forks Air Force Base and the 
role that it plays in defending our nation. 



MINOT AIR FORCE BiUE 

MISSION 
Minot Air Force Base (MAFB) is a multi-mission base supported by 
the most modern, well maintained facilities. The 5th Bomb Wing, 
comprised of B-52 bombers and KC-135 refueling tankers, and the 
91st Missile Wing, which houses 150 Minuteman I11 missiles, 
provides the nation with both nuclear and conventional 
capabilities. 

Minot AFB has consistently demonstrated top performance. In 1988 
it won the highly coveted Commander in Chief's Installation 
Excellence Award for being the best base in the Air Force. Over 
the past five years they have continued to demonstrate their 
commitment to excellence by capturing over 70 SAC and Air Force 
honors in missile and bomber operations and maintenance, security 
police, communications, medicine and other fields. 

Minot has no encroachment problems from the surrounding areas, as 
the nearest residential and commercial development is three miles 
away. Additionally, Minot AFB is equidistant from all theaters 
of operation and has easy access to the polar routes. 

5TH BOMB WINE-BOMBERS AND TANKERS 
Minot has the newest B-52's with the H model, and 18 KC-135A 
refueling tankers. A 13,500 foot runway, 9 large hangers, and 4 
smaller ones, coupled with outstanding support facilities amply 
support the flying missions. The base formerly had an F-15 
fighter mission and still has those facilities available as well. 
There is substantial space on base, as well as extra facilities, 
for cost-effective expansion. Clear weather allows flying 
virtually 365 days a year with no air traffic problems, therefore 
augmenting the training capabilities of the base. 

The air space in the Minot, ND area is controlled by military air 
controllers located at W B .  The base also has a refueling track 
directly overhead and has the re1ativel;y unique capability of the 
CERT Base (bomb your own base) program, thereby reducing flying 
sortie time. These factors and Minot's proximity to the 
Ellsworth AE'B training range help reduce costs and increase 
efficiency. The base also has an extremely large state of the 
art weapon storage area, protected by the most modern ported 
coaxial security system, which is capable of supporting any 
mission. 

91ST M I S S n E  WING 
The 91st Missile wing is a key component of the U. S. strategic 
arsenal with its 150 Minuteman I11 missiles. The Base's Missile 
wing, for the fifth year in a row, boasted the highest alert 
rate, this year at 99.63%. One of mi not.'^ advantages is the 
symmetry and close proximity of its missile fields to the base. 
Its sites are the closest of all missile bases, which equates to 



many fewer miles driven per year, fewer road miles to maintain, 
and quicker response time. The Minot missile sites are also 
compatible with the closing Minuteman I1 bases, so missile 
support equipment and assets from those bases can be readily 
reused at MAFB. All other existing missile bases do not have 
this compatibility. 

The Minot missile silos were constructed in solid ground and in a 
stable geological area with no history of ground water intrusion. 
The hardened intensity cable system that provides communication 
between the base and the sites is the more reliable "wagon wheeln 
configuration. Contracts have been let to construct a $3.45 
million, 24,000 square foot missile maintenance facility this 
spring, which will give Minot the most modern facility in the 
command. 

SUPPORT FACILITIES 
Kinot AFB is a modern facility started in 1957. In the past five 
years it has received a new 45 bed hospital and clinic which 
serves as a referral center, a 46,500 square foot security police 
building, a contxnunications squadron building, library and 
education center, new igloos and hangar to support the air 
launched cruise missiles, a new firing range, and new missile 
roll transfer facilities. Constructioin projects under 
development at the base include a 55,000 square foot commissary 
and a child development center. 

The Minot AFB housing complex provides 2359 well maintained homes 
for military members. Over $30 million has been spent since 1984 
to upgrade every housing unit, and an $8 million renovation will 
start this summer on 110 units for senior NCOs. 

A multitude of programs exist for personnel and their families 
during their off duty time. This can hest be summed up by the 
fact that last year the base won the LeMay Award, recognizing it 
as the best Morale, Welfare, and Recrea.tion program in the Air 
Force. Schools in the Minot local area. are excellent and North 
Dakota boasts the highest math SAT scores in the nation. Minot 
State University provides an excellent opportunity for base 
personnel to pursue higher education, and many base personnel 
take advantage of this opportunity. 

COMM(MI!rY SUPPORT 
The city of Minot is very proud of the base and the role that it 
plays in supporting it. Minot enjoys a warm, working 
relationship with Air Force personnel and welcomes military 
families into the community. In 1957 t:he city of Minot provided 
funding for land purchases for the orig.ina1 base, and would do so 
again for any expansion of Minot AE'B. !IIEAM MINOT, a community 
based group, actively supports the base. Minot leaders work 
closely with base leaders on civic and base projects, and the 
citizens of Minot participate in Minot IWB activities. 
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- 
- IYYS A111 FORCIS BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

- r I. 1 A.28 First I-ibeny CU 
1.1 A.29 First National Dank 

---- 

1. I A.30 
I. I .A.3 1 
1.1 A.32 
1.1 .A.30 
1. I .A34  
1. I A.35 

- 
Granco 
I IAMS 
J&G landscaping 
Kay and Associate$ Inc 
Leaf Dry Cleaning 
MWR Service Contrac~or~ 

5 
28 
42 

19 
4 

5 
28 
42 

1.1 .A.36 ;Minot Vocational Worksllol> 
1.1 A.37 ,NAI: Account~ng Supp~rt  

I I. I A.38 NAF Aquatic Center 

1.1 .A.40 
1.1 .A.41 
1.1 A.42 
I. I A.43 

.. --  .. 

19 
4 

- - 6 1 

1. I A.39 NAF Arts & Crafts 
I NAF Auto Ilohby Shop 

I NAF Bowling Center 

6 1 

8 

10 
26 
I I 
2 

75 
8 

I. I A.44 

NAF Child Develo nient Ctr 
- P KF Enlisted Club 

I I 
3 

12 

NAF Golf Course 

I 
- 

I I 
3 

12 

26 
I 

75 

---- 

-- - -  

8 
10 

I 
2 

8 

1.02 

. - 12 

- -  2 I li - -  - -  . 
2 

3 -- -- 3 

1. I A.45 
I. I A.46 
I. I .A.47 
I. 1 .A.48 
I. I A.49 
I. 1 .AS0  
I. 1 . A S  1 
I. I .AS2 
I. I .AS3 
I. 1 .AS4  
I. I .AS5 
I. I .AS6 
I. 1 .AS7 

NAF Human Resources 
NAF Kiddie Cantpns 

NAF Lodging - - 

NAF MarketingIPubl~city -- . 

NAF Officers Club 
NAF Outdoor Maintenance 
NAF Outdoor Recreation 
NAF Velinary Clinic 
NAF Youth Center 
NAPA - 

Red Cross Office 
- -- - 

S A T 0  
-- - 

stone's Mobile Radio - 1 - 3  - - - - - -. 

I. I .A58 
I. 1 .AS9 

- - -- 

~- 

TCI cable % 
-- -- - ---- - 
Tee-Com 

--- - - 
%-- 

I. I .Ah0  Twining Elementary 
- -- - -  

- - --- _ - 

19 -- 

--  

- ---- - 82 82 - - 

- 

~. 19 

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

- 

- -  

- - 

-- 

2 

-- 24 

- - -- 1 

- - -- 
2 

24 

-- - - 1  - 
1 

- -- -- - I!/ --- 17 
2 2 

- -- --- 9 
19 19 

- 

6 ---.---;I - ---: -: 
- -  - 5 
-- -- 11 

%--- 

- - 

3 --- - - -  -- --- 
3 

- - - -- -- 4 



i 995 A1 K 1;OKCE IIASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

- 

1.1 A.61 
I .  l A.62 
1.1 A.63 
1.1 A.64 

1. I A.65 
1.1 A.66 

Grarlcl Forks AFB - AMC 
.- 

UNISYS 
US Post Office 
US West 
United Construction 
WIC 
,Westbrook Industries 

I. I .B Hcn~at&;mgraphlcaIly Scp:~relccl I'nils rrreib inl: nlore tllcn 50% of Base Operational Support from the base: 

I .  l .H .  I Supp r t ed  [!nit: I I0 I ' t ~ h t ~ r  (;roup GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
l a a t i o n :  f:argo. NI)  REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: ('ornr~inritl. I)iwtcr I'rep;rrctl~~csc. I)ilI;l  I'rt~essing, Education Services. Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Supply, 

hltllt;~rj I'cr~orinrl Slrlywjrl. hlol~ilir:~tion Support. Mortuary Services. Weather Slupport 
I. l .R.2 Supported ['nit: 1 3 3  A I ~ I I ~ I  \ V I ~ I ~  GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Imation: hlinneapol~c. hlN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided; 1:inance antl Accoirn~it~g, Ilcaltli Services, Mobilization Suppon, Weather Support 

1. l . R . 3  Supported Unit: 148 I..iph~cr (;roup CSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation: 1)uluth. M N  REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Ijisastcr preparedness, Ihta f'rt~essing, Ilducation Servir~s, Fi~zqce ix~d acccjiiiiiil~~, iieairil Services, Supply. Legal 

Services, Military f'ersonnel Srlpport, Mortuary Services, Training Services-Small m s ,  AFORMS 
I. I .B.4 Supported Unit: 25 ADSIOI,AC (iSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Finley, NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Finance antl accounting, Supl)ly. Mortuary Services. Transportation-Shipping, Transportation-Packing and Crating 

I .  l .I33 Supported Unit: 447 Mcd Co. GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Grand Forks, ND REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Civil Enginccr - Facility Maint., Su[q>ly 

1.1 .R .6  Supported Unit: 934 Airlift Group GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Locat ion: Minneapolis, MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Jlealth Services. Legal Services, Mobilization Support, Mortuary Services, Weathcr Support 

1.1 .B.7 Supported Unit: AFJROTC UNITS. Park Sr I I GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Cottage Grovc, MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Administrative Support-1'110 

- p-- --- - -  

UNCLASSIFIED 1.03 





- - ---- 

1995 AIR IWHCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB ~ - AMC 
I. l .B.16 Supported Unit: 1:linflon I'cst Stiition CiSlJ GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Imation: 1:linflon. ('anndn REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: I'MEI- Support. 'l'rnnsport;~tio\i-Sliipping. Transportation-Packing and Crating ' 

1.1.13.17 Supported Unit: Johnson Sr. I IS GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
1,ocation: St. I'nul, MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: AudidVisual, Ilata I'rt~essiriglcoriip~itcr nix. Food Service, Finance and Accounting. Health Services, Housing and 

I.txlging, Supply. Resource Mgnit. 'rr;insportation- Shipment of supplies, Packing and Crating 
I. I .Il. I K  Supported [Init: h!.I:.P.S. GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

1matk)n: I'arpcl. NI REM - Remote Unit 
S u p p ~ r l  prnrkled: I'lnam c a 1 4  Acct~~r~l~rig. I lc;~ltli Scrvtcrc. Irgitl Scrvices. Military Personnel Suppjrt. Mortuary Services, Transportation - 

I'ax wrvlcc, Tran.;por~atrorl - I';trk !rig and ('rating 
1.1.13.19 Supported ['nit: hlickclcon Sa1rpir;trtl ('otiiplcx / <;SU - Geographically Sepbrated Unit - 

I m a t  k~n :  Nrhorna. NI)  W EM - Remote Unit 
Support pro$kled: I lcalttl Srrb I< c\,  1'1irt I \ ;~vr~g ( 'OI ! I~ ; IC  t~ng 

1.1 .R.20 Supporkd l'nll: Nab al Hcwr~c  ('rntcr GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation: J.'arpo, NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Supply 

I. l . D . 2  1 Supported Unit: North llS GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation: I'argo. NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Audio/Visiial, Ilata f'rocessing/coriipi~ter mx, Food Service. Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and 

Lodging, Supply, Kcsource hlgrl~t, 'fransport;~tion- Shipment of supplies, Packing and Crating 
1 . 1  .B.22 Supported Unit: OMlXiA Statoin GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: 1,aMoure. N i l  REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: I'ransport;ltion - Vcl~iclcc 

I. I .B.23 Supported Unit: Park Sr 1 IS GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Cottage Grove, MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Audio/Visual, Data I'rocessing/cornl,uter mx, Food Service. Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and 

Lodging. Supply, Reso~lrcc Mgri~t, -1'1-ansportation- Shipment of supplies, Packing and Crating 

- - -- - - -- - p-pp-----. -- -- 
UNCLASSIFIED 1.05 



i YYS AI H ITOHCIS BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
. . - -. 

I. l . D . 2 4  Supported Unit: RO'IX', l)lX 610, Nl)SlJ GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Imation: Fargo. NI) REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Public Affairs. Soc-ial Affairs. 1:ire I'rotcction. MWR - aerobics testing, Police Services - Pass and ID, Transportation - 

Vehiclcs. Administrative Support - Records Management. Administrative Support - Reprographics, Administrative 
Support - I'DO, Adniinistrativc Support - Suggestion Program. AudidVisual, Data Processing/Computer Training, 
Coniniunicalion Support. I~ducatioii Assistance, Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and Lodging, Supply, 
Military I'crsonnel Support. Mortuary Services. PrintinglReproduction, PurchasingIContracting, Resource Mgmt. 
Transportation- Shipment of supplies, packing and crating 

I. I .D ,2S Supported Unit: IISAI: Recruiting Squntlron GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
I m a t  ion: Snclling. MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Puhlic Aff;iirs, S(xi;il Actiol~s. hlWI< Scrvices, Administrative Services, AudidVisual Services, Civilian Personnel 

Services. 13tfucation Services. 1:innnrc and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and Lodging, Laundry and Dry Cleaning, 
Supply. I.egal Services. Military I'crsonncl Support, Mortuary Services, Printing a14 Reproduction. Purchasing and 
('antracting. Rrso~~rcc bfan;~periicrit. ('orrirnunity Relations, Retired Affairs 

I. I . B . 2 6  Supported llnii: Wtmlhury llS GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Localion: Wooclhury . MN REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided1 AudidVisual, I)ata I ' r c ~ c s s i ~ ~ g i c o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t e r  nix. 1700d Service, Finance and Accounting, Health Services, Housing and 

I .otlginp. Supply. Resource Mgri~l, 'l'r;insportatiun- Shipment of supplies, Packing and Crating 

. - - -- .- - - 
UNCLASSIFIED 1 .Of3 



!?35 FIIK FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

. -- -- 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

- -- 

2. Operational Effwtivencss 
A. Air Traffic Control 

ATCA1,S - Air Traffic Control ancl lwndii~g Systri~is 
NAS - National Airspace Systcin 

1.2.A.I Some of the ba.w ATCALS arc oflicially part of the NAS. 

I.2.A.2 Octails Tor specific ATC facilities: 

The primary instrunlcnl ruriwny is dcsignntcd 35 

0 operations wcre roriductcd this runway during cnlailder year 1993 

Known or potential airspnce problems that rriny prcvcnt mission accomplishment: 

Review of 1-OAs show no projec~cd airsplre problcnis 

The base docs Not experience ATC dclays. 

I (A.2) ATC Sunlmnrj : (A.3) Detailed traffic counts: 

B. Geographic Location 

Type of 'I'otel ( ' ivil  Military 
Facility Traffic Count ' l'raflic Co~lnt 1 Traffic Count 

I 

KAP('ON 
I 

2 OK374 80520 11854 

I.2.B.1 Nearest major primary airlift customer: FOR7' McCOY 

Nearest major primary airdrop customer: FORT RI1212Y 

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

Lajes AB: 3106NM 

- - -  

Non-PAR 
Traflic Count .-- 

424 

NIA 
- 

I L S  
TraFfic Count 

9275 

distance 363 NM 

distance 528 NM 

PAR 
Traffic Count 

o 
,l'owcr 2 1 (1.1 8.120 3 16781 N/A 

- - .- - . -- 
UNCLASSIFIED 1.07 

N/A 



- 

1YY5 AIR I~OHCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - - AMC 
Rota AH: 4078 NM 

1 lickam AFB: 3318 NM 

RAF Mlldcnhnll: 3750 NM 

Class of Airfield: 
Military alrfield, runway >= 3 , O n  
Military airfield, runway >= 8 , O n  
 military airfield, runway >= 10,OOn 
I 
Military o r  civilian airfield, runway >- 3,OOoR 
Military or  civilian airfield, runway >= O,(HH)tl 

Military o r  civilian airfield, runway >- 10,OA I-- 
Civilian nirficld, runway >= 8 , O f t  for cnpuhle 
'of conducting short term operations 
'civilian airfield. runway >= 10,0001) for cnpoble 
\of conducting short term operations 

I lliCTl'OR INTL 
I i1:C'I'OR INTL 
MiNOT AFB 

,Mark Andrews Int'i 
'1 lcclor Field. ND I 
;Minot A1713 

,l)ululli int'l 

- .. - .  

l~is tance from 
Base 

167 .. . 

1.2.8.11 Name and distanck to an emergency Innding airfield compatible with aircraft flown a t  the base. 

Hector Field 68 NM 

C. Training Areas (SpecI~! Use Airspnci. {SEA j, itanges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Drop Zones (DZs), 
Military Operating Areas (MOAs)) 

1.2.C.1 There are No supersonic Air Cornbat Trailling (ACD'I') MOAs o r  warnindrestricted areas (minimum size of 4,200 sq NM) within 300 
NM. 

1.2.C.2 There are No MOAs or  warninglrestricted areas (niinirnum size of 2,100 sq NM and an altitude block of at least 20,000 R) within 200 
NM. 

I.2.C.3 Low altitude MOAs and warning/restricted areas, with a mininlum size of 2,100 sq NM and a floor no greater than 2,000 f€, within 600 
ISM: 

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

- - -  - - 

UNCLASSIFIED 



. - -- -- 

1995 A1 I< 1;OKCG IMSE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
Area Name 1)istance Area Narr~e I ftARDW001) ' 377 NM SMOKI1Y I I I I . 1 .  

i 658 NM CANNON !tlE,","JN I'ROVIN(i (i , 748 NM RA%ORIIA('K 
- 

1.2.C.5 Ncarwt electronic conlhut (I.:(:) range nnd distarlce rrorn base: 

1.2.tq.6 Nearest Air Combat hlnnerrvrring lnstr~rr~~rr~tntion (AChll)  range and distance from base: 

I .2.CV.7 N e a m l  full-scalr. hrnrywright (lire clrcq~ or inert) rallge nnd distance from base: 

I.2.C.8 Total n~rmhcr of FIOH ror~tm (SH 1 / ti911111 ror~trs (VH) / instrurr~ent routes (IR) with entry points within: 

Tjpe of Routc: I 0  %\I 150 %%I 2M) NM ! 
IH I) 2 

SR # 
0 (1 

VK () 1) - -  - 
Total Routes: 0 2 92 206 

lcler~tify Route$: 
-- 

IR-925 147 NM - 
IR-490 160 NM IK-492 160 NM 
SR-730 238 NM SK-731 2.78 NM IR-678 248 NM 
SR-728 266 NM SK-729 266 NM IR-644 270NM 
1R-613 286 NM VR-1616 297 NM IR-431 315NM 
IR-509 321 NM VK-1521 325 NM IR-429 336NM 
IR-473 336 NM VR- 1650 338 NM IR-485 349 NM 
IR-484 378 NM VR-1648 381 NM SR-785 384 NM 

113-479 403 NM IR-47VA 403 NM IR-478A 403 NM 
VR-1520 421 NM IR-609 436 NM SR-771 456 NM 
I 
VR-545 472 NM SK-773 474 NM IR-507 479NM 
VR-1636 497 NM SR-618 500 NM SR-619 500 NM 
SR-617 507NM SR-774 509 NM SR-540 517 NM 
VR-634 527 NM IR-527 534 NM IR-416 548 NM 
VR- 1644 562 NM VR-I647 562 NM VR-1645 - - 563 NM 

- - --- 
UNCLASSIFIED 

1R-481 262 NM 
VR-604 273 NM 
VR-1629 318 NM 
IR-476A 336 NM 
VR- 1666 373 NM 
IR-501 385 NM r 
IR-517 421NM 
IR-505 469 NM 
VR- 1523 485 NM 
VR- 1522 501 NM 
SR-542 517 NM 
VR-544 558 NM 
VR- 1525 570 NM I-- -- -- -- 



VK-531 574 NM 
VR-664 593 NM 
SK-782 610 NM 
VR-532 624 NM 
VK-535 633 Nhl 
VR-I642 6(d) Nhl 
SK-701 675 Nhl 
V K  -6 10 680 N ht 
VR-I038 O1P1 Nhl 
V K  It167 717 Nhl 
V H  1 17.1 7.1'1 Nhl 
SK 715 755 Nhl 
I K .  174 702 Nhl 
VK I 128 7(>5 N hl 
SK-Z(KI 773 Nhl 
SR-713 774Nhl 
IK-302 787 Nhl 
SH-218 791 NM 
SR-231 791 NM 
SR-216 791 NM 
(SR-733 793 NM 

1995 A I R  I;OItt'II IlASIi: QUESTIONNAIRE 

581 Nhl 

-- 
61 I Nhl 
625 Nh1 
643 Nh.1 
602 Nhl 
675 Nhl 
O X 0  N hl 
71K) Nhl 
7 \ 5  Nhl 
752 Nhl 
75'1 Nhl 
761 Nhf 
767 Nhl 
77.1 N hl 
77.1 NM 
7H7 Nhl 
791 Nhl 
701 NM 
791 N M  

706 NM 

. 

V H -  l h ? t~  

-- - .- 

IN-50.1 
V K -  I028 
IH-414 
IR-1x5 
V R -  l(124 
IH-183 
[ I <  I,IO 
Ilt 1 7 7  
l'H I I K 2  
l'l< I I ?  1 

llt ,!?(I 

l l i  I lo 
SI( 7 0 7  

SK 12.1 
IH 301 
SIC222 
SH-220 

IK-.115 

.- -. - 
IK.502 
V K -  1627 
IK-.10H 
V K -  I3H 
SH-703 
I K - I H I  
IK 1.15 
1.H Is? 
SK 2')1 
VH 1,122 
I K  418 
I H  1 2 0  
SH 2 2 3  
SH 710 
V K  I30.l 
SH 220 
SK 230 

61 I NM 
025 NM 
0*14 NM 
067 NM 
078 NM 
OX9 NM 
706 NM 
7.17 N M  
752 NM 
750 N M  
7111 N M  
708 N M  
77.1 Nhl 
774 N M  
700 NM 
701 NM 
701 NM 
?'!I ::M 
'708 NM 

1.2.C.Y IR-430 is the closest 400 scrics hlilitnry .T'r:lininl: I t o ~ r f ~ ~  (hl-I'K) which leads into the Tactics Training Range Complex (TITtC). Point 
A is 160 NM from the haw. 

AFB - AMC 

1.2.C.10 Total nlrmber of Air Ref~~elinl: (AI<) roirlcs 17 ith :~rlclro~- ~~oirrls for refueling anchors or air refuelingcontrol points (ARCPs) for 
refueling tracks within: 

-- 

SR-78 I 589 NM 

VR-533 614 NM 
VR-615 627 NM 
IR-503 651 NM 
VR- 1 19 667 NM 
VR- 1625 678 NM 
VR- 1546 691 NM 
V R -  1 130 706 NM 
IR-610 740 NM 
SK-295 752 NM 
SK 239 761 NM 
1H-117 765NM 
V K -  1 102 768 NM 
SK-708 774 NM 
IR-172 776 NM 
SR-225 790 NM 
SR-221 79 I NM 
SR-227 791 NM 
<.r, 

P "" 1300 NM 500 Nh.1 

- -- - - - j I o '33 

1.2.C.I0.a Routes and distance to route's control point: 

Refueling Route ~ i s t a r ~ c e l l ~ e f i ~ e l i ~ i ~  Ho\~tc 

- - 

IR-614 592 NM 

VR-412 623 NM 
IR-409 630 NM 
VR- 1640 65 I NM 
SR-702 671 NM 
IR- 175 684 NM 
IR-592 697 NM 
IR- 171 709 NM 
VR-108 748 NM 
SR-709 755 NM 
IR-157 762 NM 
VR-1113 76SNM 
SR-296 768 NM 
SR-711 774NM 
IR-173 776 NM 
SR-059 791 NM 
SR-237 791 NM 
SR-226 791 NM 

AR- 1061 1 WEST 

AR- 1061 I EAST 

AR-01211 WEST 

I 

-- 

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- 182 709 NM 
VR-1668 748 NM 
SR-712 755 NM 
VR-1141 762 NM 
VR-1137 765NM 
VR- 1 140 769 NM 
SR-714 774NM 
SR-205 776 NM 
SR-061 791 NM 
SR-232 791 NM 
SR-219 791 NM 

IAR-1 05 WEST 

16-Feb-95 

J K - I J L  793 NM SR-735 793 NM SR-734 793 NM 

272 NM AR-109H EAST 286 NM 

302 NM AR-605 327 NM 
350 NM AR-024 SOUTH 350 NM 

- I UPJCLASSlFlED 

IR-107 799 NM IR-1 I0 8 F N M  VR-1446 800 NM I I 

1)istnrice 

I I I NM 

183 NM 

Refueling Route Distance 

AR-629 134 NM 

Refueling Route Distance - 
AR-606 115NM 

AR- 1 09L EAST 286 NM 

AR- 105 EAST 339 NM 





- - 

1995 AIR I;OHCI< BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- - -  -- 

1.2.C.14 Name and distance to ground force installation (IJS Arniy, USMC) with a restricted airspace capable of supporting tactical aircraft 
en~ployn~er~t (floor no higher than 100 fl /\(;I,, ceiling no lower than 3,00 tl AGL, minimum area 25000 sq NM> 

CAMP GKAYI.IN(i 505 NM 

- - - --- - ? -  - 

UNCLASSIFIED 1.12 





I995 A1 K FORCE ISASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

.- -- - 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

- .- 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
1.2.E. 1 Airspaces scheduled or mannged by the Ipnse: 

AR 1061 Illd Air Kcf~rcling l'rack l Anc 

1)etails tor airspace scheduled o r  nlnnagrcl hy the I~asc: 

Airspace: AR 1061VIA 

1.2.E.2 An environmental analysis hns Not bwn cot~cluctccl for tllis airspace. 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas nssocistecl with tllc airs!~sre, 

1.2.E.4 Commercial 1 civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

1.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (includiog r~ew airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

Restrictions currently acting on this airspace: 

Altitude restrictions apply 

Published availability of the airspare: 

AR 106UH is available on a 24 hour basis. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly avemge front 1990 to 93. 

Hours scheduled: 320 hrs 
-- -- - -- - -- 

UNCLASSIFIED 



r ( \nc  A ..\ =-.\----- 
a 773 k i l l <  I' UKLI'J BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
-- . . -- 
IIours used: 289 hrs 

Reasons for non-use: 

Ihe reason for the difference in schctlulctl and nclual hours used on AR 106 WL was weather and maintenance cancellations. 

Utilization of the airspace con be increased. 

It is possible to expand hours t o  increase the ~~i rsp :~ce  ~~tilization, volume can Not be expanded. 

Description of the volunle or nrca of the Airspace: 

The area of AK IfK) Ilil. is a 10 M N  corritlor rithcr side of a track from Aberdeen to Miles City 3411021. The vertical limits are 17,000 
MSI. to I:!. 231) for rhc Ion t r i ~ r k .  ; ~ r i t l  1 . l .  2 0 0  t o  I:]. 3 1 0  for the high track. 

10.00 pcrccnl of thr airspnrr. i~ uwhle. 

Comrncrcial Aviation I r~ipact 

I'he ha.* is Not joint-use (mi1iturylcivili;rrr). 

I.ist of all airfields within a 50 nlilc raclilrs of the hr~sc: 

'~ilrckrneier 
Central Valley 
Christianson 
Cooperstown - - . 

Crookston 
Dakota 
Deck 
Downs 
Dray ton 
Elliot 

Erickson 
Fordville 
Frokjer 
Fugleberg 

Airfield: 
('~vrl~nn 
('~v~lran 
( ' rv~l lan  

('~v~lran -4 
I 

Clvrlian 
1 
('iv~llan 
Clv~llan 
/(;enera1 Aviation . . 

I 
(ieneral Aviation 
iCiv~l~an 
C~vilian 1 .  . .  
( lv~l~an  
I~irneral Aviation 

(livllian 

Civilian - . -. - ~ 

Civilian - 
Civilian 

- - . . - .- - - .- - - -- - - - 1 . .. ... .~ ~ - -. ~- 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.15 





1995 AIR I~OUCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

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

- 
!Sky Ranch Civilian 
!Sohlik 
bpud 
'St. Thomas 
I I Saphen 
/ h i e f  River Ialls 
\ 
Vince 

;civilian 
f'ivilian 
General Aviation 

I 
,<ieneral Aviation -! 
iC:o~ilmercial 
'(icneral Aviation 

Wancn (icncral Aviation 1 
1.2.E.14 C'i~ilindconimcrtial o p r ~ t t o r s  or o l l~cr  r t i r y~ r tcc  rrccrz (lo Not pose scheduling, operational, or environmental constrains or limits. 

- - - -- - - -- -- -- 
16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.17 I 
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1995 AIR ITORCIS DASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - -- - AMC 
1;. I'otential for Growth in '1'r:lining Airspace (Area) 

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

1.2.F.l.a Estin~ated expansion p te r~ t ia l  is 50.0 percent. Hntionale for estimate: 

There is room for added air rcfuelir~g tracks in tllc 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 arc cxpcctccl. 

1.2.F.4 Current special use airspace nnd training nrens nleet $111 training requirements. 

I.2.F.4.a Deployed, off-station trainir~g is rlot required to r ~ ~ c r l  training requirements. 

G. Composite / Intekrated Force Training 
1.2.G.1 Nearest Active Iluty or Reserve ground C O I I I ~ I I ~  ur~it where joint training can be accomplished and that has impact areas capable of 

tactical employment: 

c/,Gp Rip iE i ;  

172 NM from the base. 

I.2.G.2 DELETED 

1.2.G.3 Nearest Naval unit where joint trilinirlg car1 IN arcon~l)lisl~cd: 

Oceana NAS, VA 

1 168 mi from the base. 

I.2.G.4 Nearest Active Duty Air Force or A R C  unit wllerc dissiri~ilar training can be accomplished: 

Hector Field, Fargo, ND 

76 mi from the base. 

I.2.G.5 DELETED 

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

. -.-_I-TechnicalTrainin~ (Air Education and Training Command)____ -. - . -- . 
16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.18 
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1995 AIR 1;OHCII IIASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

- - - Grand Forks AFB . - - AMC --  - - 
I I l B l e  

I I 1 B l . e i  

l l l ~ i e i  

11.1 €3 1 e r r i  

11.1 B.1 e iv 

I1 1 B 1 e v 

- 
211 

211-111 

211-152 

211-152a 

211-153 

211-154 

Maintenance A~rcraH 

Maintenance Hanger 

General Purpose A~rcraft Marntenance j SF 

DASH 21 1 SF 

Non-Destructrve Inspectron (NDI) Lab 1 SF 

Aircrafl Marntenance Un11 I 
II 1 B 1 e vi ,211-157 i ~ e l  Engrne lnsest~on and Malntenance i SF 

,ll 1 B 1 e VII 21 1-157a Contradot Operated Marn Base Supply SF 

II 1 8  1 evrrr 211-159 AlrcraR Corrosron Control tlarjger SF 
I 

NIA 

9,793 

36.000 

2.000 

4.000 

36.640 
- - - -  -- 

II 1 B 1 e rx 211-173 Large A~rciafl Ma~nlcnance [lock S f 17 1,500, 237.670 I 

528,247 

9,793 
.- 

69,936 

120 

4,095 

16,680 

3,600 

69.0i 31 .O 

100.0 0.0 

64.0 36.0 0.0 

33,300 0.0 
-. 

0.0 
- - 

0 0 0.0 

80.0 0.0 

0 

35,000 46,972 

29.700 

0 

1 1,972 

0 0  
-- 

0.0 
- 

NIA 

0 

100.0 0.0 

-- 66.1 70 

0 

0 

43,888 

0 
- - -  - 

NIA 

0 

- - 
0 

0 

0 
- 

NIA 

- - - - 
4.661 

4 92 

0 
- 

- -- 
14,232 

. -- - - 
NI A 

1.443 

. -- 
0 

- - 0 

- -  
9,360 

0 

2,867 

NIA 

N l  A 
. -- --- - - -- 

N I  A 

N l  A 
~ 

- - NIA 
- - - -- 

86." 14.0 0.0 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 11.21 

33,936 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 0  - - - 
15 0 

0.0 

0.0 -- - - -~ 

0.0 

0.0 
- - -- 

0.0 

0.0 
- - - - - 

0.0 

-- 
0.0 

0.0 
- - - . 

6.0 
- - - - 

13.0 

- - - - - - 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
- - - -  

0.0 

0.0 
- 

10.0 

0.0 
- - - - - 

0.0 

0.0 

- 
0.0 

q--- - -.-l - --- 
/I 1 8 1 e r 211-175 Medtum Anaalt Ma~r~tenance Dmk SF 0' , t 

I 0.0 

,ll 1 B 1 e xi 211-lT7 Small Arrcrafl Malnler~ance Dock a SF ' 100.0 I 
O Ol 

111 1 B 1 e xrr '211-179 Fuel System Mn~ntcrinnce Dock ST 100 01 0 0 

S r '11 1 B 1 e xrrl '211-183 Test Cell 4.248' 4.248' 10001 ' 0 0  
1 - - - - - - 

I I l B 1 1  212 Marnt G u d d  Mrsstlcs SF 56.0, 29 0 
t 

II 1 B 1 1 I 212-212 Mlsslle Assembly (Rulld Up) Shop Sf 0.0 

11.1 B 1 111 '212-212a Inlegrated Marrltenance Faclllty (crurse Mrss~los) SF 
I 

0.0 
11.1 B 1 f III 212-213 ,Tact~cal Mtsslle Ma~ntenance Shop SF f 0.0 

L 4 

II 1 0.1 I IV 212-220 jlntegrated Marntenance Facllrty 
1 

94.0 

--- 
0.0 

~ 

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

-. 
0 

100.0 0.0 
. - 

0.0 

I , .  n . 
1 1 . 3  D I y 

ll 1.0 1 g i 

11.; 8.1 g ii 
.- - -- - . . - -. 

11.1 0.1 h 

11.1 El 1 .i 

11.1 8.1 j 

11.1 B.1.j i 
- - - - - - - . 
II.1.B.l.jii 

11.1.B.1 j ili 

11.1 B 1 k I 

11.1 B.1.k ~i -- 
fi.0.1.k.rri 

11.1 0.1 .I 

II.1.B.l.m 
- - 

11.1 .B.l.n 

95 

0 

2 i i  
214-425 

214-467 
- - - 

215552 - 

216642 

217 

217-712 - -- - - - . 
217-712a 

217-713 

218-712 

218-852 

'218-868 

219 

310 

31 1 

,~a rn~enance  ~utorno~rve SF NIA 184,772 0.0 
- 

Tra~lerlEquipment Maintenance Facrlrty 

Refuelrng Vehrcle Shop ' SF 

Weapons and Release Systems (Armament Silo ' SF 

Conventronal Mun~t~ons shop i SF 

Malnt-Electronrcs and Comrnun~cat~oris Equ~p ' SF 

1l.l.B.l.o 
- 

II.1.B.l.p 
-- - - -- 

2.700 

17,500 

3.500 

NIA 

16,000 
- -  

0 

NIA 

28.000 

17,783 
-- 

5.000 

NIA 

NIA 

NI A 

NIA 
- 

- 
NI A 

Avion~cs Shop - - - - - 

LANTlRN 

ECM Pod Shop and Storage 

Aircraft Support Equipment Shop/Storage Facllrty 

Suwrval Equlprnent Shop (Parachute) - - - - - 
Precision Measurement ~ ~ u i ~ m e n t  Lab 

Ma~ntenance-lnstallatlon, Reparr, and Ops 

Science Labs 

Aircraft RDTBE Fac~l~ties 

SF 
- 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

s F 
SF 

SF 

312 

315 

3,192 

14.436 

17,732 

35,700 

17,443 

0 

0 

37,360 

13,427 

7,867 

127,492 

0 

0 

- 
0 
- 

0 

- - -- - I SF 

Mrssile and Space RDTLE Facs 
--SF-- 

Weapons and Weapon Syst RDTBE Facrlrtles / SF -- 1 __-- 

100.01 0.0 

- - - 

-. - - . 

100.0 

100.0 
- 

100.0 

58.0 
-- 

12.0 

100 0 

100 0 

100 0 

90.0 

- 

0.0 
- - - 

0.0 

- . - - - 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

36.0 

75.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
- 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.; 
- - .  

0.0 



~11.1.B.l .q 
! 

.B. l .r 
iII.1.B.l.s.i 
I 

i l l .  1.6.1 .I 

).I .B.I . ! . I  
I 
(II.1.B. l.t.ii 

,11.1 B.1 .I iii 

I1 1 B  I t i v  

I l l B l l v  

I I 1 B l u  

1.8.1 .v iii 

i l l. 1.B. I v iv 

/11.1.B 1v.v 

II.1.B.l.w 

II.1.B.l.x 

Il.1.B.l.y 

11.1.B.l.z 

II.1.B.l .aa 

11. 1 .B.l.aa.i 
- . - - - -- . - -. 
II.1.B.l.aa.ii 

II.1.B.l.bb 

11.1.B.l.bb.i 

Il.1.B.l.c~ -- - - -- -. - 
11.1 .B.l .cc.i 

II. 1 .B. 1 .dd 

11.1.B.i.ee 

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

II. 1 .B. 1 .e.i 
- .- 
16-Feb-95 

- -- 

1995 A I It liOItCII= BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Gra~nd Forks AFB - AMC 
317 Elecl Comm 8 Eled Equtp F1DTUE Fac~ltttcs SF 
I I 

318 
+ I Propuls~on RDT &E F ac~l~ltes SF 

41 1-135 lJel Fuel Storage I BL 
t 
4 22 t~rnrnun~t~on Storage Installatton R Ready Use ' SF 

i 
'422-253   mutt^-Cubtcle Mapaztne Slorsgn SF 

'422-258 jAbove Ground Mapazlne 
i t 1 SF 
422-264 Igloo Magaztne 
I 

I SF 
I 

422-265 Spare lnorl Storage (Alternate M~ss~ori Fqotpnren SF 

-- 
0 0 0 0.0- NI A 

0 0 0.0 

0 0  275,000 

0 0 
- - 

0.0 - 
100.0 0 0  0 .O 4,499 

-- 

0 0 0.0 

100.0 0.0 0.0 

100.0 0.0 0.6 
422-275 Amllary E xyhs~es F sctltty ( I  lddlog Pod) SF 0.0 0.0 

I 
441 Storage (hvwed M 8 Atsenal SF NIA' 0.0 

- - - - - - -- - - 0.0 
442 Stocage Coveted Installstton 8 Oqnn SF NIA; 523.535' 5.0 11.0 

442-257s tlydraztne Stwage SF NI A 0' 
I "4 0.0 0.0 

442-258 LOX S t ~ w  G A 4,000 10.000, 100 0: 0 0 0.0 6,000 
I 

442-758 f3ase WarJmustng S w l ~ e s  ard F qutprtrrnt SF 118.375 161,763 88 0' 3 0 
4 - 1  - - -----, 9.0 --- 
442-758a Base Warehwslng Supplies and F qotpllcnl (W SF 22.600' 15.950~ - - 100.0 

I 
0.0 

442-758b Wafehwstng Suppl~cs and Fqr~~pmerrt (AGS Par SF 

29.": 6.5: 100.01 0.0 
I 

510 ' ~ e d & l  ~entec andlor tiosp11a1 SF 72.794 10.4 NI A 
I 

530 Medlcal Laborafw~es SF 1 NIA 
i - -  

NIA 8.248, 
I 0.0 NI A 

,540 Dental Cl~ntcs SF 1 - 0.0 
/~~s~ensa r ies  sndlor Cl~n~cs i 4 A  0 0.0 0.0 

- - - - - - - - - NIA 
Adrninislrattve Butldrngs NIA 294,026 

- I -  
34.0 - 4.0 - - NIA 

610.144 Muntlions Maintenance Adm~ntstrat~on 0 0 0.0 0.0 

- 

Notes for specific Cat Codes: 

1 121 - 12211 1 additional pits are progranir~ied ~n tile 1,Y96 A11 Z MILCON. 

I 141 -753be  have includcd AMlJ requirenient to cunionn to IIQ AMC directed Squadron OperationdAircraft Maintenance Units of 40,860 
SF per squadron. AMU current capaclty is added to SQ OPS capacity. Current capacity for category code 141-753 is 48.417 SF 

( _ 21 1-1 1 lbornber Companion Tra~ner Progrnnl I langar, soon to be converted to another use. 
- --- -- ---- - - - - - 

UNCLASSIFIED 11.22 

0.0 
. - 

0.0 
. - - - - - 

0.0 
- - - - - - - 

86.0 

100.0 
- - 

0.k - . - - - - 
37.0 

- -- - 

1 .O 

0.0 
- . - 

12.0 88.0 

- 14.4 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

6561 35.0 
- 

35 0 28.0 --I - . - 
80.0; 19.0 

0.0 
- 

--A 

0 

0 

- - 
NIA 
.. 

- - -- - - 0 

NI A 

-- - 0 

NIA 
. - - - - - 

NIA 

NI A 

-&- - 
0 I 

0 

1.202 

1,139 - -- 

16.831 

14.431 

72 

118.898 

407,921 

0 

61k144a 

72 1 

721-312 

722 - - - - - . 
722-351 

724 

730 

740 - 
852-273 

-- - 
Mun~tions Lrne DeltverylStoraga Section SF 0 

Unaccompan~ed Enl~sted (UEPIi 8 VAO) NIA 
Unaccompan~ed tnl~sled Dorm 1 PN 1,627 

Dtn~ng Hall 1 SF -- - - -. - 

A~rrnan Dtnlng  all 1 SF 

Unaccompan~ed Officer Hous~ng (00 B VOQ) 

Personnel Support and Sew~ces Fac~l~ttes SF 

Morale, Welfare, and Rec (MWR)-Interlor - - - - - - - - - 

Acft Support Equipment Storage 1 SY 

NIA 
- - 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

- NIA 

778 



1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
. -. ~ 

I 2 1 I - I  S2One of ll~cse two hangars is arcd for ('ivil lingineering pace  and the category code will be corrected as smn as possible. 

1 21 I - 1541his space is covrrc(l un(ler ralegory ccxle 14 1-75). I h e  current capacily for category code 21 1 -  154 is 16,680 SF. 

/ 21 1 - 1 5 7 ~  BRAT MII.('ON projen is under clesigs lo convert the remainder of this building to a squadron operations in the FY94 program. 

1 4 1 1 - 1357hc ikfense f:uels Suplly I'oinl ronscced to tllc base by a pipeline has 270.000 BL additional storage capacity. We used 20,000 
Bl, for a KC-1 35 squatlron plus lO,o(X)  131. for each additional squadron to calculate the requirement. 

/ 4 4 2 - 2 5 ~ 1 1 ~ ~ 0  occupies I3.21WI SI: of Illis category code. .Ille existing capacity of DRMO was added to the requirement for base supply 
warehouse space. 

From In-house survey: 

Feclltty 
~ e o o r y  
Code 
111 

Category Dcncrlpllon 
A~rcrafl Pavement Runway(s) 0.01 

I 
100.0 

A ~ r l d d  f'avr?mcmtr tar may^ S Y 

A#t~flcrl I 'avment  &xw(s) SY 

Dangwars (;afgo P,ad SY 

E k  Power Tram 8 [l~slr I lnes 

'tieat. i t  an3 8 Dtsir L~r~es LF 
4 - .. . -. ~ 

Sewage ard Indust Wasle Collectton (MaIris) LF 270.029 
Water-Distr Sys-Potable I. F 281,422 , . . . - ..3, 785 
i~ !~ !e ; -~ i ie  Fi~ieciion jfria~ns) I LF IOO.OI 
Roads 

lVehlEquip Parking 

C. Fanlily IIousing (Iiacility Category Code 71 1 )  

II.l.C.1 Capacity (housing Inventory) 

II.1.C.l.a Number of adequate units frorn currer~t 111) For111 1410, line 18d: 

II.l.C.l.b Number of substandard units from current DD Form 1410, line I&: 

1I.l.C.l.c Current deficit (-) or surplus units in validated Market Analysis: 

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

II.1.C.l.d FY95/4 projected net housing deficit (-) or surplus of units: 

-. -- 

UNCLASSIFIED 

- -. 

1-23 
- -  - --- / (includes E-1 - E3 requirements) 

- - - - - - -- - 

1-29 - - - - - - -. - 1 (inclodes olEcers and enlisted extrapolated 
to FYYS if necessary, uses validated market 
analysis corrected to include realignment 
actions) 
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Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- -  -- 

11.1 .C.2 Condition 

11.I.C.2.a Number of ndequate units nlceting current whole-ho~r.w standards of (includes projects programmed through 
accomn~odation and state of repair: FY95/4. Units meeting whole-house 

standards are those that were programmed 
after FY88) 

11.1.C.2.a Number of adequate units requiring whole-lloese rcrlovation or (Units meeting whole-house standards are 
replacement: those that were programmed/ renovated 

after lW88). 

11.1.C.t.a Number of new housing units projected to r l l r t t  crrrrrrlt deficit. 10 I 
1I.I.CJ Percentage of military farnilies livit~g on basc as cornpared to the total number of families (officer and enlisted) assigned to the base 

ll.l.C.3.a 91.0 percent of ofncer farnilies live on base. 

11.1.C.3.b 68.2 percent of enlisted fnnlilies live on bn.w. 

lI.I.C.3.a 72.0 percent of all military fanlilies live on t~nse. 
I 

2. Airfield Characteristics 
11.2 Runway Table: - - . -- - - 

/Primary I Dimcnsionq: Ej.~,fe;;;s (11.2.ij 
Designation i Ikngth Width Runway c Number Types 
7 - - -  1 3 1 ~ )  f, No -- - . -- -- - - 

I1.2.A There are 1 active runways. 

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

11.2.B There are NO parallel runways. 

II.2.C Dimensions of the primary runway (35). 

II.2.C.1 Length: 12,350 R 
II.2.C.2 Width: 300 R 

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

11.2.E The primary taxiway is 75 ft wide. 

II.2.F Determination if PRIMARY PAVEMENI'S can sopport aircraft operations based on latest Air Force Civil Engineering Support 
Agency(AFCESA) Pavement Evaluation Relmrt or the procedures in AFM 88-24 (Airfield Flexible Pavement Evaluation). 

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

P r i m a r y  P a v e m e n t s  1 _ - -  - - - 
- -- -- --- L - - -4- - -  - - - ._ - 

UNCLASSIFIED 11.24 



1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

--- -- - 

Criteria 

C-511 , H(K) Kip5 , 

'Airlift ('-141 125 Kips 

Grand Forks AFB - 
- ~- 
1 Runways 

3O(),o(X) l'asscs 1 Supports Now 
3(K).o()O l';lsscs I Supports Now 

1 -- 

I SJKK) l'asscs I Supports Now 
SOSMX) i'asscs I supports NOW 

SO,(MK: Passes 1 supports NOW 

11.2.G Excess aircraft parking cnpncity for operutiot~i~l 11s~. 

AMC 

1 S.O(K) I'asses 
SO.(K)O I';~sses 
SO.(HW) ~ ' ~ I S S C S  

11.2.G.I The total usable apron space for aircrafl pnrking is 318,606 Sq Yds. 

Taxiways 

SupportsNoY_ 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 

Suppo$ No_% 
Supports Now 

, Supports NOW 

1 . 2 . . l . a  Specifications for intlividtrl~l pnrking nrcas (irregularly slinped areas are approximated by rectangle). 

Aprons _ 

Supports Now- _ 
Sueports Now 

Suppo* Now__ 
Supporp Now -- - 
SupportyNow 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 
Supports Now 

acc P=..king T! -T1? 
I 2, i 2o i t  1 I 3O fr Primary-Aircraft KC- 135 
i 1,450 rt 1 490 fi i Transient --__I Aircraft - _ 

1)irnolsions CURRENT USE DATA. (Type of Aircraft and which of the 
Parking area name: (Equivalent ~ec t an~1c ) '~e rmanen t ly  assigned aircraff use the area.) - - -  - 

11.2.G.2 Permanently asigned aircran currrently require 284,950 Sq Yds of parking space. 

Alert parking (saniq) 13Rft , 130 ft 
Alert parking A I -A I0 1 , l  10 fr 1 1 30 ft 
Alert parking sanie 2 2 0  0 I 1 3 0  ft 
Mass parking B I -B I2 1 2.120 ft I 130 ft  

I1.2.G.3 33,656 Sq Yds of parking space is avail:rble for parking adclitional non-transient aircraft. 

PrimqAircraft -- 

Primary Aircraft - --- - - -- - - 
Prin~ary Aircraft - _ - -. - - - - 

Primary Aircraft - - - -- - - - 

I1.2.G.4 The following factors limit aircrafl parking cal~ability: 

Limiting factors are the configurarlon of die trsnqicnt parking area and the remote parking area. Both of these areas are being utilized under 
the current parking plan. (Atlditional C'onlrnent\ I'ngc). 

11.2.11 The dimensions of the (largest) tran5ient parking area: 11,450 Ft j1490Ft - 

11.2.1 
1 

Details of operational aircrafl arresting systen15 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: 

. - - - - - - - - - . .- -. - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - . 
UNCLASSIFIED 11.25 
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l9Y5 A1 it IJOHCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

- 

3. Utility Systems 

11.3.A The overall system capacity a r~d  percer~t current usage for utility system categories: 
Utility System Capacity . . . . . . . . . . - .  Unit of Measure Percent Usage - --.-.,-- -,- .. 

water:[ 2.726 MGII) MGlD - million gallons per day I1.3.A.l , ............................................. 

1 I .I06 MGID, 11.3.A.2 Sewage: *-" .-----,,-,.-. 
40.77 MW M W  - million watts 11.3.A.3 Electrical distribution: ,-,------,- 41 % 

11.3.A.4 Natural Gas:! O X 4 8  ~ ~ 1 1 6  MCRD - million cubic feet per day 82 % 
I1.3.A.S liigh temperature water/stean~~ ?.., ........... 

2jE 
........................... . ~eneration/distrihn(iotl: 180.0 M I3'I'IJI I MDTUH million British thermal / - 73 1% 

units per hour 

11.3.1) Characteristics regarding the utility syster~r l11et should he considered: 

FY93 MII.('ON f'rojcc~ JI~S1~03X0()4 will i ~ t l c l  4 2  A(' to the primary lagoon on base, this will leave nu developeable waste annex land 
in answer 11. I .A. 

4. Aircraff Maintenance Iiangar 1;acilitics 
Specifications for beneral rnair~tenar~ce hangars nr~d no$e docks, excluding Depot and Test & Evaluation facilities. 

- - - -- - - - - - -- - 
II.4.A.I Facility number: 520 I langer 

Current Use: 2 Day hangar 
11.4.A.2 Size (SF): 9,256 SF 

II.4.A.3-4 Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: F-15 - - - - -- - - 

DIMENSIONS: 
II.4.A.5 l ~ ~ o r  opening: _ 

(IIMENSIONS: 

I1.4.A.5 Door Opening: 
II.4.A.6 Largest unobstructed space inside the facility: - -. - - ----- 

II.4.A.6 h g e s t  -- unobstructed sp_a_ce_ inside - -  - the .* facility: 1 ~ 8  ft - -_-- _ 1 33 ft 182 ft 1 

Width 
08 ft 
98 ft 

-A > a  

. -- -- - - 

UNCLASSIFIED 11.26 

11.4.A.1 Facility number: 521 1 {anger 

Current Use: 2 Day Ilangar 

II.4.A.2 Size (SF): 9,256 SF 
II.4.A.3-4 Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: - F-15 - 

- - - -- p-- - - - 
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1995 AIR IORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

- . Grand Forks AFB .- - - AMC 
Facility number: 523 I l:111gcr 
Current Use: hangar 
Size (SF): 2 1.3 19 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock crlrl C'OILII'IAE'I'ELY enclose: C- 130 

I K T ~ ~ e ~ n ~  : 
1,argest unobstructed space inside the facility: 160 ft - - --- - 8 -- 
Facility number: h()O Now 1)txL 
C'urrcnt I1.w: NOSI: I M)( 'K 

Size (SF): 18.2 12 SI: 
1,arncst aircrafl the hanger1 now clock cnri ('Ohll'ldR'I'KIY enclose: B-52 

Width Ileight 
I 0% f~ 128 ft 

Iargmt unobsln~cled spnce inside the fucilit;): I O H  fl . - - , '28 - ft 187 ft 
Facility number: (A) l Il;~r~gc.r 
Current Use: IIAN(;I.;K 
Size (SF): 37.026 Sl: 
1-argest aircraft ttic hanger/ nose dock rrlri C'OI\1I'I,B'I'EI,Y enclose: B-l  
iiiMENSi"NS: Width 
Door Opening: 1198 ft 

ingide the facility: 11'98 fl - - -. - . --- 

Facility number: 602 Now I l o c h  
Current Use: NOSE DOCK 
Size (SF): 18.21 2 SI' 
Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock cart COhlI'l.IS'TELY enclose: B-52 
DIMENSIONS: 
[Door Opening: 

Width Height ... - 

Largest unobstructed space inside the facility: 1 1 98 ft I_.- - -  -- . - 
28 ft -I--... - - ____  . J  

- - - - - - . . -- -- -- - 
UNCLASSIFIED 11.27 
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1995 A1 H 1;OHCII: BASE QUESTIONNAIRE . 

Grand Forks AFB - - AMC 
- - - 

Facility number: H)l I langcr 
Current llse: I IAN(iliK 

Size (SF): 37,026 S1: 
IArged aircraft the hanger1 now dock can COMl'I,E:TEI,Y enclose: B-1 
1)IMENSIONS: I Width Height 
jlhor Opening: '198 i t  131 It 
l a s e s t  unobstructed spice Inside the facility: ' 198 i t  - - -- . - - . . -- . - - - . . . -, . - - - 149 f t  194 f t  

Facility number: 6 0 5  I lnnger 
u n  1 :  I IAN( ;IIK 
Size (SF): 37.020 SI: 
largest alrcrafl the hartgcrl nose dock can ('O~lI'I,I~'I'E~I,Y enclose: B- l 

largest unob~rruclcd spare lnsidc the facilit~ : I O H  TI - - 49 ft - -  1 - 194 ft 
Facility number: 61 1 Nou- I l c r k  

Current Use: Hocc I>tx-k 

Size (SF): I 1 .!lo2 SI: 
Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock cnrl COhlPI.E?'EI,Y enclose: B-52 

I I*.. . r?!MENC!ONS: w lath 
Door Opening: 

inside the facility: !20() TI --- -- .- -- - -- 
Facility number: 649 I langcr 
Current Use: 3 Ilay I 1;ingcr. liA('1l B A Y  I \  40.385 St; 

Size (SF): 40.385 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock can COhlPl,EI'EI,Y enclose: B-l . - 
DIMENSIONS: Width 
Door Opening: '205 i t  

unobstructed space inside tile fncility: 1205 11 -- - -- -- -- - - - . . . . -.- - .a- 

5. Unique Facilities 

1I.S.A There are No unique (one-of-a-kind) Air Force faciliti~ties which must be replaced if the base is c!o:;ed. 

6. Air Installation Corn pati ble Use Zone ( AICUZ) and 'I'ernlinal Area Procedures 

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

UNCLASSIFIED 
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1995 A1 l< ITORCIS BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
1,ocaVHegional [,and Incroachmcnt 

Percent current  off b o x  incon~pnl ih le l and  use: 

I 1 i Percent Percent 
Runway Est I lncornpallble Incompatible 
,Number Area :pop Acres Land Use Land Use 

I 
2071 0 0 Gen Cornpat I 

35 207 0 0 Geri Cornpat 

17 APZ 1 0 34 4 0 0 ' ~ e n  Cornpat 

IRunway 
Number 

17 

PERCENT OF CURRENT LAND USE WII FOLLOWING CATEGORIES- 

I I 

I Percent Percent 
Est Incompatible lncornpatlble 

Area /Pop Acres Land Use Land Use 

CZ 
0; 205 0  en Compat 

- 

R ES 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
35 APZ 1 0 31 4 0 0 GP~I Cornpal 1 0 0 

L5 CZ -~ 0, 0 Gen Compat 
- - 

- - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - 
PERCENT OF CURRENT LAND USE WII FOLLOWING CATEGORIES 

- 
COM 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 - - 

7. 

RES 

0 0 

0.0 

I T  a 
APZ 3 0 4A7 0 0 (;OO Cornpat 0 0  0.0 

35 APZ 2 0 4 82 0 0 C;~ r i  Cornpal 0.0 

_- -- 
COM 

0.0 
- - 

0.0 
17 APZ 1 0 

35 APZ 1 0 

17 APZ 2 0 

35 APZ 2 0 

OPENIAGI- 
LOWDEN 

- 0.0 

0.0 

62.0 

840 

0.0 

- 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
- -  - -  

-.- .- 

100.0 

REC 

0.0 - -  - - -  

0.0 

0 0  

0 0 

- 0.0 

- - 7 1 -  -_ 

IND 

0.0 

0 0  

0.0 

0 0 

DNL Percent P W C O ~ ~  PERCENT OF CURRENT LAND USE WII FOLLOWING CATEGORIES 

----._--. 

IND 

0.0 

0.0 

Gen Compat 

Gen Compat 

Gen Compat 

Gel1 Compat 

]percent 
llncompatible 
Land Use 

15.744 0 

0 

0 
- - - 

832 0 

__ _ ---_- 
PUBlSEMl 

100.0 

100.0 

38.0 

16 0 

No lw  Est lncompetlble Incompatlbls 
Contour Pop A c m  LnndUse Cnnd Use RES 
65- 70 B65 15 144 0 t;wi Corlr~nl 

4 

b-75 I 
445' 8.128' 0 (;en Conipnt 0.0 

75-80 145 2.614 0 <;on Compnt i 0.0 
80+ 45' 031 0 Gcri Cornpat 1 0 01 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 

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

UNCLASSIFIED 11.29 

Percent 
Incompatible 
Land Use 

Gen Compat 

Gen Cornpat 

Gen Cornpat 
- -  . 

Gen Compal 

0.0 

Percent future off base inrompn!!h!e !:!!!d :sr: 

- 

REC 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

- 
OPEWAG/ 
LOW DEN 

0.0 
- 
0.0 

---_ _ , I 

PUBlSEMl 

100.0 
- - -- 

100.0 

0.0 

.---- ---. 
OPENlAGl 
LOWDEN 

100.0 

100 0 

100.0 - - -  

62.0 
- - - -  

84.0 - - 

100.0 
- ~ 

-- 
REC 

0.0 
-- 

0.0 

- -  - 
38.0 

16.0 
- - - -- 

0.0 
-- - 

- - _- _ _ _ - _- _-____ __. 
PERCENT ------T.- OF CURRENT LAND --- USE WII - --F-=i-.----i--- FOLLOWING CATEGORIES 

0.01 100.0 -- - 

0.0 - -- 100.0 - -  

0.0 0.0 100.0 d 

- -  - 

-- 0.0 - 
0.0 -- - - 
0.0 

RES 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

PUBlSEMl 

0.0 - -. - -. - - 

0.0 - -  - -  
0.0 

0.0 -- - 

REC 

0.0 - - -- - 

0.0 
- 
0.0 

-- - 0.0 

COM 

0.0 
- --- -- - 

0.0 
- -- - - - 

0.0 

0.0 
- -  

OPEN~AO~ 
LOWDEN 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

IND 

. 
0.0 

0.0 - -- - 
0.0 

0.0 
- - .  
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1995 AIR I7ORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
. - 

11.6.C The most recent, publicly released AICU% study is dated Sep 91 

11.6.11 Current AICUZ study's flying activitics sut)scctinn dots not reflect all currently assigned aircraft 

Subsection does Not reflect the n~rniher of daily flyilig operations conducted by all assigned aircrart 

Current AICUZ sturly's flight track figarc/msp cloes Not reflect current night tracks. 

Explaination of areas wlicre the current AIC1JZ stucly dots not reflect the current situation: 

Mission change frorn ll- I MI ' -38  aircraft to KC- 1351iICI- 12 type aircraft 

11.6.E The AICUZ study was last updated on Fcb 94 

The study ig no longer vnlid. hfilcstnrics for trpdi~tcing the study: 

11.6.E.I Grand Forks Al..U Ai<'lJ% uplate was recently conlplctccl by govcrnrrlent contractor Secvum Sciences and Software in Feb 94. Resulting new 
AiCIJZ containing ncw and current AI('IJ% updated infon~lation has anticipated release date of August 1994. 

11.6.F I m a l  governments have incorpratcd AICIIZ rrcnrririicridations into land use controls 

11.6.F.1 AICUZ recornmcndcd height rcslrictions. 

,Government name: Types of controls in place 
1 

Grand Forks Co.~nly 7mning 
Types of encroachment limited: _ _ _ ____ --_ 

I 1 I . - . - . - - - - - - - . - --- - - - - -- - - - 
11.6.F.3 AICUZ recommendcd cl~vclnpmen! !Inti!% C::r ,A.ccid~ii: !'~:eiifiz: F ~ i i i .  2. 

Government name: Types of controls in pl:icc Types of~ncroachme!t~m#ed! _ . - - 

Types of encroachment limited: - -- - - - - -- -- - 

Grand Forks County '7mning 
I 

Government name: Types of controls in place 

II.6.F.6 AICUZ recon~mended developnient limits between the 75 Ldn and 80 M n  Noise Contours. 

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

Grand Forks County 

Government name: Types of coritrols in place Types of e n c r o a c h m e  limited: ___ -- - 

l ~ r a n d  Forks County Zoning 

I1.6.F.5 AICUZ recornniended development limits betsteeri tlie 70 IAn and 75 M n  Noise Contours. 

Zoning 

I - _ - _ - . - I _ _ I _ - -  --__-__--- - -- 

II.6.F.7 AICUZ recommended developnient lirilits between the 80 Ldn and above Ldn Noise Contours. 

--- 
Government name: -- - - - - 

Types of controls io place Types of encroachment limited: 
-- -- -- 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 11.30 
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. - .  - 
Grand Forks AFB - AMC 

I 
- - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - 

/Frand Forks Courlty j7nning 
1 

II.6.G Assessment of significant developn~errt (LC., rcsidcrltial sul)division, shopping mall, or  center, industrial park, etc.) existing or 
anticipated within any of the 7 AICUZ zones. 

No significant development currently exists in any AICUZ zone. 

No significant development is projected for nrly AIC:IJZ zone. 

No long range (20 year) devtlnpmc~~t trrrlds ill Illc 7 A1C:IIZ zones are evident. 

11.6.11 Population figures and projections: 

11.6.11.1 Communities in the vicinity of the installtrtion. 
Community Name 

I ~ e k t n d .  ND 

Larimore. ND 

~oneyford. ND 

Grand Forks f 

Gilby. ND 

Emerado, ND 

Arvil~i, ND 
11.6.11.3 County (ies) encompassing the installation. 

Community Name 

I~ rand  Forks County 

11.6.1 All clear zone acquisition llas I,eer~ completecl. 

- ---, isso -- -- 
11960 POP 11970 POP - li SSO POP ~2000 POP 1 

1960 Pop 1970 Pop 

0 0 
1714 1469 

I 

I 1 i--- 39800 0 

! 28 1 26f3 
328 

- -- - 5 1 5  I 

11.6 J All existing on base facilities are sited in accortlance \rith AICUZ recommendations. 

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

I 0 
O1 - I _ _ _  - - - 0 0 

--- _-I_ -- -7 

Air Space Encroachment 

2000 Pop 

- -  - 
0 

0 

- - - - - 54054 - 0 

-- - - - 

-- 0 

0 

1980 Pop 

0 

1524 

43765 0 
- -- 

283 
- - - - - - - 

596 

II.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. 

1990 Pop - 

-. 
0 

1461 

- - 49425 - - 0 - - -. 

- 
262 

- - - - - 
483 

I1.6.L The base has implemented noise abatement procedures as follows: 

11.6.L.1 The procedures used are by height and obstrrrction ordinances off base, AICUZ implementation is local ordinances off base, and by 
__ - _ _ dirwtine f l i ~ h t  naths swnv frnm the hnw nnrl s~rrrn~~rir l inr~ tnwns and v i l l a ~ t - - ~ S ~  wnrksheet fnr more detail- -- -- 

16-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 11.31 
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Section 111 

- -- 
1995 A1 It 1;ORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
-- 

1. Contingency and Deployment Hequircn~cnts 
Full rnobili7~tio11, 24 hour capability assumed. 

111.1.A.1 2 C-141 equivalent aircran can be loaded or  u~ilondcd at one time. 

R a . 4  on existing load crews, nlorshrllling ynrcls, I~~rild up area?, concurrent servicing, and material handling 
eqrripmcnl (M111'). Assumes n 1.3-1)nllct loatl, 182 Ilr, 15 n~ in  grout~d time. 

11I.l.A.l.a Thc limiting factor is M111< 

1l . l .A.lh <'urrrnt hlllE: I i o l l c r ~ ~ ~ t l  0 1011. 1 rollcrtlctl 4 0  Tt tr;riler, 2 en 25K loaders. 4 ea 15K forklifts, 6 ea IOK forklifts 

111.1.A.2 11 C-141 equivalrnt nircrafl curl he rehlcled nt one time. 

R a . 4  on a I0 ,OO Ih (15,625 gal) ftrcl lo:~cl for cnch aircrnn, use of existing personnel, equipment, and facilities. 
Assumm 2 hr, IS rnin ground limr. 

1ll.l.n The hase can land, taxi, prrrk, and rcrurl wicJrl)ocly r~ircrnfl as follows: 

Alrcrd Widebody Capobllttler: j ~ e r n ~ l c ~ :  
--v 

747 I Can land can   tax^‘ con pork' conrefuel 
I 
I - ---- 

C-5 I Can land Can tax1 Con park' Can refuel, - -- I 
I . - - -- - -- 

KC-10 1 f a n  iond C a n  tax1 Con pork Can refuel 
- i 

III.1.C The base has an operational fuel hydrnot systeni: 

111. I.C.1 The fuel hydrant system is availalllc to transient :~ircran. 

III.I.C.2 26 hydrant pits are operational. 

Description of base fuel hydrant systen~: - - - - . - - - - - 

III.l.C.3.a Storage tank Tanks with 
_ -  - _ P---..:r... - . r L : ,  ,,,,.. :r.. 

16-Feb-95 
I I 

1 
jl'otal 
Purnpir~g 

System Type: a t e  I :  

Phillips Type I11 (B) 
Pritchard Type 11- (Modified) - -- - -- -- 

I ~ h i l l i ~ s  Type 111 (A) 

-. . - --.. - -  -- 
UNCLASSIFIED 

Nutriber of 
Isiterals: 

III.l.C.3 18 fuel storage tanks support the operational file1 hydrar~t system: 

4800 

48OU 

4800 

0 

8 15 
- - 

0 23 

Nomber of 
Usable 
Refueling 
Positions: 

Number of SIMULTANEOUS 
aircraR refuelings of 
Narrow M'idebody 
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IYYS A I R  1;OHCIi BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
- --- -- 

I t 1 1 3  ~&l~laLlIy 
- 

LUpaLIIJ. 
b 

4 2 0 W )  2 
!SOMK~)  16 I 

111.1.C.4 ?he hydrant system is 1.3 miles from the bolk storage area. 

111.1.C.S No pits are certified for h o t g i t  operntions. 

111.1.1) The base bulk storage facility is serviced by a pi1,cline. 

111.1.0.1 The pipeline is the pr imary f11c1 source for the hulk storage facility. 

111.1.1).2 The are No limitations to continious wrvicc f rom the primary source. 

According to inforrnnlion from dct 29 SA Aid< '  we hnve 2,512,230 gallons excess storage. 

R a w d  on normral rrqrrirernent~ in  the F ~ t r l  I ~ ~ ~ i s t i c s  Area Summary(F1,AS) o r  Inventory Management Plan (IMP). 
Storage for o lh rm i s  e r r l ~~c l r d .  

Othcr rccript mcnles nteiluhlc: I;~rlh Iruc h ;IIIO I ; I I I~  car arc atltlitional receipt modes available. 

Number o f  o f fbad headers: 24 

4 tank trucks can be sin~ullancously ofllostlcd 

3 tank cars can be simulrnneously offloaclcd 

2 refl~e!!ng un!! !l!!r!e~ds nre =u=!!ab!c. 

2 refuelers can be filled simultaneously. 

Current dcspensing capal~ilities aq dcfinccl i n  AI;R 144- l sustained: 144001 2 

rnaximum: 39 1488 1 

The base is directly supported by  an intcrrnecliatc I)cfer~.w Fuels Supply Point (DFSP). 

Normal installation n~ission storage requircrnent: 123652 Ia3. 

Supporting IJFSP: DFSP-(irand Forks tcrrnin;~l 

Physical Limits for Cat 1.2 Munitions: 

Site Plan 93-52 

Cat 1.1 and 1.2 munitions storage reqll ircrl~er~ts a r ~ d  capacity. 
Maximum NET EXI'1,OSIVE WISlGl lT (NEW) storage capacity: 

Square footage available (including physical capacity l in~ i t ) :  

- - - -  -- - 

UNCLASSIFIED 111.34 

c a t  1.1 
708560 

85949 

- 
Cat 1.2 

0 - -. 

78980 - -- 
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The base has a dedicated hot cargo pncl. 

Access to the hot cargo pad is not lirnitrcl. 

'rhe size of the hot cargo pad is 77,475 scl feet. 

The sited explosive capacity of the hot cargo pati is 800 

The hot pad access is taxi-onftnxl-all: 

The taxiway wrviclng the hot prrcl 1s 75 f l  wicle arlcl llns a pavenlcnt classification number (PCN) of 69. 

Alrcren using p d  orrr the last 5 !clrrT: 

11. 11). 1) 747, Kt' 1 \ 5  (all r~rcnlcl\). ('- 141.  ( ' -  130. t '  0. ancl various snlall fighters. 

Proxlnlity (within 1.20 Nhl) to mobilization elc.rtrrnts. 

The hnw Is nrer 120 N"r frnrr~ a grorrncl forcc. l~~utt~llrltlon. 

The base la proximatr to n rnilhrntl. 

Hallheads within I SO 331: 
Grand I:orks - I)l:SI' 
Grand Forks - lirrierado 

The base Is over 150 NM from a port. 

The base has a dedicated passenger terminnl. 

The base has a dedicated deployment f:lcility csp:iblc of handling DoI) standardized cargo pallets. 

The base medical treatment facility does Not routinely receive referral patients. 

No military medical facility in the catcl~mer~t area (40 rnile radius) have been designated for closure or  realignment. 

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

UNCLASSIFIED 111.35 
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1II.1.1, Unique missions perlormcd by the base metlical facility: 

F1:GK2-Conringency-38 personnel1 i.):(iK4-('ontingc11cy-29 personneV FFGKS-Contingency-43 personnel/ FFGK6- Contingency-8 person 

Unique medical missions iriclude aerolr~edical stnging facilities, environmental health laboratories, area dental laboratories, 
physiological training units, wartime taskings, 

111.1.M Da5e medical facilities project plnnned to brgin before to 1999: 

Life Safety Code upgrade to hospital and dcnlal clinic(1994). replace W A C  system in dental clinic (1994), repair interior electric in hospi 

Facilities projects include niilitnry r o n s r ~ ~ r t  ion program (MCP) or Operations and Maintenence (O&M) alterations. 
, 

The project ha5 hmn approtecl. 

No major MCP has been corripletcd since 1989. 

ti- have a Iota1 excess storage capncity or 13,8W sq R. 

citifies have a total covered storage cnpncify or 223,535 sq R. 

\ofthe tolal covered storage capacity: 

t(arehousing, Individual Equiprnc~rt 
Jssue, lla.se Service Store): 223,535 

! 6! ,763 
pport Kits (WHSK) storage: 15,950 

\ are on base. 
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Section IV 
1. Base Budget 

6Y 92 Total 1-6 93 T G Z ~  694c&l] - - 

IV.l Non-pavroll portion of the base butleet for prior venrs: 
IV.1.A xxx56 I<nv~ronmen~al Con~pl~nncc 

FY-91 1 Appropriation j Ilircct I Ueimbursable 
14930 ' 522.20 FsK 3 1.30 $sK 

by-92 1 Appropriation 1)irect j 1~eimhur.wble 
4030 1,792.60 $sK, 0.00 $sK 

FY-93 , Appropriation I)ircct . Ucirr~hursable 
4030 3.5 18.00 FFK O.OU $sK 

FY-94 , I Appropria!ion 1)ircct , Itci~nbursable 
40 3 0  686.50 $\K 0.00 $sK 

xxx56 'I'OI'AIS: 
Kenl I'roprty h.l:~~ntcrl;~ncc A 
Appropriet ion , 

I 
Ilircct , Itein~hursoble 

4y30 I * 20,835.80 F \ K  + 530.20 $sK 
1 Approprialion , 
I 

Ilirect Rcinlbursable 
14930 14.482.30 $sK j 289.00 $sK - 

FY 91 Total I 
553.50 $SKI 

I 
I 

553.50 $sK 
FY 91 Total 

21,366.00 $sK I 
I 

1,792.60 $sK 
FY 92 Total 

Appropriaf ion Direct 1 Reimbursable 
-- 

0.00 $sK ---4 -0% $SK [ - -- I z - z j  
Appropriation Direct 1 Reimbursable 

- -. -- 
49 3o I ( ) . ( K )  SYK O.OO $sK 

I I - 0.00 $ S K I  - - - - 1Z-ZII111 

1 Approprinfinn I I?Irec! / !!ci;;;bui.~b:e I 

Appropriation i Ilirect Reimbursable - 

Lw30 -- -- -. - 1 3.738.10 P\K - -- . . --- _ 1 - -  1 -_ 3,8 58.60 $xr- -1 - 

- 

3.5 18.90 $sK 
FY 93 Total _ 

Appropriation Ilirect Iteimbursable _ - _ _ 

14930 1 1,924.60 .$ sK 
xxx78 'I'O'TALS: 

V.1.D xxx90 I~ud io  V~sunl- 
FY-91 Appropriation 1 - Ilirect 

- 

686.56 $sK 
686.50 $sK 

FY 94 Total i 

I 
.- 

- - - - _ 1 - - -313.60 $5r<LL--- -- 

- 1- - - ~ - . % G K I  
2 1,366.00$sK 14,77 1 :30 $st< 3 13.60 $sK 499.9$sK 
FY 91 Total FY 92 Totpi FY-93 Total -Fy 94 Total -- - 

4930 1 279.50 $sK 34.10 $sK 

- -- -- - 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Appropriation I Ilircct Iteimbursable 
4930 1 499.00 $sK 1 ,.00$sK 

xxx76 'I'OTA1,S: 
/ ~ e a l  I'ropeny Malntennnre S 



[ Appropriation 1 Ilircct I ~ e i m b u r ~ k $ ~ - l  - - - - - - . - - 

1995 AIR IOHCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Grand Forks AFB - AMC 
14930 1 68.30 $cK 0.00 $sK 
I Appropriation ; 1)ircxt 1 i Rcin~bursable 

I 80.40 $.;I( I 0.00 $ S K  
rL:kropriation Ilirrct I Reimbursable I I I X.50 6 \ K  / 0.00 $sK 
j 4 ~ ~ ~ r o p r i i t t i o n  , Ilirrct 1 Reimbursable- 
I4930 ! 63.00 %sK I 0.00 $sK 

x u x W  I'O'i'AIS: 
('onina~nicat~ons 
Appropric~tion , 1)irr.ct . ftcin~bursable 

4030 634.90 F\K 5.50 $sK 
I Approprintion ; Ilircct , Hcimbursable 
4930 OX 1 .SO 65K , 1 3.20 $sK 
Appropriation Ilircct Heirr~bursable 

49.30 I 1,(&.3.70 6\K, 0.00 SsK 
/ Appropriation , 1)irecl ; Reimbursable 

Direct Reimbursable ---IT- - -- - -  

_I---- a A _ -- --A_- I ! < ! i ! 4 0  $31 

/ ) igropriat ion 

xxxY6 1'OTALS: 6 ,430 .70$~1  5 , 7 3 8 . 3 ~ ~ 7  - - 

Military Fam~ly Ilousing FY 9 l ~ o ~ t a l  N 92 Total 
;eropriation 1 -  Reimbursable 1 -- - - --- - - - - -- 

-- - - - - - 
7,765.30 $sK 15.10 $sK - 7,780.40 $SKI I-. - -_ - ___ - 

j4430 ( XS~. (K)  $SK I 
- - - - - -. - 

xxx95 'I'OTAIS: 
l ~ a e  Operating Suppon 

Appropriation 1)irect Reimbursable -- I~~~ j 6,426.40 $ I ~  j 4.30 ssK I 6.430.70ssk I-- T:l rr . 7----zi3 

I - 1  68.30 $SKI 
-. 1 

1 8 0 . 4  $SKI - . - 111 I 
I 

- - - - - - - . - I 1 18.50 $SK 1- - 1 

5.73 1.30 6 s K  7.00 $FK - . - 1 _ -  5 , 7 3 8 . 3 0 $ ~ ~ ]  - .  - - --I__ _ -. -1 
1)irect Reimbursable - - - A - - - -- --A - 

Direct Reimbursable- -- - - --- - -- 
32.90 $sK - 7 - ~ 1 9 6 . 4 0 3 ~ K r  - - .- - - - - - - -- 

Reimbursable - - 

-1 
9,628.80 $sK 36.20 $sK -- -- 7- _ I::9,66~.00-~L_ 

Direct Rcin~bursable -. 
-1 

68.30 $SK 
FY 91 Total 

-- . - - - - . - 

UNCLASSIFIED IV.38 

640.40 $SK 1 I - -  I I 
-1 1 694.70 $SKI _ I 

I ] 1,063.70 $SKI  - -- I 

80.40 $sK 
FY 92 Total 

- - 

- - - - - 
1 18.50 $sK 

FY 93 Total - 

-- 63.00 $sK 
63.00 $sK 

FY 9 4  Total 
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Section VI Economic Impact 

Economic Area Stat istics: 

Grand Forks County, NI) 
Total population: 70,MH) (I;Y 92) 
Total employment: 45,092 (FY 93) 

llnemployrnent Rates (Fl'9-3'3.Year Averr~gr/lO Year Avcrnge) 

2.8% 13.3% 13.5% 

Asorage annual jnh grfwlh: 1,2(H) 

Average annual inrrrrrw 111 p r  r~pllri  i~icorllt-: $:.(Iq 

I'mjcrtcd rccmornk in~parl: 

1)ircct Jab I m q :  5 ,ZHO 

Indirect Job IAKZ: I ,64N 

Closure Impact: 6,934 ( 15.4% of eriiployment total) 

Other BKAC l ~ s s e s :  0 

Cumulative Impact: 6,934 ( 15.4% ofeniployment total) 
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-- -- 

Section VII 

1. Community Infrastructure 

Describe the off-haw housing situation. 

VII.l.A.1 Off-base housing is affordnhle 

V11.1.A.2 Unit., are available for families 

Vl.l.A.2 Unit.., are available for single rtien~bers. 

VIl.l.A.3 7.1 Percent of on-ha.w housing wns rntrrl ns t~nsuitnble in the latest VI1A survey 

Vll.l.A.4 hledian monthly cost oloff-base housing h a s d  on Iatcst V11A survey: $582 

1)escribe the transportation systems. 

V1. I . .1  The haw is NOT served hy UF.(;IlI,AUI.Y S('IIRl)~ll.lil), prrl)lic transportation. 

1 
~11.l.n.2 1)istance to the nearest municipal n i rp~ r t  wit11 schcduled, cornrncrcial air traffic: 13 miles 

V11.1.B.2 Airport name: Mark Anclrews Intcrnniional (Grand Forks) 
..*. . - - 
v I . . .  iu'urnber 01 commercial air carriers available nt t l ~ c  airport: 3 

VII.l.B.4 Average round trip comn~uting time to work: 19 rr~inutes 

Off-base public recreation facilities: 

I 

(List ONLY THE NEAREST facility for each subcategory. I 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Faciilty Subcategory Type Name of Nearest Facility Distance to:  rive Time 

Swimming - pool -- 
Movie theater 
Public golf course 
Bowling lane 
Boating - ---- - 
Fishing 

2% 
Aquarium 
Family theme park - __ - 

Professional sports 
~ o i l e g i a t e ~ r t s  - . 
- - - - -  

Hrs. 

- -  Hrs. 
Hrs. - 

Hrs. - 

Hrs. 
Hrs. - 

3Hrs. 

- -- 
Hrs. 
Hrs. 
-. - 

Hrs. 

30 
30 -- 
20 - - - 

-- 30 
20 
20 - - - 

30 - 
~ r s . 3 0  - - - - 

30 
30 

-. 

30 - 

YMCA 

ppiEy 
C ~ L O N Y  TWIN Tt1EAIER 
LARIMORE. ND - -- - 
RED RAY LANES 

- --a 
LARIMORE, ND - 
LARIMORE, ND - 

- - - 
Assinib~nie Park Zoo 

. -- 180 -- - 
Ft White Center Aquarlurn 180 - ---- 
Grand Pr~x Amusenlent Park 180 
.- -- - - . -- - - - . -- -- - - 
Wlnnipeg Arena 180 - - -  
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA I\ -- --  25 

--- - - 

Min. 
Min. --- 
Min. 
 in- 

~ i n .  
Min. -- 

Min. -- 
 in. - -- 
Min. 
Min. 
Min. 

- 

- 
. -- -~ 

- .  

-- 
- -- -- 

- 

- 3 - -- 
3 
3 

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

ARVILLA. ND (TURTLE RIVER STATE PARK) 

VlI .1 .  Nearest Shopping facility (two nlajor a ~ ~ c h o r  storcs 1)lrrs srllaller retail outlets): 

COLUMBIA MAl.l.. SOlr'fIl FORKS PI,A%A 30 min (1 8 Miles) 

VII.1.E Nearest Metropolitan center (population in excess of tOO,OOO): 

MINNI'APOI,IS, MN (5 1lllS)l WINNI:I'[:(i. ('ANRI)A 3 hrs 30 min (1 80 Miles) 

I m a l  ama crime rate: 

VI1.I.F.I Violent crime rate (per I0WMO) in the local area: (Note: 'I'he niost current annual FBI Statistics Report used as  the 
source document. Violent crinle is defined as (Ire SUIII of Iro~nicide, rape, robbery, felony assault, artd simple assault.) 146 

VII.I.F.2 Property crime rate (per I 0 , O )  in the local area: (Note: 'I'he most current annual FBI Statistics Report u&d as the 
source document. I'ropcrty crirne is defined as the se111 of auto tllcn, burglary, then, and arson.) 5672 

V11.2.A The highest maxinhrn allowed pupil to tcncher classrc~)m ratio, based on grades K - 12 and using local area ratios: 25 to I 

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

VII.2.B high SC~GG!.S o ! T ~ i  a f~iii-j;eiii h lui i~  prtJgr:lrrl. 

VII.2.B Local high schools oner four-year Foreign 1,angtrage programs. 

V11.2.C Local high schools offer an Ilonon program. 

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

VII.2.E There are opportunities for off-base education witllirl 25 nliles of the base. 

V11.2.E.1 Opportunities for off-base VOCATIONAI/I'I~CIINICAII 'I'RAINING provided by the following institutions: 

Northwest l'echnical College 

VII.2.E.2 Opporturlities for off-base UNDERGRA1)UA'I'E COI,I,E(;E provided by the following institutions: 

University of North Dakota 

VI1.2.E.3 Opportunities for off-base GRADUATE COI~I,II<;IS provided by the following institutions: 

University of North Dakota 

3. Spousal Employment 

. -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 
UNCLASSIFIED Vi1.43 
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1. Air Quality - Clean Air Act 

VIII.I.A Air Quality Manngement 1)istrict for the I)usr: Nortli Ilakota Air Quality Management District 

VI1I.I.R The haw is NOT located within a n~nintcrl:~~ice or non-attainnicnt area for pollutants. 

. Ihcre arc SO critical air qutilitj regiorir witl~in 100 kilomrtcrs of the base 

(Critical air q~lrility re~ioris arc non-attninnient nrcns, national parks, etc.) 
, 

VIII.l.1) On- o r  o f f - h w  aclivilics hnvc NO'I' hren rrstrictrtl or delayed due to air quality considerations. 

(Restrictions o r  dcla) s ninj ht iriipowtl hy 11 hlrtropolitan I'lanning Organization or  similar organization and include restrictions to 
constructioti prniils.  rrslrictions to Irlcl~~ttriril furilities operating hours, Iligh Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) rush hour procedures, etc.) 

VIII.I.D.1 Ihe base has NOI' hnln rcquired to i~ripliri~rrll eniissions reduction through special actions 

(i.e. carpooling or  emissions crcdit trnnsfvr) 

VI1I.I.E Restrictions placed on operations by state or local air q~r;~lity regulatory agencies: 

VII1.E.I Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE): 

E.1.a No state or local air quality rcgul;itory agerlcy J < C ~ I I ~ ; I ~ C S  o r  contlitionnlly exempts the operation of portable internal combustion engine equipment, 
to include AGE. 

E.1.h No state or local air quality regulatory agency Hccloires ~xrniits for such units. 

E.1.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Rcqtiircs tlic base to ~~iodify the hours of operation of the AGE. 

E.1.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Kcq~lir-cs rct~ofit controls for AGE. 

VIII.E.2 Infrastructure Maintenance / 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 regiilatory agency Liniits the hours of dlese 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 eniission offsets for these activities. 

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

UNCLASSIFIED 
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V111.E.3 Open B u r n / O p n  Iktonntion 

E.3.a No statc or Itxal air quality rcgul;ltory agency I'roltil)its open burn I open detonation (OBIOD) or training 

E.3.h I l le  statc or local air quality rcgul;llory ngcncy Hcgulales o r  contlitionally exempts OBIOD operations or training. 

E.3.c No statc or local air quality regulatory agency I.inlits the nurntxr of detonations to keep an exemption. 

E.3.d No state or local air quality rcgul;llory agency I<ccluircs ycricnlic crriission testing. 

VIll.E.4 Fire Training 

No state or local air quality regrr1;ltory :~gcrlc-y S ~ ~ ' c i f i c s  rcqr~ircn~ents which exceed the fire training andlor controlled bum requirements for local 
public fire agcncir.s uhrr r  fire training nctivi~ics t I i ; ~ t  ortxluce srnoke are regulated or conditionally exempted. 

No 5tnte o r  Iwal alr c l t l n l ~ t y  rrp~rlnttrrj ;cgcnc.\ I 'roll~t~its firc tr;~inir~g activities that produce smoke. 

Signal f l a w  
No state o r  Itn-al alr c l~~ ; \ l~ ty  repul;ltc~y ; I ~ C I K ~  l ' r o l l ~ l ~ ~ t \  the UFC o f  sign;~l flares for search and rescue trainlng or operations. 

'111~ state cw I c ~ a l  alr I I I I : I ~ I I )  r r g ~ ~ l a ~ o r y  aprrlc) Hcp~~l;ctc\ o r  c.orltlilionally exenlpts enlergency operation cf generators or engines. 

No state or Iwal rlr cjr1;111ty rrgul;~tory agrncy I .IIIIII \  tllr hours o f  crncrgency operation of generators. 

No statc or ICK-al air q11a111y regul;rtory agcncy Uccltrirrr ~writxlic fuel analysis or emission testing of emergenct generators. 
'Ihc state or Icu-al air qual~ty r rg~~l ;~tory  ;~gcrlcy I<cc1111rcs ;In ; ~ i r  quality operating permit if the emergency operation of the generators exceeds an 

excnlption threshold. 
Nn r!l!e e: !K;! 2:: quali:y icgiilaioiy ilprr1c.y iiccluires clnission offsets. 

Sliort-term Activities 

E.7.a No state or local air quality rcgulntory agency Rcgulatcs or contlitionally exempts short-tenn (12 months or less) activities (i.e., air shows. 
exercises. constn~ction, or cnlcrgency actionc;). 

E.7.b No statc or I t ~ a l  air quality rcgnl;~tory agcncy I .irllits tlie opcr;ition for short-term activities. 

E.7.c No state or local air quality regulatory agcncy iicquirc.; periodic fuel analysis, emission testing, or emission offsets. 

E.7.d No state or local air quality rcgulatory agcncy I'ro11il)it.; any short-ten71 activities. 

VIII.E.8 Monitoring 

E.8 No state or local air quality regulatory agcncy I las contirlious en~issions 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 rcgulatory agency I Ins 13ACYI'/I,AER crnissions thresholds (excluding lead) that exceed the Federal Clean Air Act 
requirements. 

2. Water - Potable 

VIII.2.A T h e  base potable water supply is Local Cor~irr~unity arid the source is: 
- - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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Red River of the North. Kctl I.nkc River. and l i l k  V;lllcy Acquifer. 

V111.2.1% There are  no co~~straints  to the b:rsc wnter srrpply. 

V111.2.C The base potable water slipply docs riot roristrx~in oprrntions 

(Contamininants or lnrk of wntrr slrpply niap restrict construction activities o r  operations through: facility siting options, well usage, 
rondruction, tic.) 

3. \Yutcr - (;round IYatcr  

Vl113.A Rn.w o r  local conimunlly gro~rridwatrr is roriteniirtatrd. 

VIlI.3.A.I Naturr ofconlsn~inntion. (*.lrolcurr~ h\tlrl*.;irl*~rl~ i ~ r \ t l  solvcnls. fuel-rclatcd contaminant$. fuel oil, BTEX and glycol 

VIlI.3.A.2 'Ihe contaniinutcd grotrndwelrr 1% Not a ( H ) ~ I I I I I C  Hii t~r  wIirce. 

V111.3.D The base la Not ac l i re l~  irirolrrd in groundwalrr rrrri~liiition activities. 

VII13.C 2 water wells exist at the hnw. 

VIII3.D No wells have been ohnndoncd. 

4. Water - Surface Water 
VIII.4.A The following perenriial bodics of water arc locetetl or1 I~ase. 

VIII.4.A.2 These bodies receive water runoff or treatecl wastewater discharge from the base. 

VIII.4.A.I 

VIII.4.A.3 The base is located within a specified clrain:~ge basin. 

VIII.4.B Special permits are  Not required 

Imation Surface area size 

(Special permits niay required to coriduct trailli~rdopcrations, or  for construction projects on or near bodies of water) 

lagoon - Section 29 '1'152Bni R52W 
- - - - -- - - -- 

VIII.4.C There is known contamination to the base or local cornml~nity surface water 

174.0() Acres 
- -  

Turtle River - section I I and 14, '1.1 T ~ N ,  K53W 2 1.00 Acres 
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VIII.4.C.l Nature of the contamination: liiglily r~iincralized ground water 

VIII.4.C.2 The contanlinated sl~rfocc water is a potable water sottrce, 

5. Wastewater 
Vll1 .A Base wastewater is treated by On-Bnse facilities. 

V111.S.B The followir~g I wastewater treutn~ent facilities (industrinVdomestic) are located on-base: 

]sewage treatment lagoon I 
VI1I.S.C There are No discharge violations or o~rtstsncling open enforcement actions pending. 

6. Ilischarge Points / Impoundnlcnts 
V111.6.A Describe the National Pall~ltanl Elirtiination Sgstern pennits in effect: 

NI'I)I:S pcnnit-pcrrliit nun~twr Nl)tKl2(K~2 I .  'l'wo NI'I)I:S construction permits are still in effect for unfinished projects on-base--the sewer 
Ingoon c~pansion project and the N-S clilcll rcnic[lition project. 

V111.6.B The baqe currently discharges treated wastewatcr ON-llase. Llescription of treated wastewater discharge location: 

On-base tlitch ltratccl irnriied iatcly upstremil fro111 Kel ly Slough Wildlife Refuge (off-base). The ditches are considered part of the base 
because of the wording contnncd in tlle penliancnt Ic;~sc/cnscrricnt agreements for the ditch. 

VIII.6.C The baqe has discharpe impoundrnen!~. 

VIII.6.C.l There are 3 waterlwastewater treatment irr~poontltnents. 

VIII.6.C.2 Illere a re  4 industri:~! wastewater treat~tient impoundrncnts. 

VIII.6.D There are  no discharge violatiot~s or outst:~ncling rlischsrge open enforcement actions pending. 

7. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Asbestos 

VIII.7.A 100.0 percent of facilities have been surveyed for as1)cstos. 

VIII.7.A.l 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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V111.8.A Ecologicnl o r  wildlife managcmcrit areas O N  the Ijnse: Ecological or  wildlife management areas ADJACENT TO the 
base: 

Sn~all woocjed area usetl for riiilitary ficltl trsinirig cxcrcises (lint is Kellys Slough National Wildlife Refuge is immediately adjacent to the 
rclativcly untlisturbctl-lt~atctl iriir~ietli;itcly nortli. norttiwcst of thc base sewage lagoon system 
flighlinc ant1 is the sar~ic ;ircn ulicre tlic 'l'urtlc I<ibcr iritcrsects ttic The National Wildlife Refuge lies east, northeast of the base 
base property. 
IINI) lias a sninll open area on ttic SW corrirr of thc Iwsc ~rsetl for 
wil(1lifc rescarrh 

V111.8.A.I Natural arras  on o r  atljt~ccril to the base err  gcriernlly recogr~ized as important ecological sites. 

Kcllys SlolrgIi Nation;~l Wiltll~fe Kclugc is irliriictli:~tcly ;ttljnccril to the 
base sewage I;igtr)n cyctcrri 
Sniall wcwwlctl nrca uwtl f o r  rirrlrtary ficltl tr;~iriirig cxcrci~cs 111;1f is 
rela~ivcly untlisturtwc-tl-Itr;itctl irii~iicd~atrly riortti. riortliu~cst o f  the 
flighline and is the s;triic area wliere the .l'trrtle Kiwr intrrsccts the 
base properly. ! 

The National Wildlife Refuge licc e;ist, nortl~cast of t l~c I ~ i t s ~  
UND has a small open area on ttic SW corner of tlic I)iirc rlsctl for 
wildlife research 

V111.8.B The U.S. Fish and IVildlife Scrvice has ideritifiecl criticaVsensitive habitats on base. 

The small wooded area uscd for military ficltl traiing cxerciscs is 
relatively unJisturbed. Iliis area is located irnriictliatcly north, 
northwest of the flightline and is the snriie i1rc.a \vllcrc the 'l'urtle River 
intersects the base property. 
The sn~all wooded area uscd for nlilitary ficld trarri~ng cxcrcises is 
relatively undisturbed. lh i s  area is locatctl iriirilcrl~atcly nortli, 
northwest of the flightline ant1 is the sarlie area wlicrc ttie Turtle River 
intersects the base property. 

VIII.8.C The base does not have a cooperative agrec~tlerlt 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. 

VIII.8.D The presence of these resources does riot corlstrain CIJRRENT construction activities/operations. 

The presence of these resources does [lot constrain FUTURE construction activities/operations. 

- . - - . - - - - - - . 
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9. Biological - I'hrcatencd and l<ndarlgcrrtl Sl~ccies 

V111.9.A Thcre are No Thrcatcned or endangered spccirs icler~tified on the base. 

V111.9.B Them are No Special Conccrr~ species itlrr~tifir(l on tile ha.w. 

10. Biological - Wetlands 

VIII.1O.A Wetlands, estuaries, or  othcr aptcinl nclrri~tic fci~tr~rec present on the base: 

V111.1.A.1 Identification and type of wetland: Approximate acreage: 

/paluqtrinc enlcrgrnt wasonally fltnxlctl's;~~ur;l~ctf are;,$ I 
I 41 

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

VIII.1O.B The base has Not dcen surteycd for wctlrrnds in ntcorclaoce with established federally approved guidelines. 

VIII.1O.C Part of the base is locoted in a 100-year flm)tll)lain. 

VIII.1O.D 'The presence of these resources does Not cor~strnia rtirrent or future construction activities or  operations. 

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

VIII.1 l.A.l Floodplains do Not constrain construction (siting) activities or  operations. 

VIII.ll.A.2 Periodic flooding does Not constrain base opcr a t' rons. 

12. Cultural 
VIII.12.A No historic,prehistoric, archaeological sites or othcr criltural resources are located on the base. 
-. -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - 
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V111.12.D None o f  the buildings on-base are over 50 yc:~rs old. 

VIII.12.C N o  I l i s to r ic  I,andmark/l)istricts, o r  NRf I F  propert ies n r r  located o n  base. 

V111.12.C.1 N o  propert ies have hccn dcterniined l o  be  o r  n iay be eligible f o r  the NRIIP.  

V111.12.C.2 Buildings and structures have riot bcca s~lrveyccl for Colcl W a r  o r  other historical significance. 

VIII . I2.D T h e  hose hm Not beer1 nrcl~cological ly ser\eyrt l .  

V111.12.1).1 Not Applicnhle. 

Y111.12.1).2 No a r c h m l c ~ l c n l  sites h e t r  t w r n  foltnd. 

VIIi.12.1).3 N o  archeological co l l cc t i on~  are housed on base. 

V111.12.1).4 N o  Native Americans o r  o thr rs  ~~sefitientific.cl s r ~ r r r t l  rlrcrls o r  bu r i a l  sites o n  o r  near base. 

V111.12.E l ' hc  he.* has n o  a j i rwmcnts  H i t  h historic p r e s c r v c ~ l i o ~ ~  t~gencies. 

A g r ~ . n i c n l s  inc ludr  l ' rogramaal ic  A g r c ~ r i ~ ~ n t s  and hlcrnorondum o f  Agreements. 
I l i s to r ica l  p rcwrve l i o i l  ngencics i ~ ~ c l l t d e  Strite Il istoric:ll I'rescrvation OfTIcer or the Advisory Counci l  o n  I I i s to r ic  

Prescrvalion. 

.~ ~ ~ ~ 
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V111.16.A Air Ouditv Control Area (AOCA) eeorrrnnhic rceioa iu which the base is located: 

Rest of North Ilakota 

VIII.16.R Air quality regulatory agency rcsponsiblc for t11r AQCA:. Ilivision of Environmental Engineering, North Dakota State Department of 
I lealth 

VIII.16.B Name and phone number of the AQCA progrclnl m:lnnger for issues pertaining to the base: 

Mr. Ton) nachrnan (701) 221-5188 

The KPA has designated thc AQ('A (or the specific portion of the AQCA containing the base) to be: 

V111.16.C'.1 In Attatnnunt fcx Orow \'111.16.(1.2 In Attainment for Carbon Monoxide 

V111.16.C3 In Attainment for I'art~rulatc mattcr (I'M- 10) \'Ill. 16.C.4 In Attainment for Sulfur Dioxide 

V111.16.C.S In Attainnlent for N~tropcn I)io~iclc (Not NO\) V111.16.~.6 In Attainment for Lead 

V111.16.C.7 The EI'A has Nd p m p d  that any hQ('A p o l l ~ t t ~ ~ r ~ t  ill A'II'AINMENT be listed as NONA'ITAINMENT 

V111.16.1.1 Ozone daily maximum hourly dcsign vslue for t l ~ c  portion of Ihe AQCA in which the base is located: 0.08 ppm 

V111.16.L).2 Carbon monoxide 8 hour design value for the !)ortion of!!!? AQCA I:: which itie base is iocated: 2.9 ppm 

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

V111.16.D.4 Carbon monoxide llcsign value is 32.2% of N A A Q S  

Air Quality Survey co~nplete, No ndditionnl cl:~ta rcclr~ired. 
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