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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES A IR  F O R C E  

I 

16 March 1995 

MEMORAXDUM FOR AIR FORCE TEAM CHIEF, BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
STAFF 

FROM: HQ USAF/RTR 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC, 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Air Force BRAC '95 Data Request 

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

j\ Point paper on B-1, B-2, B-52 consolidated basing resmctions 
/ 

4. MILCON project listing for closure/realignment recommendations 
,' 

- hllacDill AFB documentation and questionnaire data on aircraft basingairfield 
3 

4q- x 
3 Correspondence pertaining to Ft. Drum initiative 

I:\ Grand Forks AFB costs/NPV briefing slide 

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

MAY LD, Colonel, USAF d*~& 
~hautfian, l)ax/~losure Working Group 

Atchs 





ON 

COLLOCATING TI? CORED BOMBERS 

S m  JECT: Can heavy bombers (333s) of unlike types be TF coded and based together? 

DISCUSSION: 

Article V, paragraph 23 of the START Treaty states that the categories of HBs equipped for 
long-range nuclear ALCMs (LRNALCMs), HBs equipped for nuclear weapons other than LWAtCMs,  
and HEk equipped for non-nudear armaments can  not be based a t  air bases at which E B s  of e i ther  of 
the other two categories are based. 

Currently, the B-52E is captured as a LRNALCM HI3 and the B-IB is captured as n HE 
equipped for nudear tveapons other LRNALCMs. START thus prohibits them from being based 
together. If the B-62Hs based with B-1,Bs were convened to non-,GCM HBs, START wouid allow 
them to  be based together. However, 'under the Washington Srlmmit Agreement (WSA), H B s  can be 
reroled as conventional RBs without START conversion rules applying. Current plans call  for the B- 
1B to be reroled as the conventional HB. The B-IB could then only be based with other B-1Bs that 
were  reroled o r  B B s  equipped for non-nuclear weapons. Basing the B-IB with B-52Hs converted t o  
non-nuclear HBs would satisfy the WSA requirements, but would violate START since the B-IE is 
s d l  captured as a nuclear El3 under START and cannot be based with non-~uclear HBs. Converting 
b+k the B-IB and B-52H to  non-nuclear HBs using STAJ3.T criteria would allow t h e  R B s  t o  be based 

'. rer under  START and the WSA. 
Ld-' 

OPTIONS FOR COLLOCATION: 

(I) B-52E remains an ALCb1 EU3, B-lB remains nuclear and non-.GCM - START violation 

(2)  B-5233 converted t o  non-,&CM but remains nudear and B-1B remains nuclear, non-XLCM 
a d  reroled as conventional - permitted bv S w  but WSA violaSon (ED3 reroled must be based 
only w i t h  non-auclear REs). 

(3) B-52E converted to non-nuclear under START and B-1B reroled to conventional - permitted 
b v A  but START violation (B-1B still captured as nuclear H 3  u.n22r START). 

(4) B-52H a d  B-IB converted t o  non-ncclear using START criteria - perrmtted h . . v START and 
nr=. 

(5) B-523  coaverted t o  nan-ALCM but remains nuclear and B-lB is reroled to conventional 
except those B-13s  basled with the non-&CM, nuclear B-52Rs - m d  hv S T w d  W a  but 
probable US &d Eussian political problem because we would be training crews in a nuclear HB for 
conventional ollly missions.' 

( 6 )  B-52H convened to  noa-UCM but remains nuclear and B-lB is not reroled to 
stiona1'- m a t t e d  hv SURT and lTS&until B-1B is reroled as conventional; w R-IB r e r o l d  

r ,s--; ;. . A'1~nt;"onrT; t . .,,. B - _IB and B-.5= uln& ha[ ' P  , to . -ated 

Lt Col Ned Schoecl~KO~W75622 



U.S HEAVY BOMBER BASING OPTIONS 
UNDER START I & II 

2 

'3 Note: AI.CM = Aircraft rapable o lcarryin~ Lon:: Ranee Nuclear ALCMs CRNA). 
I Non.hLChi = Aircraft capsble ofcarrying nuclear weafms otber than LRNh5. 

Rcarieoted = Aircrafl not accountable voder START IS a htary  bnmhec equipped for l.RNA% and have  been declared fw nna.nuckar osc (no amversion requlnd). 
Non-nu&.ar = Aircrafi converted. following START 1 prorrdures, l o  no longer bc equipped for rny  nuclear wcapms. 

Slide 80 





BRAC '95 

Facilities Cost Estimates 

For Bases Nominated by Air Force For Closure or Realignment . 
k m  
Congressional Notification Fact Sheets ....................................................... . . . . . .  ...... 1 

Installations/Facilities Recommended for Closure 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

....................................................... Bergsuom Air Reserve Base to Naval Air Station Fort Worth 11 

Brooks AFB 

.................................................... Human Systems Center . School of Aerospace Medicine 12 

and Armstrong Lab to Wright-Patterson 

......................................... 68th Intelligence Squadron to Kelly AFB d!? ...... ?!!.L.Q.H .... I 3  

......................................... AF Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE) to Tyndall 13 

................ 7 10th Intelligence Flight to Lackland .........................,....................... 1 5  

page i 



Installations/Facilities Recommended for Realignment 

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

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

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

Receives portion of 485th Elec~onic Installation Group fiom Griffiss AFB ..k..L).!Lbco. 17 

.................................................................................. Onizuka Air Station to Falwn AFB ............:.. 1 8 

Eglin AFB 

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

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

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

Kirtland AFB 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Receives portion of 485th Electronic Installation Group from Griffiss AFB ...l\i3 . !?!L.%? 17 

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

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

Receives portion of 485th Electronic Installation Group from Griffiss AFB ..NO.?!. L.& 17 

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

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

Redirects to the Recommendations of the 1993 Commission 

Homestead AFB 

............. ................................................... Redirect 30 1 st Rescue Squadron to Patrick AFB : A 

. . Redirect 726th ACS to Mountain Home AFB .................................................................... B 

3.'7/95. 6:08 PM page 2 



Grifiss AFB 

Inactivate 485th Engineering Installation Grp 

Transfer engineering functions to 3 8th EIG at Tinker AFB .......... )UO..!?.!CC!.?? ..... 17 
d o  

Transfer installation functions to 838th Elect Instailation Sq at Kelly AF~.l?.!%d7 
NO n 1 ~ c b - I  

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

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

March Air Reserve Base 

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

to Ontario Int'l Airport Air Guard Station 

page 2 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SbrtlMARY 

2/ 3/95 

Category: INDmECJ-1 SPT Subcategory:DEPOT 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Lillemon 
Ofiice: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: MOF0330 1 b Move 129 RQS (ANG) fronl Moffctt to -Mc 17 

C;;~i~ring 13ase: McClellan 
4 IIC-130PM In from Moffett NAS 
8 111 1-60 In from Moffett NAS 

Net Forcc Structure Change 

A& # Acfl Orncers Airmen Civilian ill11 
Baseline Pop'ti 456 2,294 8.820 11.570.01 
Adjusted Pop'n 448 2,148 8.344 10.910.01 
In Bound HC-l30PM 4 0 0 0 0.0; 
In Bound tlll-60 8 0 0 0 0.0 - - -- - - --. 
Total Populatio 448.00 2,148.00 8,34~1.00 10,940.0 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 0.00 
('osf Esliniate Sumniary 

I n B n d !  # Acf( &.cat blaint Munit gQL Qpsnrng 83% Qkx lltlls Dining Dorms MILCON - - IHS Subtot MFti SubTQ1 !bgn Dl 

I IC- 1301'/N 4 0.50 3.41 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 2.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.65 0.33 6.98 0.00 6.98 0.63 7 * 

tl 11-60 - 8 0.00 0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.15 0.00 0.00 - - - -  - - - = = =  - - - - - 0.80 0.04 0.84 0.00 0.84 0.08 0.' - - - - - - - - - - 
. l~otnl  0.50 3.4 1 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 2.79 0.15 0.00 0.00 7.45 0.37 7.82 o.00 7.82 0.71 ga 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Workshee, .ocate 129 RQS from Moffet to McClellan 

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

MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT M 
DASH 21 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTI 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL 
ACFT ENGINE INSP 11, REPAIR 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN BA 
CORROSION CONTROL FACI 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANC 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENAN 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPP 
AVIONICS SHOP 
LANTIRN 
ECM POD SHOP 8 STORAGE 
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPlST 
MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (S 
SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 
PRECISION MEASURING EQU 
HYDRAZINE STORAGE 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE 
BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WH 
WRSK STORAGE 

- -- 

I 

i CATEGORIES 

I 

AIC 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 

AIC 
Wing 

Squdrn 
N C  
AIC 
AIC 

Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Wing 

Squdrn 
# Psnl 
Squdrn - -- - .- - .. 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 

.25 
NIA 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
.25 
NIA 
.25 
.25 
.25 - - .- - . . . 

'Pavements 
1111-111 RUNWAY lnstl NIA 0 0 SY 
112-211 TAXIWAY lnstl NIA 0 0 SY 
113-321 APRONS AIC .25 4 7520 471550 1 SF 

Tri-Svc 
flunit I 

- -  - - 

Titles 6%SlOH TOTAL 
, , K  I ,$M, 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

--- 
Deter'g 
Unit 

_ 
Unit 

Factor 

- - 
Prograrn'd 

SCOPE 

_ - _  
Current 
Capacity 

- .  

UIM 
s q  

Ratio 

----_ -- 

# of 
Unit 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet . ,ocate 129 RQS from Moffet to McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-03-1995 
Sheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: MOF03301b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

CATEGORIES 

142-758b WHSE 

TOTAL 
($MI 

0.00 
0.00 
3.41 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

- - -- - 

Titles 

Munitions 
212-212a 
212-213 
2 14-425 

2 15-552 
2 16-642 
422-253 

422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
622-275 
'610-144 
16ro-lnna 

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

SUP 8 EQP (AGS PAR AIC .25 4 525 0 0 

1852-273 
ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR Squdrn .25 1 0 86789 0 

- . - - 

Deter'g 
Unit 

W~ng 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Wing 
Wing 

Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Wing 

NIA 
.25 
.25 

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

NIA 

- 

sq 
Ratio 

/POL 
121-122 HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM 
12 1 -122a CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT S 
214-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP 
411-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STOR 

Ops t Trainin 
1 4 1 .-4 54 SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAIN1 
171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY 

AIC 
A/C 

Squdrn 
AIC 

-- - - 

# of 
Unit 

lnstl 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 
Squdrn 

NIA 
.25 
.25 
.25 

' ~ i r  Transport 
.- --  -. 

- - -- -. 
Program'd 

SCOPE 

- - 
U n l  

Factor 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 
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Current 
Capacity 



BRAC Milcon Eslmale Worksheet to nelocate 129 RQS from Moffet to McClellan 

Gaining Rase: McClellan 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-03-1 995 
Slleet 1 of 2 lot Scenario: MQF03301b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffen to 

AERIAL DELIVERY FACILITY Squdrn .25 1 0 0 0 SF 
AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL Squdrn .25 1 0 0 0 SF 
AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL Squdrn .25 1 0 0 0 SF 
FLEET SERVICE TERMINAL Squdrn .25 1 0 0 0 SF 

22-000 INSTALLATION 8 READINESS Wing N/A 1 0 0 SF 

!Other Require 
111-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA 
171-449 RESERVE FORCES AEROME 

219-914 BASE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
214-128 VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHE 
852-261 OPERATIONS VEHICLE PARK 
21 1-177 SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
000-000 
000-000 
000~000 
000-000 

0.00 

WATER DISTRIBUTION MAIN 78.00 
HEATING & AIR CONDITIONIN 58.00 
DlSTR 8 TRANSMISSION LIN 66.00 
SEWAGE & WASTE 40.00 

! 16-662 DANGEROUS CARGO PAD Squdrn .25 1 0 0 SF 

sq 
Ratio ,.A 

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

"ATEGORIES Titles 

DORMITORY 

-- - . 

UIM 
C of 
Unit 

4eter'g 
Unit 

BRAC 

%Psnl lnc 
%Capacity 
%Capacity 
%Capacity 
%Capacity 

Unit 
Factor 

Adjustment 
-10 
-13 
- 1 
. - .  

# Units 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 -- 

.-.--.-- 

Current 
Capacity 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Program'd 
SCOPE 
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BRAC , n Esirnate Worksheet to Relocate 129 RQS from p to McClellan 

Notes for Worksheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: MOF03301 b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

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

113-321: Ramp RprIAlt as provided by ANG site survey 

31 1-152: Rqmt is GP shops of 2,769 with ADAL $.05M, CH-60 Maint is 12,000 with ADAL $0.425M; C-130 Maint is 4,000 with $0.375M 

21 1-1 57: Rqrnt is 8,200 SF 

2 11-159: Rqmt is 1,500 SF 

21 7-712: Rqmt is 6,400 SF 

218-852: Rqmt is 6,000 

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

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

14 1-753: I iQ/Sqd Ops new fac. Zeroed out by AFIRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

17 1-449: Medical ConsVADAL 

219-944: Civil Engr consVADAL 

211-428: Canopy. Zeroed out by AFIRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

852-261 : Pavement around Bldg 4441445 

2 1 1 - 177: Trade for Bldg 8771878. Zeroed out by AFIRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



4 
:!* 

I3EDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

2/ 3/95 

Category: INDTTECI~I SPT Subcategory:DEPOT 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Lillemon 
Oflice: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: MOF03301b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Mofrclt lo --hlc 1 

;c l i~i i~ig IJ:Isc: RlcClellnn 
4 IIC- I3OPM In from Moffctt NAS 
8 I 1 1  1-60 In fro111 Moffett NAS 

Net Force Structure Change 

Adt  CtLSrll Ornccrs Aitmen Clrilian Tnlill 
Baseline Pop'n 456 2,294 8,820 1 1,570.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 448 2,148 8,344 10,940.00 
In Bound tIC-I30PM 4 0 0 0 0.00 
In Bound HH-60 8 0 0 0 0.00 - - __ 
Total Populatio 448.00 2,148.00 8,341.01) 10,940.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 0.00 
lost ICsIir~~atc St1r11111ary 

rrUrlhAcff L C  W Mainf Munjl PQL QJISLDW AXE athcr Uh Rining Dorms nllLCON MS SIlbtot 1\11Ell SItbTot 1hgn .lkii1! 
IC- 1301'lN 4 0.50 3.4 1 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 2.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.65 0.33 6.98 0.00 6.98 063 7.6' 
111-60 8 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.04 0.84 0.00 0.84 0 08 0.9 - - - - - = = - = =  = = - -  - - - - - 4 z; 
'oral 0.50 3.4 1 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 2.79 0.15 0.00 0.00 7.45 0.37 7.82 0.00 7.82 4) 71 8.5. 

r' 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



BRAC Milcon Esimale Work. .o Move North Highland lo McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-03-1 995 
Sheet 2 of 2 for Scenario: MOF03301b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

211-152 
442-758 
218-712 
214-428 
ooo-ooo 
000-000 

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

'Dining Halls 
722-351 

I 

f i  TCGORIES 
I 

GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MA1 
BASE SUPPLIES 8 EQUIP W i S  
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTOR 
VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHED 

I 
C' l~er  Require 

-- 

Program'd 
SCOPE 

-.- - 

T~lles 

WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 
HEATING 8 AIR CONDITIONING 
DISTR 8 TRANSMISSION LINES 
SEWAGE 8 WASTE 

DORMITORY 

AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETACH 

-- - 

U,M 

Milcon: 0.80 

- - - - - - 

6% SlOH 
(SKI 

- . - - - - 

Trl-Svc 
$/unit 

I 
. .. - - -  ~ ~ ---- - . .  BOS 

.. .~ . 0.041 . - 

- - . 

TOTAL 
($MI 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 



BRAC Milcon Esimale Work'i J Move North Highland lo McClellan 

Gaining Base: McClellan 
Option: 100 
Drill . 100 
Date : 02-03-1995 
Sheet 2 of 2 for Scenario: MOF03301b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from MoffeH lo 

Titles Prograrn'd L 
SCOPE "lb( $/unit I (JK) ($M) 

Subtotal 0.84 

Military Family 
7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Subtotal 0.04 
Planning 0.08 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 



D R ~n Esimate Worksheet to Move North Highland,' allan 

N o ~ s  tor Worksheet 2 of 2 for Scenario: MOF03,. b Move 129 RQS (ANG) from Moffett to 

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

2 1 1-1 52: HQ STAFF & GP Shop space for N. Highlands 

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

218-712: New AGE shop for N. Highland. Zeroed out by AFIRTR after performing scrub directed by BCEG. 

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

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

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG S t a f f  O n l y  



BCEG - CLOSE HOLD I 
ANG BASES BRIEFING- BRAC95 
ONTARIO CA - MARCH 

ONETIMECOSTS 
- RRSTLOOKMIU30NESllMATE- - --, . -6500K 
- ADDlTlONALBRAC COSTS - - -=7K.:. - -  - - --'- 
- TOTAL ONE-TIME COSrS Sn7K 

- POSSIBLE SAVINGSICOST AVOIDANCE 
- ONE TIME MlLCON AVOIDANCE - SO 
- RECURRING FOMA SAVINGS SO 
- PERSONNUSAVINGS -64lK 
- TOTAL RECURRING SAYLNCS - S41K 

ESTIMATED PAY BACK (0% DLSCOUNT) 18 YRS 

PERSONNEL REDUCl'TONS 
- 1 AGR - O - r E c H M  

u BCEG - CLOSE HOLD 

7- . .. . 

: , .. NOTE: NO P& BENEFITS DUE TO~LAIJK OF DISTANCE ' ' '. 
. 

BETWEEN TWO LOCATIONS 

GENERAL NOTE: THIS GSU IS LOCATED IN AN OLD WAREHOUSE 
THAT IS IN NEED OF REPAIR OR REPLACING. 

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

MILPERs (AGR PCSRIF) -$37,089 J 
O&M (TECHNICIAN PCSEUF) -$O 

RTAP* -$O 

MOVMG (UNIT) -$200,000 



BCEG - CLOSE HOLD 

ANG BASES BRIEFING- BRAC95 
ROSLYN - STEWART 

- ONETIMECOSTS - FIRST LOOK MILCON J3TIMAl-E -SlM ' 
- ADDITIONAL BRAC COSTS -S1.6M - .  . - - - 
- TOTAL ONE= COSTS - S 6 M  

POSSIBLE SAVINGSfCOST AVOlDANCE 
- ONE TIME MILCON AVOIDANCE - $OM 
- RECURRING FOMA SAVTNGS -$OM 
- PERSONNELSAVINGS -6.4M 
- TOTAL RECURRING SAVINGS - X4M 

ESTIMATED PAY BACK (0% DISCOUNT) 6YRS 

- PERSONNEL REDUCTIONS PCS 
- 2 AGR (0 0 , Z  E) - -7AGR(1096E)  - 2 ITCHNICIANS - 35 TECHNICIANS 
- 50 TRADITIONAL GUARD 

JO BCEG - CLOSE HOLD 

I r  

GENERAL NOTE: 0 
P7 * 
b- i -. THIS IS A GSU 

LOCATED IN A HIGH COST AREA OF LONG ISLAND, AND ITS 
FACLlTIES ARE INNEED OF REPAIR G o ~ T J G  I #TI 
B w L ~ ~ X ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  THE RECRUITING BASE RECR 
FROM CURRENT LEVEL, BUT STILL LEAVE WITH SIGMFTCANT 
BASE TO RECRUIT FROM. 

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

MILPERS (AGR PCS) 
O&M (TEiCKNICIAN PCSRIF) 

RTAP* 

MOVING (UNIT) 



BRAC MILCON ESTIhiATE 

Gaining Base: Wright Pottereon 
Option: 0 
Drill : 0 
Date : 01-11-1995 
Sl~cet 1 of I for Scenario: Springfield to wprb -12 f-16- uring EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

l'ac~errierlls 
111-111 RUNWAY 
112-21 1 TAXIWAY 
113-321 APRONS 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT M 
DASH 21 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTI 
AIRCRAFT ORaANlZATIONA 
ACFT ENGINE INSP & REPAI 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN B A 
CORROSION CONTROL FACIL 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENAN 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENAN 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPOR 
AVIONICS SIIOP 
LANTIRN 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE 
ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTO 
hlUNlTIONS SUP EQP FAC (SR 

Tiller 

179087 184200 51 13 0 
342669 349802 7133 0 

4685 4685 0 0 
4576 4576 0 0 
5726 35519 29793 0 

1 19059 1 19059 0 6000 

0 0 0 0 
48050 48050 0 8500 
84336 84336 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
19987 19987 0 0 
16000 267 18 10718 0 
21419 21419 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1140 1140 0 

75867 89043 13176 0 
0 0 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 

R q u i r d  
Ca~ac iV 

SR for 
(nhd Ad 

F-16 
Current 
C a ~ a c i ~  

Progrmld 
SCOPE Q ~ z $ ~ $ r e  

Excetr Scope 
Ulhl 

$/unit 

- 
TOTAL 

(SM) 



BRAC MILCON ESTIMATE 

C;aining Bnnc: Wright Pallerron 
O r t i o n :  0 
Drill : 0 -. . . . . . - 
Dalc : 01-1 1-1995 
Sllcet I of I for Scenario: Springfield to wpafb -12 f-16- uring EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

218-868 PRECISION MEASURING EQU 
442-2576 IWDRAZINE STORAGE 
442-258 LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE 
442-758 BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WH 
442-758a WRSK STORAGE 
442-758b WHSE SUP EQP (AGS PART 
852-273 A C n  SUPPORT EQUIP STOR 

. - 

CATEGORIES 

INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MIS 
MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHO 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FA 
WEAPONS & RELEASE SYSTE 
CONVENTIONAL hlUNITIONS 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE S 

ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE ST 
STORAGE IGLOO 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSNW FA 
MUNITIONS MAINT ADMWlS 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR S 

Clore Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

18-852 SURVWAL EQULPMENI' SHO 4400 5653 5653 0 0 SF 101.03 .00 

Tiller R q u i r d  
C'~aciW 

SR for 
Inbmd Ad 

F-16 
Current 
Ca~ac iV  Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r e  

E~~~~~ stop 
Program'd 

SCOPE 
TOTAL 

(f M) 
UIhf 

$/unit 



? 

BRAC MILCON ESTIMATE 

Gai~~illg D ~ Z C :  Wright PmIt*ruon 
Oplintl: 0 
l ~ c i l l  : 0 - - . . . . . - 
Dale : 01.1 1-1995 
Sllcs~ I of I for Scenario: Springfield lo wpafb -I2 I-16- using EXCESS RESERVE SPACE 

121-1224 CONSOLDATED AIRCRAFT S 
14-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP 

411-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL ST OR 
999-999 I 
Oln & TrRinin 
I4 1-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATlONS FA 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION ?RAIN1 
171-618 HELD TRAININO FACILITY 

. . .. - . - 

CATEGORIES 

Other Reqtrire 
610-129 WEAPONS SYSTEMS MAINT 
131-111 COMM UNlCATlONS FACILIT 

17 1-443 RESERVE FORCES GEN TNG 
171-445 RESERVE FORCES OPS TNG 
2 19-944 BASE MAINTENANCE SHOP 
610-913 DISASTER PREPAREDNESS F 
141-743 BASE PtlOTO LABORATORY 
21.1-428 VEIIICLE OPS PARKING SHE 
442-628 BASE SUPPLY & EQUlP SHED 
OtKl 000 

121-122 tIY DRANT FUELING SYSTEM 0 0 0 0 0 SF 385627.70 .00 

R ~ i r a d  
Ca~aciil Tider 

SR tor 
Inbound A 

~-16 
Cumen, 
C'~'cib 

Prog"m'd 
SCOPE 

Questionnaire 
ldentifitd 

E~~~~~ kop. 
U/M 

Slunit 
TOTAL 

($hi) 





BCEG -- CLOSE HOLD when filled in)  

AFRES BRGC 95 COBRAJBRACal WORKSHEET 

TITLE: {C-130 G r o u ~  Focused Analvsis) 
TRACKING #:- DATE: 13-Ian-95 TIME: I 1 :27 AM 
OPTION #: Gtr P~mbureh (afrl Focused Analvsis- DRILL #: 

LOSING BASE: ttsbu- GAINING BASE: 1. Dobbins 
G - U C W l 3 J L A T G m G B m  

GAINING BASE f #dACFI' A m  TYPE 
I 1. Dobbioo I 8 1 C-130 I 

9 
TNK)UT ( TYPE I # ACFI' ( USN I QVfART I DRILL O W  DRILL ENL ( T(JT POP 

1.h (Petason) C-130 4 Tac Alft 53 25 129 199 
2 In(Dobbii) C-130 4 Tac AIft 52 26 1 29 199 

Manpower Savings -242 

BASE 
TOTAL 

1421 1 

ART TOTAL DRILL 

.. 7 5- MILCON: Peterson - $l.OM for a Squad Ops basad on capacity analysis 
Dobbins - $OM based on capacity analysis and the fact the ANG F 15's are leaving 

& 

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

Manpower - None Reoccuning Cost - &g. 

TOTAL 
1074 

OJT ENL CIV C=LV OFF 
19 125 203 347 146 

ENL 
928 





CLOSE h0L.i- 1. 
'I 

CEG Staff Only 

Galnlng Base: Wright Patterson AFB 
OpUon: l a  

Ddll: 2 
Dale: 1/2Mb 

Scenario: Move HSC and Armstrong Lab from Brooks lo Wright Palt*faon 

ACADEMIC LECTURE HALL 

EPIDEMIOLOGICAL CLINICAL LAB 

Dorms 
721-312 

Medium Lab Facility 
ACADEMIC LECTURE HALL 
Lighl SClF 

10.61 X Psnl Inc 

Olher R~qutrements 
311 1, I AIRCRAFT ENGINEER RESEARCH 0 0 24950 SF 11 7 3.78 Total requlremenl Is for 35.640 SF. Base has excess space 

(ASC to vacate 104.000 SF) that can be renovaled lo meel 
requlremenl. Program 70% of programmed amount to accounl 
for renovatlon costs. .7 x 35.640 = 24,948. use 24.950. (For 
Syr Prog ON) 

100 1.35 Total requlremenl is for 15.000 SF. Base has excess space 
(ASC to vacale 104.000 SF) lhal can be renovaled to meet 
requkement. Program 70% of programmed amount to account 
for renovation costs. .7 x 15.000 = 10.500, use 24.950. (For 
Sys A q  School) 

112 31.44 Total requlremenl for renovation Is 367.328 SF. Base has 
excess space (ASC lo vacale) that can be renovated to meet 
thls part of the AL requlremenl. Program 70% of programmed 
amount to account for renovatlon cosls. .7 x 367.328 = 257.130 
SF. 

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

already underway. No facllily requiremenls necessary. Wll 
slay In San Antonio 

79.29 

UM 

Analyst: A44 M a ~ i r l  Fisher 
OMce: HQ USAFKEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 

Flle BR002501.a 

Reqlred 
Cepaclly 

SR for 
InB 

AFCEE 

WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 43 H Caprclty 
HEATING 6 AIR CONDITIONIN 60 H Cepaclty 

Trl-Svc 
Slunll 

Cat 
Codes 

DlSTR 6 TRANSMISSION LINE 40 % Capadty 
SEWAGE &WASTE 20 H capacny 

Cumnt  
Capaclty 

Sq 
ReUo 

DORMITORY 

Total 
l $MI  Tltler 

E l -€4 
E 5 X 7  

Requirement 
Dlnlng Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETAC 

Excers 
Scope Remarks 

# o r  
Unlt 

Detet'g 
Unlt 

94 0 No additional d m  space required Per ttQ AFMCICEP FY94 
average occupancy rates = 87% for VOQ and 77.9% for Hope 
Holel. Average rooms available = 131 PN Should be able to 
meel 100 PN sludent load for SAM 

Prog'd 
Scope 

Mllcon: 79.29 

Unlt 
factor 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

SR for 
InB 

Labs 



CLb *.Ar CEG St 
< 

O U J  1.WJ 

Subtotal 87.22 

Mllltrry Famlly Houslng 
7 IO-ouo FAMILY HOUSING 

Ofcr Amn 
BRAC: 459 681 
Adjrlmnt -48 40 
FlnaW 411 821 

--.. - 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGlBCEG Staff Orily 

Remarks 
R q M  

Capacity 
Trl-Svc 

Slunlt 
Cat 
Codes 

Subtotal 87.22 
Plannlng 7.85 

Total 
($M) 

UnH 
Factor 

TOTAL 95.07 

Tltler 

page 2 

S R t w  
In8 

b b r  
Cumnt 

Capaclty 

SR for 
InB 

AFCEE 
Excrss 
Scope 

Pmg'd 
Scope 

Dete1'0 
Unlt UM 

8q 
Ratlo 

8 d  
Unll 





CLUSt HOL .BCEG Staff Only 

Grlnlng Bare: Tyndall AFB 
Optlon: 1 

Drll: 2 
Date: l/-5 

Scenario: Move HO AFCEE fmm Brooks to 7)mdall 

M a  M r n l n  Flsher 
HO USAF/CEPP 
DSN: 227-2434 
BR000d01 

Dorms 
721-312 DORMITORY 

€1-€4 
E5-€7 

Requirement 
Dlnlng Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETAC 

Total 

Ml l l t ry  Frmlly Hourlng Ofu  Amn 
710-000 FAMILY HOUSING BRAC: 47 6 

Adjrtmnt -32 .33 
FlnaM 15 0 

Trl-Svc 

Mllcon: 
BOS 
Subtotal 

Subtotal 
Plannlng 

Excerr 
,Coder 

TOTAL 6.82 

SR for 
InBAcn Prog'd 

Other Requirements 
610-281 CENTER HEADQUARTERS 0 0 54450 SF 105 5.52 Current requkement a1 Brooks Is 60.500 SF. Assume 

10% redudion due lo excess space at HO AFCESA 
000-000 0 0 0 0 

5.52 

Utllltles 8.74 W Psnl lnc 
842-245 WATER DISTRIBUTION MAINS 44 % Caprdty 0 
820-000 HEATING 6 AIR CONDITIONIN 74.1 % Caprdty 0 
812-000 DlSTR 6 TRANSMISSION LINE 49.9 W C.prdly 0 
830.~10 SEWAGE L WASTE 47.6 % capacny o 

0 

Tllles 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Cumnt #o f  8q Cat UnH 
{$MI 

Doter'g 
Remarks UM tlunlt Scope AFCEE Scope Unlt Caprclty Unlt Artlo Factor 





CLOSE HOLD - BCEG/BCEG STAFF ONLY 
Headquarters United States Air Forces 

Plans & Programs - 
DATE: 29 November, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR: AF/RTR - Lt Col Black 

SUBJECT: AFSPACECOM Assumptions 

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

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

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

\ .. 
;,d' . 3. For the East to West Assumptions, increase the MILCON requirement to $366,2M to q ,  1 ,. . .. 

,,-;.., . -. . include Planning and Design Funds ($336 + ($336 x .09) = $336 + $30.2 = $366.2M). a 

4. Because of the large amount of military transfers (1785 pn) required for the East to 
West move, we would recommend an increase in the MILCON requirement based on 
existing capacity for dorm, dining facility and Military Family Housing. 

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

$2.06 +$120) x .09 = $11.6M 
This would equate to a total increase of $l41M to $507.2M for the East to West 
MILCON requirements. 

Let us know if you need any additional details. 

/I@.. '9;,1& 
MARVIN N. ~ S H E R ,  Major, USAF 
Plans & Policy Division, x72434 
Directoratel Plans & Programs 
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SPACE BASES BACKUP 

8-OSING BASE: FALCON 
iAINER FORCE MILCON MFH OTHER M M  MNPWR 

STRUCTURE COSTS COSTS COSTS UNITS 

ONIZUKA SPACE CMD 382 120 2194 

SPACE FORECAST CTR 0 0 61 

DET 5 HQ SPACE SYS 0 0 

AIR INTEL 0 0 

DET 45, AFTAC 

MOVING $20 

PERSONNEL $3 

OVERHEAD $3 

OTHER $47 

TOTAL 1 -TIME $575 $382 $1 20 $73 
$47M other cost is for data/communications reconfiguration which is the same cost for both bases 
May not include costs to move all black programs 

LOSING BASE: ONIZUKA 
GAINER FORCE MILCON M M  OTHER M M  MNPWR 

STRUCTURE COSTS COSTS COSTS UNITS 

SPACE CMD 29 0 ;++-*FALCON 

AF ELEMENTS 

KIRTIAND DET 2 HQ SPACE SYS 0 0 

MOVING $9 

PERSONNEL $2 

OVERHEAD $4 

OTHER $47 

TOTAL 1 -TIME $91 $29 SO $62 

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

Page 1 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

1 / 6/95 

Category: INDITECI I SFT Subca1cgory:TEST 

Analyst: Maj Steven K. Lillemon 
Office: HQ USAFKEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 

KIR00502 Realign AFOTEC from Kirtland to -Egli1i-l/6/ 

:rilft Str 111 miir-y Net Force Structure Change 

ling Ijasc: l1:glin 
0 

Brll w Ofncers Airmen GiYurur r n l  
Baseline Pop'n 1,90 1 6,839 1,379 lo, 1 19.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 1,892 6,973 1,2 14 10,079.00 
In Bound None 0 344 103 221 668.00 - - 
Total Populatio 2,236.00 7,076.00 1,435.00 10,747.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 6.63 
t 1Sslilll;tlc S ~ l ~ n r ~ l a r y  

~lr\rl l  rcnc-U I'VI~ Mahf Munil lX% O m n g  BTE Qfbrr Ytils QMng Dorms MILCON BQS Subtgt MJW SubTot Wu Tdal 
.. 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 8-15 0.81 AH3'  6.17 -CSrt0 1.36 J 6 A 6  

I g. r4- 61'35 
li, I L  /G .4? 
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1. 
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Galtll~rg Oase Olf~r t l  ATO 
Opllon: 400 

Drlll: 1 
Date: 1/6/95 

Sco~larlo: Relocato AFOTEC from Kiriland lo Eglln 

Ma Steven K. Llllemon 
HQ USAFKEPP 
DSN: 217-2434 
KlR00502b 

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

159 CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY Squdm 0 1 0 0 34018 0 0 SF 
173 LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK AIC 0 0 0 0 195169 0 0 SF 

- 175 MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK AJC 0 0 0 0 37899 20199 0 SF 

.I77 SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK AJC 0 0 0 0 30169 0 0 SF 
-179 FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 27188 0 0 SF 

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

FAC 
.712 AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 0 1 0 0 26586 0 0 SF 
-712a LANTIRN Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 
713 ECM PO0 SHOP 6 STORAGE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 

-712 ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORAGE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 21335 0 0 SF 

Prog'd Detefg 

717a MlltllTlONS SUP EOP FAC (SRAM) Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
-852 SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
-868 PRECISION MEASURING EQUIP LAB Squdrn 0 1 0 0 8056 0 0 SF 0 

Total C u m n t  

-257a I IYORAZINE STORAGE W~ng  NIA 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

-258 LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdrn 0 1 0 0 9000 0 0 SF 0 
-758 BASE SUPPLIES 8 EQUIP WHSE X Psnl 0 10 438 4380 253314 113314 0 SF 0 AFOTEC has a atwage requkemenl of 6,016 SF. 

Exlstlnp excers storape space is sumcient. No scope 
pmvlded. 

0 0 
AFOTEC Is currently assigned lhe following space at 
Klrlland. Bldg 2012823.497SF. Bldg 201M73592SF. 
BMg 20f4&20,938SF. Bldg 2019El28SF. Bldg 20200 
35.635SF. 8#g 20202-29.449SF. And storage lac Bldp 
20418-6.016 SF. 

(:MI 
Sq Excess 

Ier Requlremenls 

Remarks 
1% 

11fi195 2 03 PM CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

ntenance 
.I11 MAINTENANCE tlANGAR AJC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
152 GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlNT Squdrn 0 1 0 0 118644 0 0 SF 0 
152a DASH 21 Squdrn 0 1 0 0 3100 0 0 SF 0 
153 NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION Squdrn 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

SHOP 
154 AIRCRAFT ORGAN17ATIONAL MAlNT Squdrn 0 1 0 0 159001 99001 0 SF 0 

.I57 ACFT ENGINE INSP 6 REPAIR SHOP AJC 0 0 0 0 29158 15158 0 SF 0 

SR tor 
1110 Acft X of 

Titles Scope 
Unlt 

UM AFOTEC Capacity Unlt Unlt Scope Factor Ratlo 
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I! '". 
Proposed SOF Move F. ' . I  Kirtland to Holloman 

Site Survey vs Desk Top MILCON Estimate 

CATEGORIES 
Pavements 
111-111 RUNWAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 
112-21 1 TAX l WAY 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 3-321 APRONS 100,480 33,500 66,980 13.74 4.58 9.16 

13.74 4.58 9.16 
Maintenance 
211-111 MAINTENANCE HANGAR 1,063 0 1,063 0.29 0 0.29 
211-152 GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlNT 25,500 33,800 -8,300 4.23 5.4 -1.17 
21 1-152~1 DASH 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 
21 1-153 NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION SHOP 0 0 0 0 0 0 
21 1-154 AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL MAlNT 18,000 19,000 -1,000 3.02 3 0.02 
21 1-157 ACFT ENGINE INSP 8 REPAIR SHOP 11,550 0 11,550 1.96 0 1.96 
21 1-157a CONTR OPERATED MAIN BASE SUP 0 0 0 0 0 0 
21 1-159 CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY 18,600 18,600 0 3.85 3.85 0 
211-173 LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK 0 0 0 0 0 0 
21 1-175 MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK 11,080 22,200 -1 1,120 2.39 4.42 -2.03 
21 1-177 SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DOCK 0 6,000 -6,000 0 1.42 -1.42 
211-179 FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE DOCK 18,000 18,000 0 4.01 4.01 0 
211-183 SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT FAC 0 0 0 0 0 0 
217-712 AVIONICS SHOP 26,400 46,200 -19,800 4.29 7.01 -2.72 
217-712a LANTIRN 0 0 0 0 0 0 
217-713 ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
218-712 ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORAGE 7,050 7,050 0 1.2 1.2 0 
218-712a MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (SRAM) 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 18-852 SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP 7,200 0 7,200 1.18 0 1.18 
2 18-868 PRECISION MEASURING EQUIP LAB 0 0 0 0 0 0 
442-257a HYDRAZJNE STORAGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
442-258 LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
442-758 BASE SUPPLIES 8 EQUIP WHSE 0 10,090 -10,090 0 0.86 -0.86 
442-758a WRSK STORAGE 8,850 8,850 0 0.82 0.82 0 
442-758b WHSE SUP & EQP (AGS PARTS) 7,825 9,400 -1,575 0.76 0.89 -0.13 

Titles 
EST. PROGRAMMED SCOPE I EST. MILCON COST ($M) 

Site Survey IDesk Top ISS vs DT ]Site Survey ]Desk Top ISS vs DT 



Proposed SOF Move FI . 4  Kirtiand to Hoiioman 
Site Survey vs Desk Top MILCON Estimate 

Munitions 
212-212a 
2 12-2 13 
214-425 
2 15-552 
2 16-642 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
422-275 
610-144 
610-144a 

POL 
121-122 
121-122a 
214-467 
411-135 

CATEGORIES 

Ops & Training 
141-454 
141-753 
171-212 
171-618 

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

EST. PROGRAMMED SCOPE 
Site Survey IDesk Top ISS vs DT Titles 

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

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

HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM 
CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SPT SYS 
VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP 
UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE TANKS 

SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACILITY 
FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING 
FIELD TRAINING FACILITY 

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



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

Other Requirements 
211-177 
171-211 
171-211 
171-211 
610-243 
724-417 
721-315 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 

Utilities 
842-245 
820-000 
81 2-000 
830-000 

CATEGORIES 

Dining Halls 
722-351 

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

EST. PROGRAMMED SCOPE 
Site Survey l ~ e s k  Top ISS vs DT Titles 

AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL 
FLEET SERVICE TERMINAL 
INSTALLATION 8, READINESS ISSUE 

> 

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

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

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

DORMITORY 

AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETACHED) 



g 
Proposed SOF Move F. 1 Kirtland to Holloman 

Site Survey vs Desk Top MILCON Estimate 

MILCON 
60s 
SUBTOTAL 

i 

Military Family Housing 
7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

SUBTOTAL 
DESIGN 

EST. MILCON COST (SM) 
Site Survey ]Desk Top )SS vs DT 

TOTAL 

.. - A A A  A n~ 

EST. PROGRAMMED SCOPE 
Site Survey /Desk Top ISS vs DT CATEGORIES Titles 



ircraft Strnlrnsry 

BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

21 14/95 

Category: OPERATIONS Subcategory:SMALL 

Office: HQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: KlR04501 Move SOF Training~Holloman~2II4/95~.8:34:4 

tilling 13ase: Ilolloman 
7 I1C- 130P/N I n  from Kirtland 
8 Mil-53 In from Kirtland 
7 1114-60 In from Kirtland 
4 UII-1 In from Kirtland 

Net Force Structure Change 

A& #A& Officrrs Airmen CWan Dtal 
Baseline Pop'n 525 3,991 1,05 1 5,567.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 457 3,700 904 5,061 .OO 
In Bound HC-13OPM 7 205 1,172 103 1,480.00 
In Bound MH-53 8 0 0 0 0.00 
In Bound HH-60 7 0 0 0 0.00 
In Bound UH- I 4 0 0 0 0.00 

= - -7 
Total Populatio 662.00 4,872.00 1,007.00 6,541.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 29.24 

~B!!dBrll A W1 W Munit J32L Qps5xg A W  ntfiET lltilS Dinine Dorms MILCON BQS Subtot MEfi WLI3.I D x n  Tnlal 
C- 130P/N 7 5.14 14.44 0.00 0.00 9.26 2.20 10.61 2.50 0.00 4.04 48.19 7.23 55.42 13.79 69.21 6.23 75.44 
\ti-53 8 7.22 6.07 0.00 0.42 2.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.93 2.39 18.32 0.00 18.32 1.65 19.97 
11-60 7 0.93 4.84 0.00 0.00 1.75 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.52 1.13 8.65 0.00 8.65 0.78 9.43 
11-1 4 0.45 2.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - - 0.00 0.00 

- - - - - -  3.15 0.47 3.62 0.00 3.62 0.33 3.95 
- - - - - - = - - - . L - = = =  - -  - - -  
>la1 13.74 28.05 o.00 0.42 13.23 2.20 10.61 2.50 0.00 4.04 74.79 11.22 86.01 13.79 86.01 8.99 108.79 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



BRAC Milcon Esirnale Worksheetf to Move 7 HC-I3OPN from Kirtland to Holloman 

Gaining Base. tiolloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Dale : 02-14-1995 
Sheel 1 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

( CATEGORIES 1 Titles 

Pavements 
111-111 
112-21 1 
1 13-321 

Maintenance 
211-111 
21 1-152 
211-152a 
211-153 
211-154 
21 1-157 
211-157a 
21 1-159 
211-173 

211-175 
211-177 
21 1-179 
'21 1-183 
217-712 

217-712a 

217-713 

218-712 
218-712a 

2 18-852 
2 18-868 
442-257a 
442-258 

442-758 
,442-758a 
- - - . - - - 

RUNWAY 
TAXIWAY 
APRONS 

lnstl 
lnstl 
AIC 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR AIC 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT M Squdrn 
DASH 21 Squdrn 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTI Squdrn 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL Squdrn 
ACFT ENGINE INSP B REPAIR AIC 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN BA Wing 
CORROSION CONTROL FACl Squdrn 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE A/C 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANC AIC 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE A/C 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENAN Squdrn 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPP Squdrn 
AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 
LANTIRN Squdrn 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE Squdrn 

ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPlST Squdrn 
MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (S Squdrn 

SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdrn 
PRECISION MEASURING EQU Squdrn 
I-IYDRAZINE STORAGE W~ng 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdrn 
BASE SUPPLIES & EQUIP WH # Psnl 

WRSK STORAGE 
- - - - - - - - - - 

Squdrn 
- 

Ratio 9 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

# of 
Unit 

Unit 
Factor 

SR for Inbound 
Acft HC-l3OP/N 

- - 

Current 
Capacity 

- - - - - 
uestionnair- 
Identified 
Excess 
Scooe 

- - - 

Tri-Svc 
$/unit 

- - - . 
Program'd 

SCOPE 
TOTAL 

($MI 



!i 

BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheelf to Move 7 HC-130PN from Kirtland to Holloman 

Gaining Base. Iiolloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 1 of 4 for Scenar~o. KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

i CATEGORIES Titles 

I I I 
42-758b WtiSE SUP 8 EQP (AGS PAR N C  

p52-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR Squdrn 

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

22-265 

INT MAlNT FAC (CRUISE MIS Wing 

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

HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM N C  

VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 
11-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STOR AIC 

lops B Trainin 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnstl 

141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA Squdrn 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAIN1 Squdrn 

171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILIW Squdrn 

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

Ratio 

.43 

NIA 
.43 

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

# of 
Unit 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Unit 
Factor 

7 525 3675 31334 0 3675 50 0 35 
1 0 0 48568 43693 0 102 0 00 

14.44 

- - 

SR for Inbound 
Acft HC-130PIN 

. 
TOTAL 

($MI 

-- - -- - - -- -- - - -- 
uestionnair 

Current Identified 
Capacity Excess 

e 

Program'd 
SCOPE 

- - - - - - -- 
Tri-Svc 
Slunit 



BRAC Milcon Esirnale Worksheetf lo Move 7 HC-130PN from Kirtland to Holloman 

Gaining Base. tiolloman 
Oplion: 100 
Drill : 100 
Date : 02- 14- 1995 
Sheel 1 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

CATEGORIES I I Titles 

I I I I 

1 16-662 DANGEROUS CARGO PAD Squdrn .43 

141-232 AERIAL DELIVERY FACILITY Squdrn .43 

141-782 AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL Squdrn .43 
AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL Squdrn .43 
FLEET SERVICE TERMINAL Squdrn .43 

22-000 INSTALLATION & READINESS Wing NIA 

lother Require 
211-177 SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 
171-21 1 FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 
171-21 1 FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 
171-211 FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 
610-243 GROUP HEADQUARTERS FA 
724-417 VISITING OFFICERS QUARTE 
721-315 VISITING AIRMEN DORMITOR 
000-000 
000-000 
000-000 

Utilities 
842-245 
820-000 
81 2-000 
830-000 

Dorms 
721-312 

El-E2 
E3-E4 
E5-E7 

29.24 %Psnl Inc 

WATER DISTRIBUTION MAIN 51.90 %Capacity 
HEATING & AIR CONDITIONIN 75 82 %Capacity 
DlSTR B. TRANSMISSION LIN 78.60 %Capacity 

SEWAGE & WASTE 63.20 %Capacity 

DORMITORY BRAC Adjustment 
80 -20 
101 -25 
7 -2 

# of 
Unit 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

Current 
Capacity 

0 0 0 0.00 

0 0 13000 115 2.20 
7640 500 0 80 0.00 

0 0 0 126 0.00 
0 0 0 80 0.00 

0 0 0 0.00 
2.20 

TOTAL 
(%MI 

uestionnair 
Identified 
Excess 
Scooe 

- - - - -- - -- 

Prograrn'd 
SCOPE 

.- 

Tri-Svc 
Slunit 



BRAC Milcon Esimale Worksheetf to Move 7 HC-130PN from Kirlland to Holloman 

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

Dining Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETA 

i 
I 

lMilitary Family 
710-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

TOTAL 
(SM) 

Ofcr Arnn 
BRAC: 205 1172 

djustme -68 -291 
Final# 137 881 

188 -47 141 29200 4.04 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

-- -- - - - 
Program'd 

SCOPE 
Tri-Svc 
$/unit 

Unit 
Factor 

... -- 
uestionnair 
Identified 
Excess 
Scppe 

SR for Inbound 
Acft HC-I3OPIN 

Current 
Capacity 

s q  
Ratio Oeter'g 

Unit 
CATEGORIES 

# of 
Unit T~tles 



l i  

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

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

11 3-321. Rqmt: 7 HC-130PlN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars (1 corrosion control1 maint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Rqmt parking spaces = 7 acft - 2 hangars = 5 
spaces @ 7,520 SFIacft = 37,600 SY. 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Rqm'd parking spaces = 8 - 1 = 7 spaces @ 
7,540 SYlacft = 52,780 SY. 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Req'd parking spaces = 7 - 2 = 5 spaces @) 1,360 SYIacff = 6,800 SY. 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 
1 hangar. Req'd parking spaces = 4 - 1 = 3 spaces @ 1,100 SYlacft = 3,300 SY. BRAC '95 ramp rqmt: 37,600 SY (HC-130PIN) + 52,780 SY (MH-53) + 
6.800 SY (HH-60) + 3,300 SY (HU-I) = 100,480 SY. Questionnaire shows 82,008 SY excess ramp, but Base shows none at site survey. Provide 100,500 
SY. 

21 1-1 11. Rqmt: 7 HC-130PIN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars (1 corrosion controllmaint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Provide scope for one hangar sized to fit the largest 
acft on base: ttie HC-I30PlN in cat code 21 1-159 as a joint use maintenancelcorrosion control hangar. 

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

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

21 1-154: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130PlN, 1 HI-1-60 8 UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac for each 
squadron Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For HC-130PINs: 10,000118,000 = .35 x 17,000 SF = 
6,000 SF. However, using bldg 317 for two Sq Ops @ 10,000 SF. Therefore, provide 7,000 SF for HC-130PJNs. 

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

21 1-159. Base has two corrosion control facilities: Hangar 282 and 283 sized to fit up to the MH-53s. Provide a combined corrosion controllmaintenance 
hangar sized to fit the HC-130PIN. 

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

2 1 1-183. Assume one of two existing hush houses can be used for test stand rqmts. Use portion of BOS wedge for necessary modifications. 

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

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



BRA( Icon Esimate Worksheetf to Move 7% -130PN from Kirtland to Holloman 

218-852. AETC shows rqrnt for 7,200 SF. Capacity analysis shows no excess space. 

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

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

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

852-273. Scope provided in HH-60 worksheet 

14 1-753. AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUlSQ OPs. For HC-130PINs: 10,000118,000 = .35 x 17,000 SF = 
6,000 SF. However, using bldg 317 for two Sq Ops @ 10,000 SF. Therefore, provide 7,000 SF for HC-130PINs. 

171 -21 2: AETC shows rqmt for 70,800 SF of sim for 12 bays now existing at Kirtland. Provide 4 bays: 3 for WST (130s, 53s and 60) and 1 for PTT (53) @ 
70,800 SF112 x 4 = 23,600 SF. AETC shows 2 F Y f i ~ l ~ c O ~  projects to construct 6 bays @ $9.6M. 

17 1-61 8: AETC shows rqmt for 19,300 SF. Provide 10,000 SF existing at Kirtland. 

14 1-232: AETC shows rqmt for 13,000 SF aerial delivery branch 

21 1-1 77: Part task trainer hangar for 4 PTTs: 1 MC-130, 1 HC-130, 1 H-53 and 1 H-1 per AETC. 

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

171 -2 11. AETC shows 22,000 SF rqmt for load master fac. Provide 3,000 SF based on similar fac provided at Seymour Johnson (need 3,20PN, 
classrooms) 

17 1-2 1 1. AETC shows pararescue rqmt of 22,000 SF. 

610-2431 Based on 60 PN @ 150 PN = 9,000 SF + 250 SF (Conf rm) + 250 SF (Cmrs ofc) = 9,500 SF. 

724-417: AETC shows rqmt for 100 PN. Existing officer quarters (old LIFT quarters) are adequate. Holioman has 210 VOQ rooms. 

721 -3 15: AETC shows rqmt for 120 PN dorm. AETC will validate rqmt with AETC/CEPR 

72 1-3 12. Existing shortage. Provide full scope. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



fn d - .- 
!j g 
='z s 
s * u 9 c 
.E 0 
3 %  
g 2 
LO X 

EEo 2 c - 0 - 0 
E a 
pe - a 
0 a 
C * 
0 C .- - a 
2 E 
= "I- !! = 
* 5 
3 
0 0 
5 z 
; q 
5" 
a ai 



. . 
C 0 
z m 

K 
- al 0 In" 
0 UJV) - Z L  
C, a 9 
:g ? 2  
m O W O  
m - 0 0 ,  
c c- ", 
E.g=.u g 
ffi a'= m r  
uonnco 

O O N ~  m w o o w + o o o m o o o o  o o o o o o o o v '  o q y q  w m o o ~ + 0 0 0 m 0 0 0 w 8 q 0 0 o o o o o w  
! A- 
I 2~ 1 p- 
I 

I 3 w  

0 0 - b  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 %  r 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
(D 0 0 0 

k 0 .o 0, k S? e 
w 

a 
w 



BRAC Milcon Esimale Worksheet to Move 8 MH-53s from Kirtland to Holloman 

Ga~n~ng Base. I lolloman 
Oplion: 100 
Drill : 100 
Dale : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 2 of 4 for Scenar~o. KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

CATEGORIES Titles 

442-758b WHSE SUP 8 EQP (AGS PARTS) AIC 

852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STORA Squdrn 

212-212a INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MlSSlL Wing 
212-213 MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHOP Squdrn 
214-425 VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAClLl Squdrn 
215-552 WEAPONS & RELEASE SYSTEM Wlng 
216-642 CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS S Wing 
422-253 MULTlCUBlCLE MAGAZINE ST0 Squdrn 
422-258 ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STOR Squdrn 
422-264 STORAGE IGLOO Squdrn 
422-265 SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdrn 
422-275 ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAClL Squdrn 
610-144 MUNITIONS MAINT ADMlNlSTR Squdrn 

MUNITION LINE DELISTOR SEC Wing 

f' L;;; HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM N C  
CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SP N C  

214-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 
11-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAG 

Ops 8 Trairiin 

141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS Ins11 

14 1-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FACl Squdrn 

171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING Squdrn 

171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn 

Ratio 

.36 

NIA 
.36 
.36 
NIA 
NIA 
.36 
.36 
.36 
.36 
.36 
.36 

N IA 

. -- 

TOTAL 
($MI 

0.14 
0.00 
6.07 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Slaff Only 
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BRA( lcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 8 '. 53e from Kirtland to Holloman 

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

1 13-32 1 : Rqmt: 7 t ic-1 30PlN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars ( I  corrosion control1 maint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Rqmt parking spaces = 7 acft - 2 hangars = 5 
spaces @ 7,520 SFlacft = 37,600 SY. 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Rqm'd parking spaces = 8 - 1 = 7 spaces @ 
7,540 SYlacft = 52,780 SY. 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Req'd parking spaces = 7 - 2 = 5 spaces @ 1,360 SYIacft = 6,800 SY. 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 
1 hangar. Req'd parking spaces = 4 - 1 = 3 spaces @ 1,100 SYlacft = 3,300 SY. BRAC '95 ramp rqmt: 37,600 SY (HC-130PIN) + 52,780 SY (MH-53) + 
6,800 SY (HH-60) + 3,300 SY (HU-1) = 100,480 SY. Questionnaire shows 82,008 SY excess ramp, but Base shows none at site survey. Provide 100,500 
SY. 

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

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

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

21 1-154: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpsIAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For MH-53s: 7,000126,600 = .20 x 17,000 SF = 3,400 
SF, say 4,000 SF. Provide 13,000 SF for Sq Ops. 

2 1 1-1 57: AFILGM recommends full scope. AETC shows 36,000 SF to include Helo Queen Bee function. Provide full BRACalc scope. 

2 1 1-1 59: Base has two corrosion control facilities: Hangar 282 and 283 sized to fit up to the MH-53s. Provide a corrosion control facility sized to fit the 
HC-130PlN. Scope provided in the HC-130PIN worksheet. 

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

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

21 7-712: SOF acft have special avionic rqmts. Even though AF is going to 2 level maint concept in FY96 for avionics, AFILGM recommends providing 25O/0 
of full scope. 

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

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

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

4 11-135: AFSOC rqmts matrix does not show a fuel storage rqmt. ACC rqmt's matrix shows 833 BLslC-130. This package would only need 10 x 833 = 
8,330 BLS, say 10,000 BLs of jet fuel storage. Assume existing storage capacib would be adequate and could absorb additional usage. 

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





BRAC Milcon Esirnale Worksheet lo Move 7 HH-60 from Kirtland to Holloman 

Gaining Base. Holloman 
Option: 100 
Drill : 100 
Dale : 02- 1 4 -  1995 
Sheel 3 of 4 for Scenar~o: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

Pavements 
11 1-1 11 RUNWAY 
112-21 1 TAXIWAY 
113-321 APRONS 

CATEGORIES 

lnstl 
lnstl 
N C  

Maintenance 
211-111 
211-152 
21 1-152a 
211-153 
211-154 
211-157 

211-157a 
211-159 
211-173 
211-175 
211-177 
211-179 
21 1-183 
217-712 
'217-712a 

217-713 
218-712 
218-712a 

218 852 

218-868 
442-257a 
442-258 

442-758 
442-758a - . - .  

Titles 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR N C  
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlN Squdrn 
DASH 21 Squdrn 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTION Squdrn 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL MA Squdrn 
ACFT ENGINE INSP 8 REPAIR SH N C  

CONTR OPERATED MAIN BASE S wng 
CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY Squdrn 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DO N C  
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE D AJC 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DO N C  
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE Squdrn 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT Squdrn 
AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 
LANTIRN Squdrn 
ECM POD SIIOP 8 STORAGE Squdrn 

ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORA Squdrn 
MlJNlTlONS SUP EQP FAC (SRAM Squdrn 

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

WRSK STORAGE - - - - - - -- - - 
Squdrn 
-- -. . 

Deter'g 
Unit Ratio A 

NIA 
NIA 
1.39 

1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
NIA 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 

NIA 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 

# of Inbound Acft 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 



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

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

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

INT MAlNT FAC (CRUISE MISSILE Wing 

MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHOP Squdrn 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAClLlT Squdrn 
WEAPONS 8 RELEASE SYSTEMS Wing 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS SH Wing 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE STOR Squdrn 
ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STORA Squdrn 
STORAGE IGLOO Squdrn 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdrn 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAClLlT Squdrn 
MUNITIONS MAlNT ADMlNlSTRA Squdrn 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR SEC Wing 

HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM A/C 
CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT SPT AIC 
VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 

11-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE A/C 

442-758b WHSE SUP & EQP (AGS PARTS) 1.39 7 250 1750 31 334 0 1750 50 0.17 
852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STORAG Squdrn 1.39 1 4500 6750 48568 43693 1100 30 0.05 

4.84 

- - . . . . - 

Tri-Svc 
yunit 

I ,Ops & Trainin 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnstl 
141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FAClLl Squdrn 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING Squdrn 

171-618 FIELD TRAINING FAClLllY Squdrn 

.. . - . - . . 

Unit 
Factor 

TOTAL 
(f M) 

CATEGORIES 

NIA 
1.39 
1.39 
NIA 
NIA 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
NIA 

1.39 
1.39 
1.39 
1.39 

NIA 

1.39 
1.39 
1.39 

Deter'g 
Unit Titles 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

. . . -. .. - . . . - . . - . 
SR for 

Inbound Acft Sq 
Ratio 

. .. 

# of 
Unit 

. .- - . -. 

Current 
Capacity 

- - . -. -. 

Questionnaire 
Identified 

Excess Scope 

- - 
Program,d 

SCOPE 





X :y; 
BRA( lcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 7 ' t  . 60 from Kirtland to Holloman 

Notes for Worksheet 3 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

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

21 1-1 11: 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Scope to for one hangar sized to fit the largest actl on base: the HC-130PIN provided in cat code 211-159 as a 
joint use maintenance/corrosion control hangar in HC-130PlN worksheet.. 

21 1-1 52: Site survey confirmed Capacity Anlysis showing no excess space. Provide GP Maint shop for helos at 16,400 SF. Apporftion 6,000 SF to MH-53s. 

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

21 1-154: AETC shows rqmt for three sqiiadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 8 UH-1, 1 MH-53. Provided 17,000 SF for combined Sq OpslAMU fac for each 
squadron. Breakout of Sq Ops and AMU SF determined by using BRACalc generated AMUISQ OPs. For HH-60s: 9,000112,750 = .41 x 17,000 SF = 6,800 
SF. However, using bldg 317 for two Sq Ops @ 10,000 SF. Therefore, provide 7,000 SF for HH-GOs. 

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

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

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

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

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

218-712: Capacity analysis shows a deficit. Provide full scope. 

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

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

852-273: AETC shows Kirtland with 20,000 SF. Site survey settled on 10,000 SF. 
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BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 4 UH-1s from Kirtland to Holloman 

Ga~niny Basc Iiolloman 
Oplion: 100 
Drill . 100 
Dale : 02- 14 1'3'35 
Sheel 4 of 4 for Scenar~o: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

111-111 
112-211 
113-321 

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

217-712 
217-712a 
217-713 

218-712 
218-712a 
21 8-852 

2 18-868 
442-257a 
442-258 

442-758 
442-758a 
. .. ~- ~ 

RUNWAY 
TAXI WAY 
APRONS 

Deter'g 
Unit CATEGORIES 

lnstl 
lnstl 
AIC 

Titles 

MAINTENANCE HANGAR AIC 
GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT MAlNT Squdrn 
DASH 21 Squdrn 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTlOtl Squdrn 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL MA1 Squdrn 
ACFT ENGINE INSP & REPAIR SH AIC 

CONTR OPERATED MAIN BASE S Wing 
CORROSION CONTROL FACILITY Squdrn 
LARGE ACFT MAINTENANCE DO 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE DO A/C 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE DOC AIC 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANCE D Squdrn 
SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPPORT Squdrn 
AVIONICS SHOP Squdrn 
LANTIRN Squdrn 
ECM POD SHOP & STORAGE Squdrn 

ACFT SPRT EQUIP SHOPISTORA Squdrn 
MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (SRAM Squdrn 

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

WRSK STORAGE 
. - - - -. -. . - Squdrn --- 

Ratio "'j 
NIA 
NIA 
.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 
NIA 
.28 
.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 

.28 
NIA 
.28 

.28 

.28 
. - 
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# of 
Unit 

Unit 
Factor 

SR for 
'"Ound 
Acft UH-1 

current 
Capacity 

Questionnaire 

Excess Smpe 

Program,d 
SCOPE 

TOTAL 
(SM) 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move 4 UH-Is from Kirtland lo Holloman 

Gaining nase. klollornan 
Oplion. 100 
Drill : 100 
Dale : 02-14-1995 
Sheet 4 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

CATEGORIES Tilles 

b42-758b WHSE SUP 8 EQP (AGS PARTS) N C  

1852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STORAGE Squdrn 

I 

INT MAINT FAC (CRUISE MISSILE) Wing 

MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHOP Squdrn 
VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FAClLlT Squdrn 
WEAPONS 8 RELEASE SYSTEMS Wing 
CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS SHO Wing 
MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE STOR Squdrn 

ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE STORA Squdrn 
STORAGE IGLOO Squdrn 
SPARES, INERT STORAGE Squdrn 
ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAClLlT Squdrn 
MUNITIONS MAINT ADMINISTRAT Squdrn 
MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR SEC Wing 

t1YDRANT FUELING SYSTEM N C  

VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdrn 

11-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE N C  

Ratio "'1 
NIA 
.28 
.28 

NIA 
NIA 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 
.28 

NIA 

# of SR 'Or current Questionnaire Program,d TOTAL 
n i l  I F r  1 ~~~~~~, 1 Capacity 1 , -  SCOPE I ($MI I 

I p s  8 Trairlin 
41 -454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnsll NIA 0 0 0 0 0.00 
41-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FAClLl Squdrn .28 1 5800 4060 112108 16008 0 0.00 
171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAINING Squdrn .28 1 0 0 12368 0 0 0.00 
171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdrn .28 I 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 

0.00 
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131lnc , n  icsirnale ' r lo rkshcc t  to Move 4 lJl1 I s  f r o m  Kirtl ?: :o Holloman 

Notes for Worksheet 4 of 4 for Scenario: KIR04501 Move SOF Training 

11 3-32 1. Rqmt: 7 HC-130PIN x 0.15 (DF) = 1 hangars (1 corrosion controll maint hangar) + 1 fuel cell. Rqmt parking spaces = 7 acft - 2 hangars = 5 
spaces @ 7,520 SFIacft = 37,600 SY. 8 MH-53 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars (1 hangar joint use with 130 hangars). Rqm'd parking spaces = 8 - 1 = 7 spaces @ 
7,540 SYIacf3 = 52,780 SY. 7 HH-60 x 0.25 (DF) = 2 hangars. Req'd parking spaces = 7 - 2 = 5 spaces @ 1,360 SYlacft = 6,800 SY. 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (OF) = 
1 hangar. Req'd parking spaces = 4 - 1 = 3 spaces @ 1,100 SYIacft = 3,300 SY. BRAC '95 ramp rqmt: 37,600 SY (HC-130PlN) + 52,780 SY (MH-53) + 
6,800 SY (HH-60) i- 3,300 SY (HU-1) = 100,480 SY. Questionnaire shows 82,008 SY excess ramp, but Base shows none at site survey, Provide 100,500 
SY. 

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

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

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

2 1 1-1 54: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130P/N, 1 HH-60 8 UH-1, 1 MH-53. Scope provided in HH-60 work sheet. 

2 1 1 - 157 AFILGM recornmends full scope. AETC shows 36,000 SF to include Helo Queen Bee function. Provide full BRACalc scope. 

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

21 1-1 77. Rqmt: 4 UH-1 x 0.25 (DF) = 1 hangar. Capacity analysis shows 11,161 SF excess space. Site survey shows a portion of Hangar 500 (cond code 
3) could meet UH-1 rqmt. NO SCOPE provided. 

21 1-1 79. Existing fuel cell, hangar 315, is not sized to fit the MH-53. New fuel cell provided in HC-130PIN worksheet can accommodate rqmt. NO SCOPE 
provided 

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

442-758a: All excess space irsed in HC-130P/N worksheet. Provide full scope. 

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

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

141-753: AETC shows rqmt for three squadrons: 1 HC130PIN, 1 HH-60 & UH-1, 1 MH-53. Scope provided in HH-60 work sheet. 

C l o s e  Hold - BCEG/BCEG S t a f f  Only 



C L U S ~  HOLD $ :EG Staff Ortly 

BRAC '95 MICCQN ESTIMATE 

Galnlrlg Bare: Lackland 
Opllon: 400 

Drlll: i 
Dat.: i/f0196 

Scemrlo: Resllgn A F  Omce of  SecurMy Pollcr from KIttiend lo Lackland 

M J Steven K. Llllemon 
HQ USAF/CEPP 
DSN: 227-2434 
KlROlObf 

Dorms 
721-312 DORMITORY 
El-E4 
€5-E7 

Requ~rernent 
Dlnlng Halls 
722-351 AIRMEN DINING HALL (DETACHED) 

Mllttary Famlly tiouslng 

7 10 000 FAMILY HOUSING 

Total 

Of= Amn 

Prog'd 

Mllcon: 1.09 
8 0 s  0.11 
Subtotal I .2 

Excrr r  

Per AFICEH: 30 mln commule change to 60 min 
commute and MOPE adequate just~lies zeroing 30 unit 
rqmt 

0 
0 

OM1 
Cumnt  

Subtotal 1.2 
Plannlng 0.11 

Remarks 

SR tor 
InBAcft 

TOTAL 1.31 

Otnpr R-iulrernents 
61,' 28; SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 0 0 8400 SF I 09 AF Office of Sewrliy Police: Lackland capacity analysis 

shows 11.322 SF of admln space located In two older 
Korean War era dorm~tories. Construct new lacil~ly 

Scope Scope 
Unlt 

Total SF: 8.400 SF 

UM Caprclty 
#of Ootrfg 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG Staff Orily 

AFOTEC 
Sq 

Factor Unlt Tltler Unlt Rallo 





i: 

BRAC Milcon Esimale Worksheet to Move AF; ition Agency L AF Safety Center from Kirtland lo Kelly 

Gaining Base: Kelly 
Option. 100 
Drill : 100 
Date , 02-1 7-1 995 
Sheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: KIR04801D Move AF Inspection Agency & AF Safety Ctr from Kirtland to 

SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 
SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 

TATEGORIES 

DORMITORY 

I ~ i l i t a r ~  Family 
'7 10 OD0 I FAMILY HOUSING 

Ct l~er Require 

'BRAC Adjustment # Units 
3 9 3 600 
4 12 4 800 
0 1 0 0 
7 22 7 1400 

- - 

T~lles 

Ofcr Amn 

BRAC: 141 48 
Adjustment -9 134 

Final# 132 48 

-- - 

# of 
Unit 

Milcon: 1.41 
60s 0.00 

Subtotal 1.41 

- -- 

Deter'g 
Unit 

Subtotal 
Planning 0.13 

- - - - - - 
sq 

Ratio 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

- - -  

Unit 
Factor 

-- 
SR 'Or 

Inbound 
Acff None 

---- 

Current 
Capacity SCOPE 

- - 
Questionnaire 

Idensred 
Excess Scope 

U'M 6%SlOH 
(bK) 

TOTAL 
($MI 



BR ~n Eoimate Worksheet to Move AF Inspection A: AF Safety  center from Kirtland to Kelly 

Noies for Worksheet 1 of 2 for Scenario: K 1 ~ 0 4 8 1  .J Move AF Inspection Agency & AF Safety ~ r o m  
Kirtland to 

610-287: AF lnspection Agency: Kelly has 70,000 SF that will be available upon scheduled completion of Weapon Systems Support Center renovation in 
Dec 96. t-lowever, if the Defense Nuclear Agency Field Command moves from Kirtland to Kelly, then the space will be used by them. AFMC shows 4 bldgs 
open after down sizing of depots: one bldg has 47,000 SF and another has 30,000 SF. These meet the rqmt. Provide 25% of new construction cost to 
upgrade the facilities: 148 PN x 135 SFlPN x 0.25 = 4,995 SF, say 5,000 SF. 

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

72 1-3 12: NO SCOPE provided. Assume rqmt can be adsorbed by existing dorm space 

BOS is a wedge to fund interim facs, MWR type quality of life fac additions and infrastructure such as roads, fences, etc. BOS of lo%, approved by BCEG, 
was meant for force structure and large unit moves and is not applicable to smaller unit moves. Therefore, 80s was zeroed out. 

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



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

2/ 3/95 

Category: IND/TECII SPT Subcategory:I)EPOT 

Net Force Structure Change 

brll Qmcers Airmcn C k i h  Telal 
Baseline Pop'n 1,901 6,839 1,379 10, I 19.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 1,892 6,973 1'2 14 10,079.00 
In Bound None 0 7 8 77 195 350.00 

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

Percent population change From adjusted population: 3.47 

i Munil QmXmg ATE Qlhrc lltils IUdu Dorms MlLCON JEG Subtot MEH SrlbTot 3irlnl 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.98 0.00 0.00 0.36 13.34 1.33 14.67 0.00 14.67 1.32 15.99 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet to Move Defense Muclear Agency Fld Crnd from Kirtland to Kelly 

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

SPECIFIED  AD AD QUARTERS 
LIGHT SClF 
FLIGHT TRAINING CLASSRO 
SPECIFIED HEADQUARTERS 

' ~ o r r n s  

721-312 DORMITORY 
El-E2 

E3-E4 
E5-E7 

TOTAL 
(SM) 

I 
/Military Family 

7 10-000 FAMILY HOUSING 

,Other Require 

.- -- 

6% SIOH 
(sK) 

BRAC Adjustment # Unils 2400 0 2400 SF 94 20.63 0.36 

5 9 5 1000 0 0 0 

7 12 7 1400 0 0 0 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
12 22 12 2400 0.36 

Ofcr Arnn 

BRAC: 78 77 
Adjustment -9 134 

Final# 69 77 

-- - 

U,M 

-- - - - 

Prwramad 
SCOPE 

Milcon: 13.34 
BOS 1.33 

Subtotal 14.67 

--- 

Tridvc 
yunil 

--- - 
Questionnaire 

Identified 
Excess Scope 

Subtotal t4.67 
Planntng 1.321 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 
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.- 
SR for 

Inbound 
Acft None 

Sq 
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Unit CATEGORIES Tltles 





BRAC n Esimate Worksheet to Move Defense Nuclear Agi! F l d  Cmd from Kirtlend to Kelly 

Notes rOr Worksheet 1 of I for Scenario: DNA03401 uNA Fld Cmd from Kirtland to Kelly 

610-287: Rqmt: 350 PN x 135 SFIPN = 47,250 SF + officelindustrial support (tape storage, stock pile control area office, misc) of 30,000 SF + 4,000 SF for 
library = 81,250 SF instead of the 104,000 SF shown in RTR worksheet. Kelly capacity analysis shows approximately 70,000 SF of admin space will be 
available for other uses after completion of FY94 MILCON renovation of the Weapon Systems Support Center: Rqmt is 81,250 SF - 70,000 SF (excess 
space) = 11,250 SF rqmt + 25% of rqmt for upgrade of facilities: 70,000 x .25 = 17,500 SF + 11,250 SF = 28,750 SF. 

6 10-000: NO excess space available. Construct new. 

171 -2 1 1 : NO excess space available. Construct new. 

610-287: Library rqmt 

C l o s e  Hold - BCEG/BCEG S t a f f  Only 



BRAC Milcon Esimate Worksheet - Move. . . ~ n  Explosives Testing to Nellis AFB 

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

Milcon: 22.26 
BOS 2.23 

Subtotal 24-49 

Planning 

TOTAL 26.69 

- 

Other Require 
BASE PERSONNEL OFFICE 18000 SF 94 162.88 2.88 

{: y:::: ORDNANCE CONTROL POINT OPS 1 SF 0 0.00 15.00 

16 10-000 LIGHT SClF 6000 SF 117 61.04 1.08 

'422-264 STORAGE IGLOO 1600 SF 158 23.71 0.42 
116-333 AMMO, EXPLOSIVES 8 TOXlCS LAB 5000 SF 302 162.92 2.88 

0 0 0.00 0.00 [::I::: 0 0 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 i:::::: 0 0 0.00 0.00 

'000-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 
22.26 

- 

U,M 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

-- 
TOTAL 

(SM) 

.. -- . 
Tri-Svc 
$/unit 

Program'd 
SCOPE CATEGORIES 

.-I.----, 

6% SlOH 
(SK) T~tles 



f .  I ! .  

BRAC . Esirnate Worksheet - Move High Explosives Te! 'i: o Nellis AFB 

Notes , d r  Worksheet 1 of 1 for Scenario: NDA03103 I~,ove High Explosives Testing to Nells 

6 10- 128. Adrnin space for moving High Explosives Testing to Nells (1 50 gov't) 

141 -455: Test Control Center cost provided by RTR 

610-000: Instrumentation Shop (light lab) 

422-264: Four bunkers @ 400 SF each 

316-333: High Explosives Processing Center 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

21 7/95 

Carcgory: OI'EIIATIONS Subcategor)~.l,G.DMR/TKWAlRLIFT 

Office: I-JQ USAFICEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: KIR03802 Move Kirtland NCO Acadc~liy to -McCltord 21 

:craft Sutt~n~;try Net Force Structure Change 

Brff Airmen CJyjhn 
Baseline Pop'n 525 2,980 1,236 4.74 1 .OO 
Adjusted Pop'n 504 3,662 1.158 5,321.00 
In Bound None 0 0 14 0 14.00 - - -- - - -- 
Total Populatio 504.00 3,676.00 1,158.00 5,338.00 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 0.26 
1st ICsti~lr;~tc S l lmma~y 

~ n t ~  A ~ r t  U A C ~ I  1 lllllnif POI, Q m a g  A.TE O(her lllils aining Dmms MlLCON BgS Sllbtot MEU SutlTol #gu T1!1al - - - - - 
n e 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.62 0.76 8.38 0.00 8.38 0.75 9.13 - - 
ral 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 





(I. 
:.( 

BRAC Esimate Worksheet to Move K i r t l a n d  NCO Acadc '!,t I McChord 

Notes ror Worksheet 1 of I for Scenario: KIR03802 brove Kirtland NCO Academy to 

171-8 15. 13,000 SF rqmt obtained from HQ AETCICEPR trusted agents, based on space now at Kirlland. AFlPEP stated student workload averages 84 
students per month. Capacity analysis shows Building 851 (SAGE Building) has about 54,000 SF of substandard, upgradeable administrative space. 
However, the building is isolated from dorms. Therefore, assume Bldg 851 is not suitable. NCO Academy and dorms need to be located near one another. 

72 1-3 12: Dormitory for NCO Academy moving from Kirtland to McChord AFB. Use 400 SFlPN and a 96PN rqmt (received from AETCICEPR based on 
Kirtland current facilities): 400 SFlPN x 96 PN = 38,400 SF. Capacity analysis shows no excess dorm space. 

C l o s e  Wold - BcEG/BCEG Staff Only 





uRAC Mllcon Estimate Worksheet 

IIIIINJ Base k 011 L ) ( I I I I I  
tian: I 
II . 1 
tc  : 01-31-1995 
eel  1 of 5 lor Scenar~o AfiM02401 Real~gn Gr~fflss Afld Funcllon lo Fort Drirlrl (Final) 

Program'd 
.ATEGOHIES 1 Ti'ies 1 SCOPE 1 
lher Reqllire 
32-000 
36 664 
10 ooov 
10 OOOn 

10 OOOh 

00 000 
10 0nn11 
10 0OOll 
10 0011 

10-0019 

SITE IMPROVEMENT 

AIRFIEL D LIGHTING 
Remove 7"~oin led Concrele 

12" Base course 
14" .lolnted Concrete 

8" t l d s c  c.olrrse 
1.1" Jolnted Concrete 

2" asphalt overlay 
Overun DBST Surface Trealrne 

Tn Svc 6% SiOH TOTAL I I (SKI I W 4  alunit Slunit 

Milcon: 16.70 
BOS 1.67 

Subtotal 18.37 

Planning 1.651 

TOTAL 20.02 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 
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BRAC Milcon Eslimate Worksheet 

alnlng l3ase f or1 D r ~ r n ~  
plion: 1 
rill 1 
ale :O1 31 1995 
heel 2 of 5 for Scenario. ARM02401 Real~gn Griffiss Afld Funcl~on lo Fort Drum (Final) 

Rc~iiway Shoulders 

Paved Shoulders-Cargo, 6" base 
Paved Shoulders-Cargo,2" Asph 

Base Course-H Cargo. 6 
13" PCC, Hot Cargo 
6" Taxiway Base Course 
14" PCC, Apron Taxiway 

'ib'~ase Course, Apron Shoulder 
44~sphal t .  Apron Shoulder 

6" Base Course, Apron 

Tltles 
Tri-Svc 
$/unit Slunil 

Program'd 
SCOPE 

Milcon: 6.1 1 
60s 0.61 

Subtotal 6.72 

Planning 0.601 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 





BRAC Milcon Estimate Worksheel 

art1111g Base I otl D~LIIII 
pllon: 1 
rill 1 
ale ' 01-31 1995 
heel 3 of 5 for Scenar~o ARM02401 Realtgn Grrfftss Afld Funclron lo Fort Drum (F~nal) 

Ither Require 
34-351 II S GLIDE SLOPE 
151-147 ROAD 
'30- 142 FIRE STATION 
!14 428 VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHED 
!14.426 VEIiICLE OPS HEATED PARKING 
100-000 

100 000 

100 000 

100-000 

100 000 

Milcon: 5.3s 
80s 0.64 

Subtotal 5.93 

TOTAL 
($MI 

Planning 0 . ~ ~ 1  

6% SlOH 
(SKI 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

flunit 
Tri-Svc 
$/unit "IM Tllies 

Program'd 
SCOPE 



Ljl<Ac' 1% ., E s t i m a t e  WorksIleeL: 

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

134-351 I Jsed cost prov~ded by October 1994 evali~ation report. Provides Cat 1 Approach System (ILS) for 03/21 runway. Cost includes 9% support, 5 % 
cont, 6% S10ti 

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

730-142. Provides additional bay on the fire station. Existing facility has four bays. Presently the airfield has two P-4s and one structural truck. AMC 55-23 
requrres four aircraft firefighting trucks to support a maximum on ground of more that two C-5s. Therefore an additional bay is required. lncludes support 
costs, 5"/0 cont, 6% SIOH, 1.1 Area Cost Factor and 1.007656 inflation cost. 

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

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

DCEG approved 10% Base Operating Support Cost 

13CEC; i3l)proved 9% design and planning cost 

C I O S C  ilold - BCEG/BCEG Sta f f  Only 



BRAC Milcon Eslimale Worksheet 

alrutig Uase I'orl Drtrln 
ption: 1 
rill . 1 
ale :01-31.1'395 
heel 4 of 5 for Scenar~o: ARM02401 Real~gn Gr~lflss Afld Funcl~on to Forl Drum (Final) 

3ther Require 
110-001q 13" PCC. Apron 
l 10 OOlt 6" Base Course, 11 Cargo 
110 OOlv 13" PCC, Turnaround 
I10 00 1 w Remove 6"- 8" Joinled Concrele 
332 000 SITE IMPROVEMENT 
110 00111 Runway Sho~~lders 

932 000 COLLECTION 
900 000 
900 000 
000 000 

Milcon: 10.65 
808 1.06 

Subtotal 11.71 

TOTAL 
(SM) 

I Planning 1.051 

6% SlOH 
(SK) 

TOTAL 12.76 

Elunit 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Staff Only 

"IM Program'd 
SCOPE CATEGORIES 

Tri-Svc 
Jtunit Ttlles 





BRAC Milcon Estimate Worksheet 

alcllng Dase Fort DIII~I 
rptlon: 1 
Ifill , 1 
late : 01-31-1995 
;heel 5 of 5 for Scenario ARM02401 Realign Gr~ffiss Afld Funcl~on lo Fort Drum (Final) 

CATEGORIES 

3ther Require 
332-000 SITE IMPROVEMENT 
332-000 SITE IMPROVEMENT 
332-000 SITE IMPROVEMENT 
312-000 DlSTR & TRANSMISSION LINES 
332 000 COI.L.EC1lON 
332 000 COLLECTION 
371-183 STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM 
371 183 STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM 
300 000 
300-000 

Milcon: 3.85 
BOS 0.38 

Subtotal 4.23 

TOTAL 
(SM) 

Program'd T~tles 1 / u/Ml ;k2: 

Planning 0 . ~ ~ 1  

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG StaH Only 

stunit 
6% SlOH 

OK) 



C' 
\: 

LII(AC' I. I I:sLicttdt e WOI k u l i c c L  

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

932-000 F'rovides clearing and grubbing for new runway. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% 
SIOH 

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

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

812-000. Relocate electrical servtce 13 2 KV underground dire to runway construction. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 
9% st~pport, 5 % cont, 6% SIOH. 

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

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

87 1-1 83. Provides runway drainage culvert and catch basins (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% 
SIOl-1 

87 1 - 183- Provides drainage system for new apron. (Total cost provided by AF Reserve at site survey). Cost includes 9% support, 5 % cont, 6% Slot 1. 

UCEG apporved 10% Base Operating Support Cost 

UCEG approved 9% design and planning cost 

C l o n e  Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

1/27/95 

Category: INIWTE Subcategory:LJAB 

Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: MONO1901 b Rome to Monmoutll (AF-O9)~Mo1~nioulI~~ I1 

xrnft Sutnnl;iry Net Force Structure Change 

brll Qlnrers Airmen wlian ma1 
Baseline Pop'n 1,000 3,000 1,000 5,000.00 
Adjusted Pop'n 1,000 3,000 1,000 5.000.00 
In Bound None 0 5 0 454 459.00 - - -- - - -- 
Total Populatio 1,005.00 3,000.00 1,454.00 5,459.00 

Percent population cliange from adjusted population: 9.18 

i t  Estim;~te Su~nn~i try  

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



B W C  Llilcon Esimate Worksheet - Relocate Approximately 112 Rome Lab to Monmouth, US Army 

Gaming Base: Monmouth 
Option: 400 
Dr~ll : 1 
Dale . 01-27-1995 
Sheel 1 of 1 for Scenar~o: MONOl9Olb Rome lo Monmoulh (AF-09) 

CATEGORIES 

Other Require 

AF PLANT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE 49160 
L~ghl  Lab 14900 
MEDIUM LAB 27300 
HEAVY LAB 1900 
LIGHT SClF 10760 
I-IEAVY SClF 12005 
OTHER 339 

0 
0 

0 

Milcon: 6.74 
BOS 0.34 

Subtotal 7.08 

- .- . . - - 

TOTAL 
($MI 

Planning 0.641 

-- . 

6% SlOH 
(%K) 

Close tfold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

Tri-Svc 
$/unit U,M T~tles 

- .- 

$/unit 
Program'd 

SCOPE 



BRAC Esimate Worksheet - Relocate Approximately I : Lab to Monmouth, US Army 

Notes lor Worksheet 1 of 1 for Scenario: MON01901~ Rome to Monmouth (AF-09) 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Design and Planning is 9% 

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



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE S L ~ ~ I M A R Y  

1/27/95 

Category: INDtTECH SPT Subcategory:LAB 

Office: 11Q USAFiCEPP 
Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: ROM3620 I b Rome Lab to Ilanscom (AF-09) -1 1snsco111-1 

Aircraft Summary Net Force Structure Cllange 

Arlt Officers Air~ i~er l  Civiliim T-1 
Baseline Pop'n 850 87 1 2,17 1 3,892.0C 
Adjusted Pop'n 7 13 904 1,752 3,369.0( 
In Bound None 0 5 0 423 428.0( - - - -_I_ - __I- 

Total Populalio 7 18.00 904.00 2,175.00 3,797.0( 

Percent populntion change from adjusted population: 12.70 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGlBCEG STAFF ONLY 



BRAC ~i ' :  ,.,fate Worksheet 

Gaining Base: Hanscorn 
O~lion. 400 

: 1 
Dale . 01-27-1995 
Sheet 1 of 1 for Scenario. ROM36201b Rome Lab to Hanscom (Af-09) 

Titles Identified 
Tri-Svc 

I I I I I -- I 
: . s t , n  r Require 

1. 10- 123 AF PLANT ADMINISTRATION 105300 0 SF 94 122.19 0.00 0 00 
Light Lab 
MEDIUM LAB 
HEAW LAB 
LIGHT SClF 
HEAW SClF 
OTHER 

0.00 
161.98 
51.80 
83.36 

205.32 
83.07 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Milcon: 
BOS 

Subtotal 

Planning 

TOTAL 

Close Hold - BCEGIBCEG Slaff Only 



BR' 3n E s i m a t e  Worksheet - Relocate Apgroxitnatel?* m e  Lab to IIar~scoin AFB 

No.,, ,or Worksheet I of I for Scenario: ROM36. u Rome Lab to Hanscom (AF-09) 

610-123: Rqmt is 45,840 SF. Based on AFMCIXPICE site survey: No renovations required for Facilities 1302F (28,000 SF) and 1302FA (13.300 SF) 
Phillips Lab space available = 64,000 SF. Total space available with no renovation is 105,300 SF. NO scope provided. 

310-921 Rqmt is 13,897 SF. Phillips Lab has 100,000 SF available with no renovation required. NO scope provided. 

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

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

610-000: Rqmt is 10,037 SF. Cost based on AFMCIXPICE site survey. Facility 1614 & 1st floor 1302F have 13,882 SF excess space that can be upgraded 
to Light SClFF @ 70% of new construct cost. 10,037SF x 0.70 = 7,026 SF, say 7,050 SF. 

131-132: Rqmt is 11,195 SF. Cost based on AFMCIXPICE site survey. Facility 1614 has 15,484 SF excess space that can be upgraded @ 70°/0 of new 
construct cost: 11,195 SF x 0.70 = 7,837 SF, say 7,850 SF. 

935-000: Of the 887 personnel moving to Hanscom and Monmouth, 656 require workstations. Use ratio of total PN moving to each installation to determine 
workstation rqmt: 428 PN (Hanscom)l887 PN x 656 workstations = 317 workstations. 

Close Hold - BCEG/BCEG Staff Only 



:EG Staff Only 

&AC '95 MI1 CON E m  

Galnlng Bare: MacDiff AFB 
OpUon: 1 

Drlll: i f  
Data: lli2m4 

Sconarto: f2  PAA KC-136 pkg ltom MalmsmMl lo MacOlll 

M 4  Marvfn Fisher 
HO USAF/CEPP 
DSN: 227-2434 
MAL32405 

Malntenanco 
211-1 11 MAINTENANCE HANGAR AIC 

GENERAL PURPOSE ACFT M Squdm 
DASH 21 Squdm 
NONDESTRUCTIVE INSPECTI Squdm 
AIRCRAFT ORGANIZATIONAL Squdm 
ACFT ENGINE INSP h REPAIR AK: 
CONTR OPERATED MAIN BAS Whg 
CORROSION CONTROL FAClL Squdm 

1 
Pavemmlr 
111-111 RUNWAY lnstl NIA 1 0 0 0 32000 SY 0 23 Adjusted scope to provlde SZJOk for 2" esphan overlay 

on runway feature 1 (S163K) and milling of runway. 
laxhnay and apcon (S65K). Data per AFCESNEN 

t12.211 TAXIWAY Instl NIA 1 0 0 0 39500 SY 0 28 Adjusled scope to provide 2" asphalt overlay to north 
ha t  of parallel taxlway (S280K). 

113.321 APRONS AM; 1 12 6950 62550 0 0 107000 SY 1.04 Adjusled scope to provlde 3" overlay on south ramp lo 
ueate laxhnay access (S167K) and joint seal soulh 
ramp and SAC ramp (S871K). 

1.55 

Total 
OM1 

1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 1  
1 12 

NIA 1 
1 1  

Remarks 
Prog'd 
Scope 

U R G E  ACFT MAINTENANCE AIC 1 12 24500 0 l2OOOO 0 0 SF 
MEDIUM ACFT MAINTENANCE NC 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 SF 
SMALL ACFT MAINTENANCE 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 SF 
FUEL SYSTEMS MAINTENANC Squdm 1 1 36000 3M)Oo 16400 0 11200 SF 

Xot 
UM 

Eq Cat 

SOUND SUPPRESSOR SUPP Squdm 
AVIONICS SHOP S q w  
LANTIRN Squdm 
ECM POD SHOP h STORAGE Squdm 
ACFT SPAT EQUIP SHOPISTO Squdm 
MUNITIONS SUP EQP FAC (S Squdm 
SURVIVAL EQUIPMENT SHOP Squdm 
PRECISION MEASURING EQUl Squdm 
HYDRAZINE STORAGE *Q 
LIQUID OXYGEN STORAGE Squdm 
BASE SUPPLIES 6 EQUIP WH I Psnl 

tkt.r'g 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

Unlt 

0 Facilly requirements based on HO ACC stte survey 
recommendations. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2 00 Exlsllng facllly configured for Rghler aircraft Adjusled 
scope to provlde for wnverslon of an exlsllng hangar for 
KC-135 carosbn conlrol. Base has 4 hangars large 
enou~h to accomodate KC-135s. Cost for renovalion. 
not new conslructlon. 

0 
0 
0 

2.00 Existing faclliy conngured for fighter aircraft Adjusled 
scope to provMe lor conversion of an existing hangar lor 
KC-135 fuel syr maintenance. Base has 4 hangars 
large enough lo accomodate KC-135s. Cost for 
renovation, no1 new construction 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Facfor ,Codor TlUoa 
Excrr r  

SR lor 
InB Acfl  

Unlt Unlt Scope 
Cumnt  

KC-135 Rotfo Caprclty 



:EG Staff OII~:, 
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Total Prog'd Excrr r  
($MI R*marlre 

Unk #of Cat 

442-758. WRSK STORAGE Squdm 1 1 8500 8SOO 0 0 0 SF 0 

442-758b WHSE SUP 6 EoP (AGS PART AIC 1 1 2  MX) 00 0 0 0 SF 0 
852-273 ACFT SUPPORT EQUIP STOR S q ~ d m  1 1 7000 7000 0 0 0 SF 0 

4.00 

Munltlonr 
212-2120 INT MAlNT FAC (CRUISE MISS Who WA 1 0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
212.213 MISSILE MAINTENANCE SHO ;Squdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
214-425 VEHICLE MAINTENANCE FACl Squdm 1 1  0 0 72901 0 0 SF 0 
21 5-552 WEAPONS A RELEASE SYSTE NIA 1 0 0 120 0 0 SF 0 
216-642 CONVENTIONAL MUNITIONS Wng NIA 1 0 0 5120 0 0 SF 0 
422-253 MULTICUBICLE MAGAZINE ST Sgudm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
422-258 ABOVE GRND MAGAZINE ST0 S q ~ d m  1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
422-264 STORAGE IGLOO squdm 1 1  0 0 11662 0 0 SF 0 
422-265 SPARES, INERT STORAGE Sq~dm 1 1  0 0 2828 0 0 SF 0 
422-275 ANCILLARY EXPLOSIVES FAC Squdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
610144 MUNITIONS MAlNT ADMINIST Squdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
610-1448 MUNITION LINE DEUSTOR SE Squdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

0 

POL 
121-122 HYDRANT FUELING SYSTEM AK: 1 12 1 0 27 0 0 €A 0 
121-122a CONSOLIDATED AIRCRAFT S AIC 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 EA 0 

214-467 VEHICLE REFUELING SHOP Squdm 1 1 3 0 0 0  3M)O 0 0 0 SF 0 
411-135 UNDERGROUND FUEL STORA AX: 1 12 1667 2W04 302000 0 0 EL 0 

999-999 Sqdrn 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 
0 

Opr b Tralnlng 
141-454 SPECIAL OPERATIONS lnrtl NIA 1 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

141-753 SQUADRON OPERATIONS FA Squbn 1 1 43750 43750 47000 0 0 SF 0 

171-212 FLIGHT SIMULATION TRAININ Squdm 1 1 16500 16500 0 0 16500 SF 3.13 F l i ~ h l  Slm Fadlily required lor KC-135 crews Exisling 
lacilllies no! adequate per HQ ACClCE 

171-618 FIELD TRAINING FACILITY Squdm 1 1  0 6800 0 0 0 SF 0 
3.13 

Alr Transport Facllltles 
1 16-662 DANGEROUS CARGO PA0 S q ~ d m  1 1  0 0 0 0 SF 0 

141.232 AERIAL DELIVERY FAClLlW SWdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

141-782 AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL Squdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

141-184 AIR PASSENGER TERMINAL Swdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

141.785 FLEET SERVICE T E R M l w  SqUdm 1 1  0 0 0 0 0 SF 0 

422-WO INSTALLATION 6 READINESS Wing NIA 1 0 0 0 0 SF 0 
0 

Other Requlremrnts 
oOo-MX) 0 0 0 0 

000-000 0 0 0 0 

000-000 0 0 0 0 

OW-000 0 - 0 0 0 

000-000 0 0 0 0 

000-000 0 0 0 0 

000-OW 0 0 0 0 

MX).OW 0 0 0 0 

000-OW 0 0 0 0 

000-000 0 0 0 0 

Scope Scopr 
Sq 

UM 

8R lor 
InB Acn 

Factor 
Curnnt 

UnR Ratlo KC-135 Unlt Coder Caprclty TlUra 
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THE D E W N  SECRETARY O F  DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

8 JUL 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF TWE AIR FORCE 
CHAIRMAN OF THE J O I N T  CHIEFS OF STAFF 

SUBJECT: MacDill Air Force Base 

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

It seems clear that Central Command (USCENTCOM) and Special 
Operations Corninand (USSOCOM) have some valid airfield support 
requirements which must be met in the area. It appears these 
requirements could be met at MacDill AFB, at Tampa International 
Airport or a combination of both. 

I would like the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
provide me his assessment of the USCENTCOM and USSOCOM 

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

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

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



Major General Jay D. Blurne, Jr. 
Special Assistant for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blurne: 

The Commission is aware of documentation that has been exchanged between the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Air Force Secretariat 
regarding MacDill AFB and the Air Forces responsibility to support the tenant Unified 
Commands' requirements. Request you provide the Commission with the following documents 
on this issue: 

a The July 8,1994 DepSECDEF Memorandum to CJCS and SECAF J 
@ The Joint Staff Assessment of airfield requirements. 
c. The SECAF memorandum to the DepSECDEF, subject, "Economic Analysis of 

MacDill AFB, FL," with the attachment. 
d. The February 8, 1995 memorandum from DepSECDEF to the SECAF, subject, 

"MacDill AFB, FL." 

Thank you for your continued support and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

FRANCIS A. CIRILLO, JR. 
Air Force Team Leader 
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THE JOtNT STAFF 

WASHINGTON. DC C A  A 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE i 
Subject: MacDill Air Force Base Operational Assessment 

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

2 .  Inputs were provided by USCENTCOM, USSOCOM, and the 
Commander, Joint Comunications Support Element, each of which 
rely heavily on the support provided by MacDill AFB. 

WALTER KROSS 
Lieutenant General, USAF 
Director, Joint Staff 

Enclosure 

i Reference: 
* DepSecDef memorandum, 8 July 1994, "MacDill Air Force Base' 



ENCLOSURE 

MacDill AFB Operational Assessment 

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

2. USCENTCOM Re- 

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

. . 

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

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

Enclosure 



d .  USCXNCCENT also h a s  a standing contingency ~umanitarian 
~ssistance Survey Team that requires military arrllft of 75 
personnel and an initial cargo load of four pallets. Other 
requirements include hosting distinguished visitors, 
including congressional delegations, foreign visitors, and 
VIPs. In 1993, USCINCCENT supported 174 VIP events which 
all require special support at MacDill AFB. 

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

4. J a i n t ~ 0 t t  Element Re-. 
JCSE is provided by the Florida Air National Guard 290th Joint 
Comnications Support Squadron at MacDill AFB. The 290th is 
tasked to provide communications support personnel and 
equipment to joint task forces, unified commands, Defense. 
agencies, Joint Staff, Governor of Florida, crisis response, 
and disaster relief operations. This support is accomplished 
by means of a standing JCSE. The 290th directed 40 sorties out 
of HacDill AFB during Hurricane Andrew. Currently, a JCSE 
connnunications package is deployed to joint'task force SUPPORT 
HOPE in Rwanda. 

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

a. Suvvort. Normal aviation weather support is 
required to support contingency planning as well as flight 
operations. 

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

c. -ae and Su~uly. Aviation fuel requirements 
for these users have averaged 3.8 million gallons per 
year. In addition, ground equipment such as vehicles, 
generators, and command and control equipment use base fuel 
support. 

Enclosure 



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

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

f .  -. Requirement is for four C-141, two C-5 ,  
and one EC-135 to be parked simultaneously. , . - - . . . .  - .... - -  - 
g. Material. Cargo handling, staging, 
loading, and unloaaing military material for normal and 
contingency operations are required to support these users. 

Enclosure 
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Mission ~ n n u a l  Sorties ~ircraft m e  

CINC Comand/Control 2 4 ~C-135/C-20 

. USSOCCENT 30 C-14 1/C-130/Hel0 
Total 54 o . <  

Mission Annual Sorties Aircraft TYW 

CINC command/Control 3 9 
Foreign Liaison 5 6 
Command Planning 5 2 
Airborne Training 103 
Plannipg/Liaison 8 1 
Army Aviation support 930 
D-Cell Exercises 5 6 
Total 1,317 

nission m u a l  Sorties 

Joint Readiness Training 4 
Contingencies 1 
Airborne Command Post 4 0 
Travel 20 
Official Visits 12 
Disaster Relief 15 
Total 9 2 

EC- 13 7 
MISC. 
C-9/C-22 
C-130/0THER 
C-12/C-21/T-39 
C-12 
C-5/C-141 

Aircraft W e  

E n c l o s u r e  



CONTINGENCY REQUIREMENTS 

~ission Requi rement 

CINC Staff 1150 PAX/630 Short Tons 
USNAVCENT 168 PAW30 Short Tons 
Humanitarian Survey Team 75 PAX/4 Pallets 

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

Max. N/A 10 3 0 39,000 
Large 72 hrs 6 2 1 26,000 
Small 36 hrs 2 3 9,000 
Min. 4 hrs 2 0 7,000 

Enclosure 



SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

FROM: SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, SHEILA E. 
Prepared by: Mr. James F. Boatright, SAF/h4II, ~ 5 3 5 9 2  

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

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

DISCUSSION: This responds to direction in your 8 Jul 94 memo to perform an economic 
analysis at MacDill AFI3 of options which strive to meet the assessed needs of the Unified 
Commands, as provided to your office by the CJCS on 12 Sep 94. An executive summary of 
the economic analysis is at attached. 

In your 8 Jul 94 memo, you stated that it appeared that the requirements of the 
Unified Commands could be met at MacDill AFB, Tampa International Airport, or a 
combination of both locations. The economic analysis determined, through briefings from 
Tampa International officials, that using Tamp3 International for all or even part of the DoD 
requirements in the Tampa area was not feasible due to space restrictions and long range 
plans ~iready in effect. This limited the remaining options .a using the MacDill AFB airfield 
only. There are basically two options remaining which will meet the assessed needs of the 
Unified Commands. These options are an Air Force owned and operated airfield, or a 
Department of Commerce (DOC) owned and contractor operated airfield. The economic 
analysis determined that these options have similar costs to the Air Force ($9M-$lOM/year). 

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

(1) During the 1995 BRAC process, should the Air Force BRAC analysis determine 
that force structure can be economic.ally relocated to MacDill AFI3, then the DoD could 
request a redirect to the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (DBCRC). 
This redirect would be to readdress the partial closure of the MacDill AFB airfield under the 
1991 DBCRC and the transfer of the airfield to DOC under the 1993 DBCRC. For example 
should the Air Force decide to relocate an active duty flying unit to MacDill, DoD could seek 
to realign the airfield as an active Air Force installation. The airfield could be operated by 
the Air Force with the DOC activity remaining as a tenant. Since the full capacity of the 
airfield would not be in use, the potential for a joint-use arrangement with the local 
community could be pursued. As another option, the Air Force could relocate a Reserve unit 
to MacDill and have the airfield operated by the Air Force Reserve. Should the decision be 
made to have the airfield operated by the Reserve, we could mAe it known to local 
community leaders that the airfield could be converted to a civil airpon should there be a 



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

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

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

COORDINATION: AFICC, AFIXO, AFIRT, SAFJMI, SAF/FM on Staff Summary Sheet. 

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

Attachment 
Executive S u m m q  of EA 

DEPSECDEF DECISION: 

Approved 

Disapproved 



DEPSECDEF DIRECTED ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF MACDILL AFB 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On 8 Jul 94, the DEPSECDEF directed the ClCS to perform an assessment of the 
airfield needs of the Unified Commands at MacDill. Subsequent to that assessment, the 
SECAF was directed to perfohn an economic analysis (EA) of the Tampa area to determine 
the options which strive for the most cost effective solution to meet the needs of all those 
involved. The U C S  assessment identified 1463 annual required sorties in support of the 
Unified Commands at MacDill. 

The EA was accomplished under the direction of SAFIMII and was performed by 
ACC/FM in consultation with SAF/FMC. The EA included a site visit to the Tampa area by 
a team from ACC and the Air Staff. The options to be addressed per direction of the 
8 Jul 94 DEPSECDEF memo included the use of the MacDill AFB airfield alone, Tampa 
International Airport alone, and a combination of both locations. The following options were 
addressed by the EA: 

1. Air Force owned/operated airfield at MacDill 
2. Air Force ownedlcontractor operated airfield at MacDill 
3. DOC ownedJcontractor operated airfield at MacDiIl 
4. M i e l d  operations conducted at Tampa International Airport 
5. A combination of alternatives identified above 
6. Airfield operations conducted at St. Petersburg-Clearwater Airport 
7. DOC owned/local governmental cooperativelcontractor operated airfield at MacDill 

During the site visit to the Tampa area, briefings by the airport managers at Tampa 
International w o r t  and St. Petersburg-Clearwater Airport revealed that the options to use 
these airports for all or part of the required missions were not feasible. Use of the airports 
was limited to occasional and transitory use by military aircraft. This eliminated options 4, 5, 
and 6 as not feasible. Since Tamp2 International Airport was specifically addressed in the 
DEPSECDEF letter, a more detailed explanation of why this option was considered infeasible 
follows. 

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

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

Lt Col Bennett/RTT/56766/28 Dec 94 



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

Option 2. Air Force owned/contractor operated airfield. This option, as with option 1, 
would require successful 1995 DBCRC reconsideration for implementation. This option 
consists of contractor support for all operations including contingency (e.g., SOCOM D-Cell, 
JCSE operational deployment) and operations outside normal hours. A significant variation 
between this option and option 1 is that though crashtrescue and security policy capability 
remain in-house, all other airfield services (other than contract administration) are provided by 
contractor. The basis for retaining crash/rescue and security police rests in public law. The 
DoD may not contract out crashlrescue if it retains other airfield operations, and the Anti- 
Pinkerton Act prohibits contracting out security police resource protection. This option's 
uniform annual cost is $10.4M with a net present value of $187.6111. 

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

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



EA was made to more accurately estimate costs to the DoD of a DOC owned afield. 
Though the annual labor costs for this option were taken from the Price Waterhouse study, 
the estimated costs in the EA exceed the Price Waterhouse estimates. The Price Waterhouse 
study was staffed for a 12 hour day, but the annual hours for each employee equated to only 
a 40 hourf5 day week. Their estimates were adjusted to reflect a 7 day work week. Utility 
costs in the Price Waterhouse study showed a savings over the Air Force estimate that was 
not supported by any data. h e  Air Force did a through study of the expected utility costs 
and feels the option 1 estimate of utility costs more closely reflects expected costs. Again, 
the EA estimate was adjusted to reflect a more accurate estimate of utility costs associated 
with a DOC owned aifield. This option's adjusted uniform annual cost is $9.9M with a 
net present value of $178.8M. 

Option 7. DOC owned/local government cooperative/contractor operated airfield. 
This option was identified during the site visit as a previously unidentified variation of option 
3. This option consists of contractor support for all operations including contingency (e.g., 
SOCOM D-Cell, JCSE operational deployments) and operations outside normal hours. The 
major difference between this option and the DOC owned/contractor operated option is that 
while vehicles, facilities, and equipment supporting crashlrescue would be identified as GFE, 
they would be provided to the Tampa Bay Port Authority (TBPA) rather than the contractor. 
The TBPA is interested in relocating their base of operations to the MacDill AFB flightline 
rather than expending resources on a new facility and new equipment. To this end they 
would provide the manpower resources needed to cover MacDill airfield crashlrescue needs in 
addition to their existing area of coverage in a Quid-Pro-Quo arrangement for the new base of 
operations and GFE. As discussed under option 2, the use of TBPA under an Air Force 
owned' contractor operated airfield is not possible. The DoD may not contract out 
crasWrescue if it retains other airfield operations. Though this option's costs were validated 
during the site visit, recent contacts with Tampa officials indicate that the DOC provided costs 
of this option may be extremely soft. This options costs were also adjusted for increases in 
Capital Improvement and utility costs. This option's adjusted uniform annual cost is 
$9.lhI with a net present value of $164.3M. 
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SUBJECT: t 4 a c D i 1 1  hit Force Base 

analyzing options for effectively and econdcally 
meeting the DeparEnent*s d r f i c l d  .upport nerds. 
notwithstandhg the 1991 and 1993 Base Closure and 
~ealigament Cinmnissions' r e c ~ d a t i o n r ,  you are authorize 
to reconsider the partial closure of, and airfield transfer 
a+, MacDill Air Force m e .  Your r e c ~ e ~ d a t i o n  to the 
Secret- shall be made r. part of the BRLC 1995 Proce~s. 
a d  shall be beaed on th. force s ~ t u e  plan and final 
selection criteria governing this proccae. 
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I This r dy mluatn  the proposed transfer of ~ r n ~ a l  Pifield to tho D e p ~ m c n t  of 
~ommtrce. It provides estimates of the toul costs of owning and operating the airfield, 

alternate methods of sharing the costs with the Department of Defense, and 
other potentid costs, such as the codr of abandoning opcxation of the airfield. 

Estimarioa of Total Corb 
I 

The toh costs of operating MacDill ahfield arc ertimatcd (a k withtn tbc range of 
a p p r o x h ~ y  S4.9 to 56.8 million . This . stbate iadvda ths costs of opat iory 
mainte* capital pjects, and adrmruptrstion This &mate canpares to historical 
Air FF operating costs (adjusted for hwtioar that will nxmia part of M i i d  
opcmrions) of approximately 56.9 million The csrinatc also compares to previous cost 
esthatks which had been similarly adjusted to include the same airfield bctions and 
were irjflattd to 1994 dollan. The adjusted previous cost estimates range between $1.4 
and q ~ 6  million, kfom qualizing vsriom labor and other asumptions. These 

= O m P 7  

sons g c n ~ d l y  support tho nu180 of operating costa determinod by this study. 

~08t-Sf~ring Methods I 
Bared /3 n a Department of Comwrcc (hrrrbald cost of S500,m, tbc Department of 
~ o m C r # , r  contribution should be no largar 7 to 10 percent of the total c o w  of 
o p m 4 g  MacDill airfield. 'Thus. in order to keep me DcpMwnt of Commerce's share 
under t+e threshold catof  S500,000, the Depatmmt of Defense w d d  have to contribute :cry 

90 to 93 percent of the taal cost. Tiis study describe3 a nvmkr of cost-rbaring LGSf c 
rnechdsmr which he Department of Commerce my wish to consider in its fair-* 
cost negotiations with tho Air Forcc and tbe Dqmkz~@ of Dcf-. Any cost-shuing \.\ e. LL 

agreexnht should clearly indicate which rcsponsibiiliitics and costs will be bomc by DOC, 
DoD, &d otbcr tenants. 

; I Abandtnmtnt Costs 

Rc 
v r t  discusses certain d r c m c e s  vrdn which it may k ~ersary for AOC 003 ,. ,. . 

leave MscDill aidcld and provides an estimate of the potential cacb of excessing the[ 
~ h ~ e  are two gcoerd xmyios d c r  which IX may h e  to relocate AOC\?~~,A 

/ 

' 1 b o ~ p a r b m  to 1500.000 i. Ih. scope ~f work for Uais study h b a d  on a July 1993 mrmo 
from a1 duriarcs Aab ChM Fmmd W ~ W ,  to D i  J* Uadaneorshr). fa 
OcearuordAtrawphar. ' Ib t rnaw~thrtWcsbldc~uartbdcnzybr ingtrdactoImpthcforo 
of oprcrthg rbr airtisld dcmp to r rniuk~um and kw NM'r ahrre of the# cortt at or balm tbr rolouff 
rrquhd !O crptrate [AOC] in M-i 'IM w u  Ipprorrimrorly SSWW pa m." Tbo rcturl rcot a 
Miami w~ S531.000, iocIPdiag utitilitia. 
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If Doc 
or trattl 
the exp 
landlon 
Mainter 
serious 

cDill and a c a r  the property: a) if DOC decider to relocare AOC or b) if DoD 
its operations or is prevented fmm continuing to fund MacDill operations. 

ras to access the property, the F t d d  regulatiow governing the abandonment 
I of property (41 CFR) state that the "holding agency shall bs responsible for 
YPC of protection and rnlimEn~tlce''~ of the prop- pending transfer to another 
or to the O t n d  Services Administration (GSA), thc disposal agency. 

rncc is d e h d  ua "upkeep of the prgwrty ody to the extent ntcessPry to o f k t  
leterioratim* AAer a period of up to sixteen months, the protection and 
ncc costs may be reimbursed by GSA, depending on appropriations &rn 

J 
I. 

ort estimates thnt, in certain circwnstancrs, DoC codd be responsible for . 

n and mainmancc costs ranging frum $214,000 to 5276,000 o v a  a 16 month 
This cost could be in addition to AOCs Ehan of ongoing optrating costs if 
a and maintenance wen not otherwise provided. This suggests that DoC should 
negotiating for DoD to assume these costs in the went that DOC termbtc3 
ot the airficld w a r s d t  of either a DoC or a DoD decisioa 

n. 
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l, ~ R O D U r n O N  

I 7bs Nsmd a l c  and Atmospheric ~dxnirtismtion'i (NOM) ~ i r c i f t  Operatiom 
is curmtiy h o d  at MscDill Air Fonx Base (MacDill) in Tampa. 
relocated to MacDill a f k  its lease expind for private fbcilitics at Miami 

Prior to the relaatiota, NOAA wnducted a rmdy of altemtlvc 
each site esWtd&th relocalon costs and o p d g  costs ovcr 

Molysis iduntised MPcDill as the least-cod alttrnative. Howevet. 
General Accountbig Oface (GAO) mim of this study concldcd that the 

was not supported by the analysis. Issues cited in the GAO report 
to provide estimates for the opemtu~g costs after 1994, the lack of 
rmtal rater at c o d a ]  airports, the failure to w present value 
h e  alternatives, and the exclusion of any opportunity cost for the 

the use of gov-em property. 

1993, the SeartPy of Commerce submitted a request to the Depmeat  of 
tbat thc airfield side of M~cDill (MacDiU airfield) be turned ovcr to the 
Commcrcc @oC) at no cost wben DoD ceases 16 operate the nirfield 

landside of the base would not bo inciudcd Based on the earlier cost 
r r l d o n  s i t e  the GAO review, and other pertinent documen& 

Gennal (OIG) prrpared an inspection npon regarding rhe 
which was n l d  in November 1993. The report found that the 
thc traasfer was bared on inmdcquate or inaixuale information, and 

with ownaship of the airfield had not btcn adequately a r d  
The re& recommcndd that an hdqu&nt financid study of the pmporal aanrfu k 
wnductbd in order to provide an a ~ s m a ~  basis for a decision. 

I' 

On  an& 1 8,1994, n Quick kspom Tnsk Orda (QRTO) Reqacst for Proposals (RFP) 
was is& for s mdy to mlvatr DoCs &uncial aponm fmm owning and opczdng 
?he aim4ld. More q c c S d y ,  tbc BJcr list& i. lhe RFP in~luded: 

I 
I 

b e$thtiag the operating costs of owaiag and operating the airfield, includig . dpcrating, maintamncc, capitd, d -e coots; 
I 
I 

developing alttnrative W-shsring dgoritbms to divide these operating costs 
tietween various usen of the airfieid; arid 

halw'tbe cmtr of cxccssiq thc ow. it has bes. ~ e d .  and 
idcz&ications of the ' d o m  which would lead to a need to d u a t e  
b p m t i o ~ ~ ~  of AOC at MscDill ah6eId. 
I> 

This snldy began a Fcbnlary 2, 1994 a d  has p c d c d  for slightly ovcr one month. 
Our rc& analps thc abon & the ppd w f a  of Macnilt airfldb 

I 
i 



PROACH 

A. roject Objectives 

tbs issues outlined in the RFP, this analysis investigated a number of questions 
~ I C  proposal transfer of MacDiU AirReid horn DoD to DOC. The issues w e  

=f'd & upon by DoC Qu&ar addressed in this report an listed below: 

4 h there &ciait, d-t dm to paform s quantitative maiysis of the proposed 
bandis of the airfield? 
I' 
bvm thr thir data ir available, what arc the projected total oprating corm of the 
h e l d ?  
I' 

4 at an DoCs projected costs of 0-8 and operating the airfield, compared to 
$500,ooo thrrshold'P 1" I '  

Gnder what eolditiom would DOC want to mnri&r their operotion of MnsDi  
brfichi, and wbat wodd be the costs of excessing the prom if DOC were to 
k ide  to vacate tbc airfieid? 
I' 

In onl KO a each of tbc projcdt objediw outtined above, the following activitia -4- 
otda to sffcss the milability of data, project staff held kickoff meetings in 
th W d h g t o n ,  D.C. PILd at MOOD91 Air Fom baa, end madr su- 
ucsts for i a f o d a n  from AOC, NO& DOC, DoD, and Air Force persod.  

Taddition to h e  ~orndly -ulcd teaan members imaviwui 
individuals with infomation relevant to this analysis. Tbe data which was 

is outliacd in W o n  C below and is listed in Appordix A of this report. 
list of mcehp rod int#vjm coaductd is provickd in A p p d i x  B. 

developing an a(lmrtt of the total oprating costs for the airfield, a lrmbcr of 
4- were talc- First, a dctaahtion o f  thc minimum required opcratbg 
fhdop1 at MadMl was msde, and the specific agency or tamt currently 

f130 coot of each f b t i o n  was identifled- Seoahd, those functiom which 
dpmd to be NOAA's rcspom'bility aftu tbc kandec were identified. 

costs of operating MacDill f i e l d  was developed 
be W d  and a waluation of the physical 



I wadition of those facilities was performed. PO- ~nsidvfty analysis was 
nduacd to determine tbe effefl of EMain *tid vrriabla on the range of 

cost crtimates. F i d y ,  histofid o p t i n g   st. as well as pvious 
I - of 8irfieId operating costs wac ~midercd  
I' 
n orda to assess DoCs financial M ~ S U I F  from owning and operating the 

cld, a number of eust-sharing,dtcnratives were identified. Since the acWl 
kost-*ng mechanisms w currently being negotiated, discusses the potential 

exposure to the Department of Canmercc for each of thc cost-sharing 
, -. - 

costs of excessing the property wee cdxmtcd iq accordance with 41 
on cost .rtimntn for certain component.< of o p t i o n .  

%axus& thc steps described abovc'do not constitute 111 rumindim of ptospedvc 
finmcih infornth  in accordance with standards established by tht American Institute 

Ascouutants (AICPA), we & not aprra an opinion on whether tbe 
g asamptitms pmvide a m . o n d e  basis for the pacnrdoa Furthemom. 
d l y  be dinenmas between the thmsted an Pnual results keruse events 

and c ~ t 1 y d o n o t a w a s n p M d , r r d t h a D ~ ~ n a a y k  
matt&. 

I' 
~ h t  dp t  it  solely use by t& w c m t  oi corn- in mmidaing tbc 
possiity of aupkhg M a e l l  .itfield and is not bteDdCd fm ply other use, disclosure, 
or di-oa Wc have no nspousib'~ to qxbtc thb nport for events ead 
c* occurring a ~ n  this datc 

1 

were mllectcd o v a  a thnc week period- hb whish was 
frility datq tenant qmtiond nquinwoo: AOC m m ~ g  

costs operations d;rta; teaant apemen% previous studies and 
o p t i n g  K?ntract RFP; previous @stimam of corn t6 opcr6sC 

tinapci.l &a A complete list of data wU& is provided in 



I 
IIL CO!Z ANALYSIS 

I- 

will eompvc the post-mf' mno bf opnating at MscDill to the 
figm pm~dsd fbr this analysis by the D e m e n t  of Commerce.' 

descn i  the major components of airfield costs and identifies the 
mponsiblc for each; Section B estimates the total wsts of operating 

cornpares this tstimsle to other available figures; and Section C 
describda the potential costs of future conttngeacics. 

I '  

To d&ia the corn to be includtd in the next section's cost analysis, this xction: 
functions nquired for the operation of MacDtll aMeld, identifies ths wirfieW 
paform each function, and detenninrs whether the costs of each function 

will be hnnd, borne by DOC, or born exclusively by other usen. Table 1, at the end 
of this L o n ,  surmwk i  this infodon. Exhibit A on the foUowing page lists the 
functio& expected to be assigned to each airfield user. 

I 
The A& Forcc and other DOD agencies src ~ m n t I y  r~~pomible for operating md 
III& tbe akikld and bear almost all of the If ownaship of the airfield is 

will haw to accept many of thac ~ b i i t i c s  and msts. h ddition 
maintaining AOC o m  ficities, fa example, DoC will k rerpwtibk . 

' 

Theassranptionsusediathtsanalpisabwtwhich 
and which will bear thc corn arc &scribed 

below: 

N O M  blms to opente the &=Id and pnradatcd buildings h u g h  an operating cuntract 

*'&El-' y in the 9oIidtstion pbasc. B a d  on the opem!hg contract RFP, the 
is expected to perfm the following fimctions: con 

b.mC CO-1: Rae contractor will c0ntroI air tdfk wimh a radius of 5 
h a  and provide wcatha o M o n  d c e $  
1: . 
kd propu3' mrbtrmom Tbe contractor will operate Md maintain the 
kppxat d o l d  such as lwigatiod aid$ 
I 



I 

i Exhibit A 
Functional Operating Areas 



rn 1 Airfield opentiom: The amtractor will rn 8s rn rirpon manager en-g M e  
:i a d  cfiieient p i d  o ~ t i a u  and ~ ~ r d ' m t b g  . flight pluvring d 

I a'akrt-; 
Alrlidd admjnistmtio~ Even though not identified as a requirement in the 
op~ntions services contract, n wnsido an administration function to be 

I neccsq, inciuding a director and sdministrativc pnonncl to coordinate the 
'! I aaivi t ia  of all of tho pcviolul~duaikd W o n o l  sstegoricz 

SQ of tbex aperatiao mtract functions would be .shared by a11 airfield usus 
acmrhing ro a con-shauin.g mnhodology tbt is yet m k d e e e d . '  

2. Otbtr Optmtiog Costa 

x v d  other categoria of oped18  costs. They art ammcd to be perfonncd 
usas as duuiW below: 

Coutract mtnagcmr#C A d d i t i d  N O M  staff will be necessary to administer 
thc operating contmcL Although these staf'f will be employees of NOM, the 

': salaries and fringe will be considered a shared cast that will be docattd to all 
I airfieid usen. Overhead otpcast, which would u o ~ y  be included ia the shand 
:' costs, was not included in the NOAA esdmfes and has aot been included in this - 
1' analysis; 

Utilitiai: Tbc cost of e M c  power for shated k i l i tks ,  such as nmwsy lights 
or tbe control tower, will stso be shand am04 all rt#rs. Also IncIudcd in this 
category is the cost of telephone and water d c c  for shad buil- such as 
the control oowrx, 

Grounds maintenrnco md buildiug maintuwcc: 'lhc of  pod 
x e h  ranod, and custodial sclviccs for shored facilities ate 

1 ~ k ~ w h i k c D l ( r f o r ( c n u n - o W D C d ~ t i u ~ l v i l l b o c d i r r a t y  
I by thc individual tcnanu These d c u  wilI k p a f o r d  by wnW&son 
1, rrtained by tba Air Fane Mda a number of base oontmts; the Air Forcuts 6th 
~,C~~SgodmD.t~~lAicForc~BwiscxpeacdtoaSSidhb~~ 
i a n d k a r ~ e o n o f d m m u g l n  . . ' g these activities. The cost of building 
mhtumce far shared buildings is also assumed to b a shared cosq 

I 



otkr kt ionr  and costs 4 a t . d  with the o p t i o n  of ~n are not expcctod 
to k rbc nsponsib'fity of DoC T&y will be the rcspotlsibiiiw of DoD other La sf 

**.+"CL 
wn. cost analysis in tht d o n  assumes that tbc rosponribilities and corn \ i 

below will not k km by DOC These ar~urnptim srr based on the latest 
avaiIab1e at the time of this study. If these finrctions an not provided by 

other pktm, the totnl CON shnred by DoC, DoD, and other haeld users will inc- 
I 

. 

Contract management: Air Faa'r 6th Coatractiag Sq-n d y  
lrlmrnukrs fa contracts &at mq be accessed by AM: after the W e r :  1) the 

Refkc  Contract; 2) the Base Custodial Contract; 3) the Base Grounds . 
Con* end 4) tbt Simplified Aquisition of Bas Eagin&g 

uimnents (SABER). . 

- urd mcne (CFR) smkn: Air For# will ptovide CFR equipment . . .  service, and will k nspansiblc f o r m  the fin station. Tampa's Fin 
will also be adable to pmvidc firt protection sciviccs. 

• 3 attficmtrglceptesandperimeteraad 
gates. Tampa City Police will also k 

to p&ds watn and sewage 
of tbe base. The Tampa 

provide electric pow a! itcommercial 
ku TECO wiU bo ~ l l s t i 1 0  for opctating and main*g ib electric power 

h f o n ,  N O M  wiU aot &t&t the airGckfs own gumsting tquipurcnt 

?. Capital Espenditum 

Capital ~ ~ p m d i h v r :  Although initial capital vPiR arc anticipatd to be 
minimal, Amm capital projccb will be nac- lo keep the airfjdd's major, 
facitides (runway, Nnway lightr. and W i w ~ y s )  in good operating condition. 
jAitbough t b e ~  costs arc induded in total opnting costs and shared among 
~tmmts including AOC, it rbodd be noted such capital pmjstr am not gcncdy 
lfunded in this manner in Feded'qency budgets. Exhibit 0, on the following 
/page, illustrates the fkilitia fm which mrintenance costs were included. 



I ~ D  also be ftsponsiblc for e g  and mainuhing dl other facilities 
m~ md iiu apncik (w ~ppendix D for a list of DoD Licenvd 



TABLE I 
Dbtrib~tion of Rcspoosibilitiu and Costs 

other contractors 



I3. %timated 11  Cost of Oprrnftug MacDil'f ALrfreld 

~everdi diffemt appmacks wen used a determine a nalistis estimate of the totDl cost 
of oper$h8 the airfield at M.9i l l  Air Fom Base. Wc catlmatul the operating costs of 
the ai&ld for each of h e  funaional cost areas not exclusively borne by other parties. 
This &st build-up, including operating, maiat- and capital costs. was b a d  on 
ccmp&ble and industry standard cost infomatioh 

11 
The &ting cost estimates w m  comppl;d with two alternate approaches for estimating 
the tot$ cost of opaUbg MacDill airfield. F h ,  we examined the Air Forsc'o historical 
a.i&ldl~operating CON. These costs w m  d e d  dom-to i~ppmdmstc tbo COSO of 
opcraqg the airfield at MwDilI d e r  its currat, Iowa activity kvch md under a ncn- 
DoD oprator. Second, m looked at several &om wst studiu, conductsd by vario-s 
inter& p d r q  and the wst~ and assumptioae inciudd in eoeb Thwe diff-t 
methodj) of atimatiPg tbc cost of operating MacDill air&ld w m  wm@1c to our 
indepd&nt aimatcr fm operating MacDill sirfield, given adjazstments for diering 
assump\ions. 

I' 

The w 1 1 build-up included estimatts for each of the maj& line items outlined below. 
I 
Labor for opming Contnd 
k~ Fee for Operating Contract 
Material and Soppiia for 0pcmth.g Contract 
bntwtMamgun~1tSt8ff 
btilitics 
h u n d s  Mainmmcc and Building lvhhmm 
)innwwt.Iwm 

I! 

d Beca i sdme of thc asmptiops used in devtloping t h e  fomzsts an subject to 
va~atiohs, depending on the conea~t negotiated and otha future dwclopmeuts, sensitivity 
a o l l y s i S j ~ ~  ptformcd for xmr of the major ~SSUI@O~# .IhL sensitivity auaIysis and 
c h c ~ f o ~ m u u d ~ d n d ~ p a ~ s o f ~ ~ ( a l o p u a t i n D m ~ l s l l n ~  Based 
on the information o b t W  d intenicw3 conduct4 lo dabE, thc estimattd annual costs 
to own/ mid o w  MacDin M e l d ,  includii an d i P d  gmvision for capital 
w;pendi4"", am b&wn S4.9 d S6.8 million annually. 

I 
~ctaild/~-up i a f d o n  fa 1Ms build-up uf tbs aid5dd opcntiDg corn i. pvldcd 
in the sqplraary bollDd Technical Appendix m this + 

, . 
I 



I 
j. Air Force Historical Costs of Opemting MacDill Alrlield 

conducted. by the Air Fom Budget office in 1991 (and updated in 1993) 
d m a t d  the t o l  sat of o p t i n g  MacDiU aideid at f 12,104,688. S e v e d  of the cost 

in this &tc d d  not bc assumed by NOAA aAet transfer of 
therefore subtracted b the total Cost. The hctions which were 

I' . h&kauiy '. (nssumod to stay with DaD, Air Force) 
b 1 ~ ~ 2 ~   mad to stay with DOD, Air FO~CC) 

(ass\rmed to stay .with DoD,. Air Force) 
. Liquid Fwls (assumed to stay kth Civil Enginem) 

kuels (supply) (d to go to DLA) . . kcfuel Equipmatt Maintenance ( d s r d  to go to DLA). 
p o w  ~oduction (assumed to go to TECO) 

I 
When tbe cumat cost faCCd by the Air Fom for the opention of MacDiU airfield is 
adjusted to c l i  the hmctions not Mud& io this d y &  to include mom M 

concoct cot& and othor expenses, crwl to odjust for inflation, the 
total cost of Meld operations is $6.9 million. Morc detail on the analysis 

this figure is provided in the separate Technical' Appendix to this nport 

~ c v c t a l l ~ d i a  have k ~ n  amid  in t& ppsl by various partics intensed in ctsc 
opnhqp costs fa MacDill Meld The HiIIsbomugh County Aviation Authority, lhc- 
U.S. S&cial Opmtions Commaod (SOCOM) dtbe Upitui Stues b y  Aviation Support 
E~UO~$.(US~ASE), the Joint SufZ and Sdmco Applications Intanational Corporation 

d y s u  to cstintstc thc of operating the aMdd As a 8 4  
the results of our ady& wac cornpad witb th! cost 

dKsC studiu Each of tbt studies assumes die& oprrating fscititicr, 
o m  and m a i a m  txptnsc m?~$ and cbatgu, diffnad ftiagc md 

o v M  w labor, srd dif fbxt  assumptions rrspding upial am Tbdr oosr cstimabcs 
mnge fibm $1.3 &m to $9.9 million. 

I 
TIC wl$a enirmtcd in ibc pmioua studies an lowathrmm~ cotima~r inmi, study. 
but thcd Iowa valuu san k otOibutcd to a few d&c801 d i f l ~ c c s  in assumptions 
Tbese vkying assumptiom include low utilities costs nlativo to tho h l d c  ICY& at 
~ a c h l l / ,  linlc or no capital funds set aside annually for large q i t d  pmj*, .Id w y h g  
~ i n ~ . ~ ~ r u t C s .  



Additiok COSB mry arke due m contingender such as low tenant occupancy or 
mvh- liabilities. Thuc costs arc d i f b d t  to q w  dw to their uncertainty. 

o f  c ~ n t i a g e ~ ~ : l o  arc discussed k h w ,  opcr~thg Meld pows a wide 
risk& including M of wl, actS of natural dLmm, plane crashes, 

of texpts. This rcpm docs nut a n a l p  ths o h  business risks. 

If anti d bpated tmantr do not w w y  bangm a office buildings a npsted the 
~c~art&rit of Corn- may want o maintain t& bclitid Mtll new tenants urn k 
f o d  b e  d cost of mslntarnrag 

. . .  8U of the t m t  f d l i b  A d  be appmximattiy 
$160,W? Thlt flgurc saws as a u s c h u m  contingcacy 60% ond would mult only 
h m  zho axupmcy at all tmant facilities. 

I '  

dated Nuvmba 22, 1993, the hpuly Undcr S c m  of Dcf' 
'bility for the cleanup of Sccuriy) statbdrbtRDoDrrrrhnhrll7 

on resulting b i n  its acti* Tbe lastallatim Restoration 
(IRP) ptwides monitoWl, kuasmcxt, d d i a l  action fa contaminated 

sites aqwr tk Mdd This effort t W e d  by Q Air Fom and b the B w  . 
~ealigdmmt and C l v w .  Cu-aee (BRAQ and ndfsketm Drrhmupb tho Amy C o p s  
of ~ e g i k m  an d y  working to identify Pd clamp cb. sites CImvp of rll sites 
is to bd$n by 1997.' Dcspitc tkis d t m e n t ,  Commcl~e d potmtiaUy stiU k~ 
somc~vironmcntaltmts. T h c r i s k s f a n i n t w o ~ c s =  

I 

turn ~ n m e l ~ k l  drmyk The fwls and cbemicsls involved in op=dw 
t ~ v i g ~ d  &lu, and ak&M activities or Wtiu 
may cause enviroamcntd h thc fiitmt. If the 

3 

is tmcui to a 1- that party d d  be nsponsibk for the 

scdoui~cosff I f ~ t ~ c ; a t a t h o ~ q ~ ~ u c o u l d  
~ e n d t o r h c ~ d t i c k o f t b e ~ ~ t h e x ~ ~ ~ h c i t i c y i s l o g t e d  

d * n l P . r P a m o m p r r t a o f * . n p ~ ~ O f b - ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ t s o r t  
w + u ~ p e r r q c l a r ! f o o t f ~ h a ~ ; l r r o d t 6 0 p r ~ i o o r t o r ~ b ~ .  

~ t t o m S m r i w ~ ~ ~ * * ~ m ~ E l l ~ ~  
t ~ ~ i a r u ( ' ~ m ~ c p r r t y u n d a - ~ f - f ~ ~ c t l r r r ~ l d ~ m o r p b c t a  

I ' M i  of meet&@ ktmeP rtpnsaatxri~~ d N O M  rad DQD, N m k r  9.10.1993. 

/I 



i' . put environmtntal damage If& d ~ ~ l y '  wntaminated site were discovrnd j sftn L&IC -fix, wd it wen impasiblc to moc *c rnponribility to DoD, 
I Commerce could k held H b l c  for the clesnup costs. Even if the 
i d b d i t y  were meed to DoD, Commerce might spend sigdficmt sta f f  time 
i ucpems m l v i n g  the iaur 

In iu 1apxnCnt0 dth M e l d  tenants, NOAA intends to include pvisions whereby 
t-tp will ackmwIcd8c their commi~mt to dean up my environmemhl contamination 
*y may cause. However, DOC, as ow&, would still remain ultimately responsible for 

damages on all owned IUCSS, including those licensed back to DoD. 
cuiar the fbd Pdlitia that arc cxpccted to be l i d  to DLA.could pme future 

or DoU &tk a l e  or umiIIhg to assume respo&ibility tor 
cleanthp, it might become nacstary for Dd: to assume this responsibility 

I 
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IV.j. COST-SHARING mHODS 

ugh tbe total opecat@ cons for the aeon of MacDill airfield can k estimated 
somc confidence, it is apparent th;lt a rntchanism must be developed to s k  t h ~  
opaatine costs &mi in the previo~ section among all of the airfield wn in 

ord& to limit DoCs total financial c x p o ~ .  Thm arc a wide range of criteria for 
d s t w g  thc cwsts to bs boms by otha tensnu, such ss benetiu received from using 
the ~i~fleld,  Ibe cost.avoidcd by wt having to rdocatc, or the facilities used. 

I '  

p m t ~  rome potential cost-sharing methods and mluates how the sndting 
might cornpan to the threshold figure. The first duee alternatives consider 

dollp 3haru, and tbo wmnd three Pl1cmadva consider hybrids or COR- 
msbanirmr. &jotistiom between NOAA D ~ D  are 

unddrway to dctermiDc DoD's contribution to 
arc c p n c ~ ~  Docs s&rc wwt bc 

I 
I' h i~hxqtion central to tbcsc con-rharing arrangements b that DoD would be able to\ 

 pro&^ M i n g  towardr tbe cost of operating MscDi aimcld awl the cost of excessing ' 

the bmm, if ocarssry. A~co~fing to the ARAC decision fw partial closura of 
MacQill Air Force Bar, 'thc Commission ~eommeads the fo110~hg: retain the Joint 
~ o & d d o r  Support Element at MacDiil as long as the airfield is non-DoD operated.  on of ths a M ~ D U  will be take0 over by tbc -cat of Commerce 
or adctha F c d d  agency."' The du5sion maim JCSE it the M e l d  to avoid ii possible ; 
~25 .b  million relocation con also recognizes t~ time nrr other D ~ D  tenants, such '. 

as S F O M  aod ENTCOM, thsr rrquim tk use of m o p a d i d  ahfield. 2 

d be responsible ibr a certain patmtap of total op#.ting costa If total costs 
$6.8 son, tbe maximrnn pmzntqe shan fw (3mmcm resulting in a cost 
$500,000 threshold would bc 7 to 10 pmrnt This Mthod also impllcs &at 

w m i c  a fixed p#cemage. 'l3 achieve a cost to Commerce within the 
must assutnc appmxhatcly 90 to 93 p a u n ~  Payarents from other 

m~-&arhg payments. EdSibit C on the followty page 
method 

In cpa. which is the reverse of d o  B, DoD would cover d rhrcd operatin@ 
costs above AOCs fixed cornition of SSa),000. The expected contribution by DoD 
is the 1- as in kmario 0; howeva, in rhis &o, DoD kars the q c u p o n u c .  

Price Waterhow 
U 



Exhibit C 
Cost-Sharing: 

$ ! I  million 

AOC Share vs. DoD Share 

Range of 
DaD'r, Share 



I 
This &hod wodd alioca& total ohand o p n h g  cosU baxd on each user's share of total 
,dtirsi Bared on estimatcl of flight activity recat yurr AOC share would k 
appm~matdY I2 percenL1' If the shan of total corn were based on this figure, AOC 
contfi$udon would be between fJ88.000 ead S816.000. However, hnrrs flight activity 
is IikcQ II to differ hrn.past levels. 

By lidtinp the AOC ~ntribution with s cap, such SM0,000. this m*bod red- the 
expos& to t o m m d c  , ~ lhc r  tmamr would imc to cover costs ~ b o v e  thc percentage 
share h the cap As in scmario A, the maximum percentage share for Cornmace 

in a oost within the $500,000 thrclhold would be 7 to 10 precut. 

~ l o c a k n ~  costs bared on flight actirity h.s the advantage of offering easily quantifiable 
p~rcmkkgs shans; however, there are some d i s d m w .  Sodo may.& variable fmm 
year 6 year and mr)r nsult ih-qmdictabSc wsts tu lhs users. For example, if 
C W ~ O M  mobibd  for an oversca~ operation, its share of sorties couId incnast 
drama$dy. Another disadvantage is &at flight activity does not perf& reflect the 
knetif.rcccived fmm dl airfield uxn For exampi% SOCOM w u l d  benefit not jG 
from secess to thc runway, but frmn licensing the land for its antenna f m .  Tbis benefit 
would /not be nffarcd by this mn-nllocatlon mnhod 

E. ( / ~ a c b  Pwiy Funds CertnLD M e l d  FunctfDm 
jl I 

D. 

~ n d a  b r  scfmio, DOD wodd M wst categoria  ma^ closely related to its 
p-8 snd Dd3 would fund mcra do.uly dated to itr 

-ion For example, DoD could be assigned responsibility for *k i&"  facitities based 
on ope~~tional bw 8Dd DOC ~ ~ l d  be d g n t d  nsponsibllity for 
speci~b 'landsidea activities such rr contract ~~ and AOC buildi i  
maint+ma. ~ l t a a t c i y ,  DQD COUM assigned sctivitie mccssq h r  'are 

and Commnoc could be reqmsiila fm all a d d i t i d  nquirrmcnu. DaD 
fot "all costs asocbkd with a core 12 hour per day, seven days per 

we&, /52 weeks per'yeat Meld  oprtition. Evaything above and beyoad the 
opnaqen Wdd n d  m k unnncd by NOAA and aho ~ t ~ . ' ' ~  

! 
lAOC Contnirrta a Fhcd Perceatagt Up To r Cap 

' ~ ~ ~ f w ~ 0 ~ m t i o r a ~ h a ~ 0 ~ c d m m d ~ 1 9 9 1 ~ d r i q r ~ ~ r r ~  
~~ht&fwd111-uotnhmlzl~rorrt~dtbta~11ll~~akrvrnrl~ 
md 1991, SrarP 

l t ~c l  ot -.a ~ r ~ n i  wgwdjq o p m i c m  IWWM S I O , I P ~ ~ .  k 
~ t t d &  inclu3ai 'nr d N O M  (AOC a d  CASC), the Air Purrn (Civil EogSttrhg a d  
C!ontradb&, VCO= DoD T Y . i  Coduator. If was aped b t  iCSE hid 
core opanting raguimeah In rddition, it w u  agreed thst SOCOM, as r qjw tenant, would atso - 
cQrIpfti+ Wuda meid apenrins cwa V 



1 cihe ase, rrrpopribilitia must be d i s e i i e d  in pmportiont r@le to both 
& in the other scenarios, the requid  ccntributfw, fmm DoD and Commme 
partidly offKt by payments fmm 0th~ tenants. 

The d i e  below evaluates the effen of each method described above on DOC'S financiid 
I: 

c x p o q :  

TABLE n 
Evnlartion of Altcrnatfve Cost Sharing Methods 

~ostbhsrin~ Advanhgu Dfricfvlntrga 
~ d h b  

A A& fixed % ~ p y  to mst ovemms 
@o~/~ruced ./.I limits exposum couid cause AOC 

somewhat sbarc to exceed 
tlmxhold 

B. f IC&eds nposllrcislimitcd othcrparticswould 
t o a f i x e d ~ o u p t  h a v e t o ~ t o ,  

bear the expo- 

irrmased r&iw 
flight advity or 
COSf o v e m  
could cause Am 
shantoexd  

Erposarc to 
Iacrrrued Costs 

AOC bean a % of 
dl incmwd costs 
(or savings) 

AOC bars none 
of the i n d  
cads 

AOCbesrsa%of 
all i n d  cosb 
(or a*) 

AOC besrs a % of 
krcseased costs, 
d thc cap is 

I: 1 
v 1 
/ E. &h pMy payl pmvtdr m g a  e w- Aa3bearsal.I 

for cditryn MYC to wuId cause AOC additional costs * * costs sbretoexfeed (w =*) from 
I threshold, wmplex its Atncdoas 



a I! d o n  discusses certain ccs d u  which it may k necewy for AOC 
to lkavc MvMll a c i d  .nd pcuvido an csthatc of potcntid eosts'of cxcessing the 

Tbae are tw gmd SC&OS v D d ~  which DoC m y  have to nlocata AOC 
b& and excess the p r o m  a) if Dd: decides 10 ~ l o c a t ~  AOC or b) if DoD 
deskcr to reloate i ~ 1  opedons or is prevmtcd h m  continuing to h a d  opaatio~ ut 
~ a b ~ i l l .  

A. ' Excusing Scenado 1 - DQC TerPid.ta Operations at MacDill I 
lo the firm, DOC nuy &&mine that it should rclartc AOCs opelatiom h m  MacDilI 

/?$ &el& This may occur, for example, if Docs costr exceed a targd Icvcl, if DoCs 
changes, or if s mom attracdvo site ir ida&iaL Once tbe determination were 
relocate AOC, for whatever ream, DOC wwld a~ouncc its intmtion to niocate 

fioh tbs airfield and begin the ~ C U S  of excessing thc ppmu and scatching for a new 
o*. 

I! 

U& catah conditions, DoD may decide m tumhte e d n  opedous at MasMll 
in&* tfra airtield C d y ,  rbc cost of rciocating JCSE 3M rxrl appear tu be cost- 
cff$ient, and the cost of relocating DoDs aha o@m - to k cost-ptohlbiin 
Thc.cost of docazing JCSE is cstfmstcd to bc $25.6 ariUion in the BRAC decision Tbc ' 
cod of rrlocatiag DoDb other opcmtiom har kea cstimsted ia tho hundreds of millions, 

I .  
~ & o n r h e x ~ m c o l t  i t r p p a r r & y t b a t ~ C S ~ a n d t h c o t h s r ~ ~ ~  
cow at MacDiII d d  ~ @ m s  a! McDilL HOWWC?. if fot my rewon 
lhb wen: to termiaata its upcdops a MacDill airfidd, DOC would probably be forced 

~ ~ o f t b c d m e  
mmmPads would Me a 

tantial amount of ?cad timcn to rtlocat~. 



bm& lo identi6 potemid - for the pmpclfY sod would possibly provide some 

fYn41"& 

W ,  a mC reports I,& porn a cxcrrs GSA Would -1 the propew to ~w~~ ac 
facilbict add would conduct an e n m e n t a l  &ew. If there b an adequate plan to 
cleah up ony m$aminatioa GSA wodd assign the property a conbol number and would 

the search f a  potential owners, Tkse may include cuncnt airfield users who wish 
to &quire tbc airfield or portions of it. . 

11 
~ l w o u l d  then enter into a Memorandum of Undanaading (MOW with GSA to spell 
out the rupunsibilitics of DOC and GSA durhg the a-bg period. The MOU would 
dctdl a plan fix protection and mpiDtcaamx of thc property, as required by 41 CFR. 
IIe&ding on GSA's asasmeat of the oesds of fhc propmy, the xc@ plan might call 
for hPly lockias all gatu, p d d i  a c i s i o d  W h ,  or providing 24-hour d t y . .  
The paintmance plan might mvolve some pmatiyc maintenance or simply repain of 

1. 2. Cost of Protection md Mainttnmsc 

4 1 &R states that hat "bc!ding agency [DoCl shalI k responsible for the apnw of 
prothcn and mainmmccn of tbc p p a t y  pending aaarfa to mother landlord or to 
rjsA (the disposal agmcy)." Maintmance is defined as ̂ upkeep of thc prom only to 
rhe Fent wcwwy to o f k t  d o u s  deteriontion." After an initid M o d  of up to 
sixtep month, the expense of security and mainimmcc may he r e i r nhmd  by the 
d i i  agency, dopoodine on GSA's appropriations from Congress." The cost of up to 
16 hnths of Iowtlevcl security and ~~ is cstimMed Mow. DOC may have to 
conthue to bear rhex cuss if GSA fs mble to reimburse DoC. 

I' 
& l h g m  tk W & O ~  theb+rch~-t&c ~ o a ~ c m m s n d ,  and the 6 t h ~ t ~ a r c  
Wing, it is likely tbat DoD/Air Force will amthe a, provide security for & o v d l  
air'&. If sccutity were not provided by DoD/Air Force, and if the d t y  plan m thc 
WOU with OSA roquinJ ZCbwr wraity for thc atficld, DoC would be rcsporviblc for 
thc bn of this protection. This could also occur if h D  terminated operations at 
M8cDill. The cost of protection during a 16 moath excusing pcriod is wtiarated to be 
apprbximarsly $139,000 to S201p00, assuming one security guPrd per shift thm shifts 
per day, fbi a Nod of 16 month A W  security wsts couId k leu if the d t y  
plm /pquirsd only o a a s i d  p~oh 

7hc of mint- o prrvent n r u i ~ ~  dacri0ratiozzn of the airfield faclUtics is 
&kd to bc mghly $75,000 during nu exctszing period of 16 months. This figun 

I I 

I. 
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is &d on one quarter oftbe &mated build* mairtt-~ ax2 for AOC. shared. and ,& b&iim ad u c j ~ d s  chow facilitia which an a p n c d  to be 'unused." It is 
rbu no slpial projects (e.g. runway &I will k required d u ~ g  chucessing 
'Ib. rnnl maintamcc wst could be l o w  than ibis mimarc if rhc mafnrenance 

$d in  the MOU witb GSA requires only occasiod rrp.ln. Maintenance costs could 
than this estimate if currently unuscd Eacilitics must be maintained during the 

h &e even, that AOC rrlaa~s mi DK ex- the pP#tr with D ~ D  4 other 
tenths r&g ( S c d o  I), I)oC may continue to be nspontible for its share of 
ongkw opaa!ing asts in addition to the potmphl p r o ~ i o n  and mdntvrana costs 
nodti above if protoution and msint- won not otherwise provided. DOC sbuld 
~ D J i k r  spccifyii rc pt mna- agma~clll to DOD pay ~IX total 
of ahelti opcmtion once AOC has rs~ocztcd and mtit ~ c b  time ac GSA, congress, or 
a n o k  o m  assumes UICSC cod+ 

In Jk altcmativa event that DoIl terminates its opemtiom at MBcDiill (SceMlio 2). it 
a& likeIy that AOC would bws to rrloesa. and DOC would bnz to excar the 
pro&rty. DOC DoCd consider specifying in the --&ring -t mat DoD will 
pay!-all costs assodated with .AOCs exccssfng jxocxs. ibclud;ing protection and 
maifrttaancc costs, a9 AOCs need to leave the airfield in this scenario results h m  DoD's 
d y '  ion to termhate apcratioas at MacDilL li; 



A P P ~ M  I I  A. LIST OF DATA RECEIVED , 

FA&ITY 1 DATA 
!I 

1) !! AirfeJd Pavqmt Rcpm technical repor( of aimcld condition as of 199 1. 

2) : Faciliv Condition S u m  & Facility Tramfa Condition Repon: genenl 
and cost &ma= for all facilities. description of n w  mainrmsPcc 

3) .I List of f8ciIitiu in need of repair, which will not k =paired by DoD prc- 
transfer (I0 faciliti~ with no identified ten&&). 

I1 
I I 
I' ;: ~ j ~ m q  of m e l d  (bast~ctiop: listhg for 1987-1%) of actual aimdd repairs 4) 
!; and cost% 
i: 

5) // Runway, taxiway, and lighting capital expea- plpn 

6)  !i Historical capital and mbten~~1irc costs for NOAA y d  tenant facilities 

I! 
1) 1 BRAC Lmgmgc fol retention of JCSE at MsDiU 
' , 

2) (1 M ~ O  r e q u a  JCSE opedorral- 

I' 
4) 11 ~ i&j-ve deoilhDg DoD $mtbns sharing that the Ai'r Fora must support 

opazdons of J C S .  SOCOM, md CENTCOM and muat rhnn in costs of 
operations of aixfieid if t h e  opntiuns arc to con- at airfield 



Y u..- 

n ? 1; SOC~WCENTCOM M mpimnenu for ihc finre 

8 )  Propod  aca. to be m n r l d  . , 

11) : Suppat Directive outking Air Fora mmmitment to funding 
i S O C O W ~ O M  

2) fl MI of saMa fix additional staffrcpuind to administer mulaganmt contract 
I and miew c o o W s  work 
I' 



2) JCSE 1 

2 )  US ~erhml ~ u m m m d  
I 

4) 'u.s. s+id Operations Command 

5 )  Tenant bermit I for NOAA to m p y  current space 

PREVIOUS S ~ I E S  AND CORRESPONDENCE 
I 

1) 1991 s$dies and conespocdence (original figures for NOAA study) 

2) ~wnm& Relocation Alternatives ' 

1 
3) 1992 \ 1993 sonespondene including: letter from Secretary of Commerce 

requestPg ttansfkr of MacUill airfield fium DoD; letter fiom Mayor of Tanpa 

CURRENT R#P FOR SERVTCKS 

1 j . The c&nt RFP contains a numkr of attachments, the most important of 
which is the stattmcnt of work, whkh outlines the duties to be. performed 
by the dpntractor. , 

PREVIOUS E~TIMATES OF COSTS TO OPERATE TIIE ADRFIELD 

I)  SAIC uhsoiiciied bid to manage airfield, with detailed personnel needs and con 
estirnatk for personnel needs. Assumes management amtract only, snd doer not 
&may capigl replacement or maintenance cosh in thc bid. 

2) Peat Mbi i ck  Study for Hillsborough County: looks at five scpclraie scenarios for 
levels of operation, all including conversion costs which are nor relevant to 
currently proposed t rader  arrangement. Also includes maintenance costs. 

3) SOCO~) i n t d  cost estimate of airfield operation costs, including maintenance. 

4) Joint s&T Relocation cornpairon: compares costs of operating at MacDill with 
opaatiops at Tampa. Five year estimates of p e r s o d  costs and other facilities 
costs foi: opcration of tbe airfield. 

I 

I )  ~inancih plan' for 1994 
I 
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3 2 )  Custofisl rate information 

1) AOC bpmtionr I budget for FY 1994 

4) Ann@ airfield operations cost estimate f'rom 1991 study, updated in 1993 

1 5) Econotnic I manx impact statement 

6)  AOC Task allowance plans for PI . .  1994 
I 

.l 7)  Fiscal ?ear 1994 budget target for AOC 

a R) ~istmikl heavy a i s d  hours for MacDill 

1 
9)  AOC utilities costs. 

' 3 
I 

I 

I I 
I 

1 I 
I 
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I. E S T L i T E D  COST OF OPERATLNG MACDILL 

A. Cost Summary 

The following table ~urnmarizes the estimated range of costs for owning and opcrnting 
MacDill airfield: 

TABLE TA-I 
Cost Summary 
(Annual Costs)' 

Labor for Operating Contract I $2,384,000 I 53,444,000 

Award Fee for Operating Contract 191,000 344,000 

Each of the above cost categories is discussed in further &ail helnw. 

R Labor Costs for Operating Contract 

'rb istimate labor costs for the o p c ~ g  contract, a staffing pIan was dcveloped to meet 
both the requirements of the ope& contract RFP as well as the requirements fbr 
oPrrating the airfield. The labor cost is based on 56 firll time pctso~el at local 
provailix~g wage rntc~, bcremcd 20-30 pcrccm for Orgc bcnsfits and 50-100 perant hr 
contractor overhead. An award fcc of 8-10 perceat of total labor costs was also added 

Since labor rqresents a major part of the total cost, thc estimate is most sensitive to 
changes in the key variables affcctins labor. Thex aiticd variables include: (ha number 
of ptrso~a l  for the operating contract, their wag- pa hour, fiingc and overhead rau, 

'Nw: aumkn  may not dd due KO roudW. 



and the award fee percentage. A semitivity analysis was conducted to determine the 
effect of changes in these variables on total costs. This analysis helped in deriving a 
range for the estimate of total costs. The assumed values for these variables used in the 
lower and upper estimates are shown below. 

TABLE TA-11 

- 

The staffing pian for the airfield operating contract refleas specifications included in 
the RFP, although some adjustments have been madc. The assumptions behind the 
labor estimate for each contract W o n  are described below: 

Air traffic control (ATC): The ATC function will include maintaining and 
managing the ATC hcilities and providing weathex observation services. Control 
of air traffic wiIl be within a horizontd radius of 5 statute miles from the center 
of the airport extending h m  h e  surface up to and including an altitude of 2,100 
fen above the airport clcvatio~ These servica will bc those of a non-approach 
(VFR) FAA mntd tower.' Sufheimt pcrsonncl will be provided to ensure 
coverage during a 12-hour period, including thc peak optrating hours of 0600 to 
1400, Monday through Friday, as specified in the RFP. The pmomel assigned 
this function will also be responsible for weather obwrvation?i xrviccs including 

I I 
the requirements of a basic weather watch and dissemination of surface 
o b w d o n s  locally. A staff of four controlim and a supenisor arc assumed to 
meet this function's requirements. 

Real property maintenance: This catego y o p t i o n ,  equipment maintenance, 
and a pmentive ~ ~ c e  program for NaMids (TACAN & LS) . Since this 
-on coven a broad variety of equipment, a similarly wide group of penonnel 
skills arc anticipated to be rtquLcd Approximately 15 individuals, including five 
office personnel, tm, plumbas, a HVAC mechanic, an electrician, two truck 
drivers, three laborers, and a parts warthowpenon arc exp& for this function. 

Transient aircraft service: The transient airaaA services function is ex- 
to be provided b e e n  0600 and 1800 hours, seven days a week. It consists of 
meeting and parking dl arriving &I&, coordinating fuel service needs. 

Price Waterhome 
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providing transportation to the hangar or operatiom building, and providing 
d e p a m  services. They will maintain all assigned vehicles. aircraft tugs, and air 
cargo staLeases, .sweepers. err.. Eleven individuals including a dispatcher, 
secretary, two clerks, four aircraR xrviccrs, and thm aircraft mechanics are 
expected to bc rcqui-sd to meet ILC rwpomibilitia of rhis hct ion.  

Meld operations: Thc Largest responsibility of the contractor who operates the 
airport will occur in the hctional area of airf'ield opt ions .  Tbs contractor 
pcrsonne1 in this category will function essentially as the airport manager with 
rcsponsibilitiw for e d g  ~ f c  and efficient ai~~rili  u p e d ~ ~  coordinating 
grounds rn-CC, periodically inspecting airfield facilities, coodimting 
airtield mainttmce contracts, monitoring M e l d  usJaccess conwl, coordinating 
flight planing and flight data collection activities, and providing transit aircrew 

. support. Approximately 21 individuats including five opcratioicl upenisors, ten 
laborers, an entomologist, an en-* and four secwity pcmu111le1 are 
expected to be ncccsray to meet the mponsibilitin of this firnnion. An 
entomologist is included to pmvib the necessary pest control; it is expected that 
this hc t ion  will not be providcd by DoD. 

Airfield Adminhtrotiona Even though not identified as a nquiremtart iu the 
operations services contract, we consider an adminirmtion function to k 
ncccssary. This group of approdmately bur individuals would direct and 
coordinate the activities of all of the previously described functional categories. 
A director and 8sshanq along with two admiaistratiyt personnel, are expected to 
be able to meet the ne& of this mtivify. 

Table TA-IV on the following page provides thc specific wage and staffing assumptions 
for each of these categories. Table TA-III below summrkes the build-up of total labor 
costs, including direct labor'cosu, fringe benefits, ovaircad costs: 

I I 

TABLE T A m  
Lobor Cost Bdd-Up 
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m m w m  - 

TABLE TA-IV 
Wage and Staffimg Levels 

WagelHr HoursIYear A d  Saluy Numbs TOTAL 

(*I Personnel COST 
I .  Airfield operatiom 

Supervisors 
Laborers 
Entomologist 
Environmentalist 
Sccur ity 
SUBTOTAL 

2. -cld o m t i o n  
$35.00 2,080 $72,800 ; 1 $72,800 Director 
30.00 2,080 62,400 1 62,400 &st. Director 
9.50 2,080 19,760 1 19,760 Secretary 
7.25 2,080 15,080 1 15,oSO Clerk 4 $170,0150 

SUBTOTAL 

3. A& tnffic cantrd 
Cu-uUa $15.00 2,080 $31,200 ' 4 $124,800 

Supervim 20.00 2,080 41,600 1 41.600 

SUBTOTAL 5 $166,400 

4. Transient aircraft service 
Dispatcher 
Sec=tvy 
Clerk 
Aircraft Scrvica 
AiKxaftMechanic 
SUBTOTAL 

7 v 

- 

~is~atchcr  (5.50 
Cle* 7.25 
Secretary 9.50 
W a r a h o m  9.00 
Power Tmck O p a m r  9.00 
HVAC Mechanic 15.00 
Plumber 15.00 
Truck Driver 11.00 
SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL DIRECl LABOR 

- The wages used are those listed in the RFP for the airfield opera- contract. 



C. Materials and Supplies 

The estimate for materials and supplies for the operating contract could not be based on 
historical experience fiom MacDil and was developed on the basis of knonn costs of a 
similar nanue for commercial service airports. A range of cost estimates was based on 
the annud expenditures for materials and supplies at comparable commercial airports, 
which experience considerably greater operational activity but possess a similar size staff. 
The cost of materials and supplies is estimated to he. between $775.000 and $1,050,000. 

D. Contract Mauwguout Staff 

NOAA plans to hire several 'additional staff to administer the operating contract. The 
salaries of these .staff, estimated by NOAA,  m presented below: 

T A B U  TA-V 
N O M  Contract Mamgement Staff 

A I R F ' m  Dntl[SION LOW MID HIGH 

Chief - CC-OS/M - - - ---- 
Sectew - GS-05106 18,907 2 1,426 - 23,886 .. 

Airfield Manager - GS-I3114 49,401 55,986 66,162 

Civil Engineer - GS-13/14 49,40 1 55,986 66,162 

Safety Spec - GS-11/12 34,662 I 39,285 47,08 1 

Environmental Spec - GS-11/12 34,662 39,285 47,OS 1 

Logistiduel - GS-11/12 34,662 39,285 47,081 

'L'ran~ Alert - CiS-I 1/12 34,662 39,285 47.08 1 

'Real Property Spec - GSlU13 34,WI 39.285 47,08 1 

Facilities Mainf Insp - GS-11/12 34,662 39,285 47.08 1 

SUBTOTAL I 360.343 1 408,393 1 485,777 

Benefits @ 18.7% 67384 76,369 90,840 

TOTAL 484762 576,617 

Note: These labor costs for contract management do not include any profision fbr the 
overhead costs associated with tbae staff. 
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E. Utilities 

The estimate for airfield utilities costs was developed on the bmis of known costs of o 
similar nature for commercial service airports. We developed a range of estimated costs 
based on the annual expwditures on utilities at comparable commercial senice airports, 
which experience considerably greater operational activity but possess a similar size staff 
Based on the utility corn for the commercial service airports used for this analysis, 
MacDill aifield's utilities costs are estbated to be between 5568,000 and $790,000. 

F. Grounds Maintenance and BuUdLDg Malntcnance 

The information on grounds maintenance, rcfuw removal, and custodial costs used in this 
analysis was providcd by Air Force's 6th Contracting Squadron. The gmunds 
maintenance cost of $282,000 used in this analysis includes $262,000 for mouin& edging, 
and o d b g  of gxass and $20,000 for planting. The refbe removal and custodial costs 
for sharsd f=ilities, such as the tower, were assumed to be minimal. 

Ann& huilding maintenance costs were &hated by detezdnkq the replacement costs! - - 

of the buildings or hangus belonging m AOC or identified ar shared facilties. The 
& u t t  assurucs r $60.00 per sq. ll. reptbcmcnt cost for buildings anb $40.00 per sq. 
R for hangars. The annual maintenmcc mst was assumed to be one pncmt of the 
replacement cost for a total of $49,000. Both the replacement ma and the pacentage for 
annual maintenance were confirmed with Air Force 6th Civil Engineering Squadron. 

As shown in the followihg table $4,285 is c s M  fur buildings that are considered to 
be shared facilities: 

(Shared Facilities) 

I . Anaaal 
Facility No. Description Area Replactment 

' 
hlrintenance 

(q* Ft.1 Cost Cost 

1 iO5 Control 'Lower 3.152 $1 89,120 $1,891 

14 NDI Lab 3,990 $239,400 %2,394 
I I L 

! TOTAL I I I I 



Studv U.S. D-nt of C- 

G .  Capital Expenditures 

Although the scope of work for this study specified a ten-year financial analysis, the 
capital expenditure estimates wed in the cost estimates include 20 years of expected 
improvemmts needed for the airfield Because airpon facility maintenance is generally 
incurred over long periods of time, this prevents " 12th year" costs fiom being overlooked 
and excluded from the total costs .of operating MacDiil airfield. 

Improvements identified and costcd for the during the first ten years include 
paveulerlr joi111 scaliug, rcp1su;cucul uf some electrical homerun circuits, a runway 
sedcoat, overlay of the asphalt portions of the taxiways and replacement of the entire 
runway lighting system. The total cost of these improvements was estimated at 
$2.5 18,000 including a 20 percent rnnrlcrlp for engineering and contingencies. The annual 
average cost for t h e  first ten years is therefore approximately S252,OOO per year. 

A second ten y a r  list of airfield i m p m e a t s  includes a sealcoat for the apron area 
pavement, a ruuway overlay, a replacement approach light system and a significant 
amount of security fencing. Cost of these improvements totaled $3,504,000 including the 
same 20 ptrctnt for engineering and contingencies. Combining this figure with the first 
ten ycar costs provides a 20 year list of capita! cxpcnditues t o U g  S6,022,000 or an 
annual average cost of appro>rimattly $301,000. This cost rqresents the annual 
contribution to a capital fund necessary to provide for large capital projects in the future. 
It should be noted that these costs are not typically included as a budget line item for 
Federal agencies. 

This d y s i s e  does not include capital expenditures required to comply with Federal, 
State, or local regulations regarding accessibility for the handicapped, workpiact safety, 
or other requirements. Tables TA-VII and TA-VIII on the following page list the capital 
projects included in the capital expenditures estimate: 

Price Waterhouse 
T A-G 



TABLE TA-VII 
Capital Projects 

I I 
TABLE TA-VII][ 

lo  md 20 Ytar CapW Expenditures 

Price Waterrhouse 
TA-7 



ANiulYSIS OF HISTORICAL COSTS AND PREVIOUS STUDIES 

A. Analysis Air Force Historical Costs 

TABLE TA-IX 

MateriaWS upplies for -eld Opetations 1,021,854 1 1,612,230 

91.368 ( 105,770 

The adjusted corn reflect reducing the Pirfield corn to include only the functional areas 
described above which are assumed to be transferred to NO& The current DoD payroll 
figuns assume a manpower authorization levci of 277 full-time quivalmts ~ ) ,  as 
indicated on the table on the folfowing page). 1 15 of these manpower authorizations are 
allocated to operating the portions of the aimeld being c o n s i d d  by NOAA. Submting 
these authorizations fiOm thc to& Operating costs, the annual labor costs faced by the Air 
Force for the po~ons of the aimeld to k uansfetrtd to NOAA total 54.8 million (ii 
1994 dollars - e s c W  at 5 percent for three yws). 

Fgr,tbe 1993 budget, ~ x b t c l y  b2.7 million in c x p c ~ ~ c s  (aduding labor) w i  
obligated for the operation of the airfield Approximately $1.6 million of these exptnsts 
are for the cost f'unctional areas to be traasftned to NO& In the I994 budget, expenses 
(t~cl~ng'labor) arc &hated at approximately $2.0 million ' h e  $2.0 million estimate 
for operating expenses (including utilities, grounds maintenance, and otbcr expenses, but 
excluding labor) is a more appropriate and up-todntc figure than those used iu fire 
previous studies. The adjusted costs include 3105,770 for electricity (equal to the 1991 
figure d a t e d  at 3 percan for yean); the current $282,000 contract for grounds 
maintenance; and the remaining $1,612,230 for othtt airfield oprations, totalling 92.0 
million in expenses (excluding labor) for operation of the airfield (in 1994 dollars). 

Price Waterhouse 
TA-8 



. . .  -Dill U.S. D-nt of Commerce 

At the time of the airfield operating cost study upda~e in 1993, $98,000 wcre projected 
for capital =pairs. ?hs money covered runway rubber removal and repzir, md control 
rower windows. The 598,000 fig11re was escalated at 5 percent for one year to $102,900. 

B. Aualysis of Prvvivus Studies 

Several studies have been conducted in the pas by various parties interested in tfic 
operatiw costs for MacDill airf~eid. The Will~hrougb County Aviation Authority, the 
U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM) of the United States Army Aviation Support 
Elcmcnt (USAASE), the Joint Staff, and Scic~lce Appiicatiuns Inlrmlional Corporarlon 
have all conducted analyses to estimate the costs of operating.the airfield. The results of 
the prtviously mentioned analysts wcre cornpared with the cost estimates made in these 
studies. Each of tht studies assumes different operating facilities, different opting ?nd 
maintenance expense rates and charges, different labor assumprions, and different 
assumptiom regarding capital costs. Tkeir cost estimates range h m  $1.3 G o n  to $9.9 
million. 

Tht total annual operating costs estimated ia tach of the studies have been adjustziti .so 
as to include only the expenses addressed in Section III.A. In addition, the original 
estimates have been inflated at 5 percent pcr ycar to 1994 dollars, if ncccssnry. Ou~e 
these adjustments arc made, the cost estimates range from $1.4 to $4.6 million. Some of 
the values estimated in the previous studies are lower than the estimates made in this 
study, but thest lower values cts be attributed to a few si&icant diffaences in 
assumptions. These varying assumptions include low utilities costs relative to the historic 
levels at MacDill, little or no capital h d s  set asidc onnually for large capital projects, 
and varying f i g e  benefit and overhead rates. The results of the previous mdits arc 
presented below with adjusted estimates resulting from the removal of all hctions not 
included in this cost analysis: 

Price Waterh o use 
TA-9 



TABLE TA-X 
Analysis of Previous Studies 

(% in millions) 

Price Waterhouse 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OfFlC€ O f  THE A S S I S T M  SECRETARY 

INS1 AUATlONS LOGISTICS AND ENVIRONMENT 
110 ARMY PEXTAQON 

WASHINOTON DC 3031041 10 
February 1, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE 
AIR FORCE (INSTALLATIONS) 

SUBJECT: Minimum Essential Facilities to Support the 
Deployment of the 10th Mountain Division at 
Fort Drum, New York 

Reference your memorandum of January 30, 1995, 
regarding the evaluation of Wheeler-Sack Army Airfield 
for mobilization/deployment support for the 10th 
Mountain Division at Fort Drum, New York. 

This is to provide our concurrence with the 
proposal outlined by the Joint ~ r m y / ~ i r  Force Team that 
visited Fort Drum on January 26 and 27, 1995. Attached 
are pen and ink changes to the team's report, to make 
it more factually correct. 

The Army's qriginal estimate for the airfield 
expansion was based upon requirements that were pro- 
vided and validated by the the Air Mobility Command. 
The team's report represents what are the minimally 
essential requirements. Therefore, we should recognize 
the possibility that the $51.17 million estimate will 
likely change when a more detailed design review is 
accomplished. However, we concur that the estimates do 
appear reasonable to accomplish stated requirements. 

With regard to operating costs and savings, the 
report outlines some of the operational savings and 
benefits to the Army of deploying from Fort Drum. The 
expanded airfield operations at Fort Drum will also 
result in additional Army costs, that will likely 
offset the operating savings outlined in the report. 

Please keep us apprised of your progress with this 
initiative. 

Paul W.  ows son 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Installations and Housing) 
OASA(I,L&E) 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

OFFICE OF THE ASSl5lAHT SECRETARY :JAN 3 11 1% 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

(Installations and Housing) 

FROM: SAF/MII 
1660 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1660 

SUBJECT: Minimum Essential Facilities to Support the Deployment 
of the 10th Mountain Division at Fort D m ,  New York 

Reference your memorandum of January 12, 1995 regarding the 
evaluation of airfield mobility support for the 10th Mountain 
Division at Ft Drum, NY. 

Attached is a Trip Report of a fact finding visit to Ft Drum 
on January 26-27, 1995. As pointed out in the trip report, the 
listing of required facilities was agreed to by all parties which 
included team members from your staff, FORSCOM, local Ft Drum 
personnel, SAF/MII, and other Air Force personnel. 

The Fact Finding Team cost estimate, developed by AF/CEP, 
shows that the overall cost of providing the minimum essential 
facilities required to support the deployment of the 10th Mountain 
Division out of Ft Drum is $51.17 Million. 

The Air Force plans to submit this as a BRAC-95 
recommendation for consideration by the Secretary of Defense. 
Request you provide Army concurrence of this proposal as soon as 
possible. 

JAh:ES F. 3i3:i7R;GiiT 
U D e p u t y  Assistant S~c rz : z ; y  al the Air Force 

(Ind~:!c:ions) 

Attachment: 
Fact Finding Trip Report 



TRIP REPORT 

FACT PINDING VISIT TO ?T D R a ,  W 

03 26-27 Jan t FACT FINDING TEAX visited & Dnrm NY 
for the p s e  of d e t e r m s q  what MIHIHOW E8BENTIAL f a t ~ s  -- 
would & needed at Pt Drum to su ort the Air Force mission & 
de~loy the loth ~ o u n t a ~ i ~ s  * on d rectly out g a DDM. 
BoatriqhtL SAFIHII directed AP/RT and SAF/HII staff to conduct 
this PACT FINDING VISIT Pt DIXZIB. -- 

Col Jack Renton, IMA Reserve Assistant to BAP/XII, conducted 
a Desk Top Evaluation of Airfield Bupport for the 10th Hountain 
Division, Pt Drum, NY in October 1994. Information from thia 
report was verified and utilized in developing the data collected 
on this trip. 

There were two coordination/planning meetings held in the 
Pentagon involving both Army and Air Force personnel prior to this 
visit. ~isted below are the team personnel that traveled to Pt 
Drum: 

A I R  FORCE PERSONNEL 

Col Joseph A. Feather, Mil Assistant SAF/MII (Team Chief) 
Col John B. Renton, IKA Reserve Assistant SAF/MII 
L t c  Bernie Kring, AF/RT 
Maj Gary L. Fellows, AF/CEP 
C p t  Christopher Ernandes, 621 AMCS, McGuire AFB, NJ 

ARMY PERBONNEL 

Mr. Donald Manuel, DASA (I, L&E) 
Ms. Neta Adams, DCSPIM BRAC f G 6 S  Wr+S 
Mr. Wimbrick Wells, ENGR/D&PM, FORSCOM 
Ltc Albert Decoursey, ACSIM 
Maj William Shumate, DACS-TABS 

While at Ft Drum, the team toured/visited the entire airfield 
facility and some facilities adjacent to or near by the airfield 
that could possible be utilized as minimum essential facilities 
for the purpose of deploying the 10th Mountain Division. The 
following ~ t .   rum personnel were directly involved in our tour 

\ . and follow on discussions: 



Hr. David Bush, Deputy Garrison Commander 
Ltc David M. Wodruff, Dir Plans, Training, Mobilization & Sec 
Hr. Marlyn T. Sears, Dep Dir, Plans, Train, Mobilization, Sec 
Wr. William Bamann, Master Planning, Public Works 
Cpt Steven Williams, Airfield Commander 
Mr. Alois J. White, Chief Air ~raffic Controller 
W r .  Ronald Blimebry, Airfield operations 
Hr. Rick Berry, Director of Logistics 

~uring our discussions at Ft Drum we developed a listing of 
the minimum essential facilities that would be required either by 
new construction, renovation/modification of existing facilities, 
or use of existing facilities. This listing of facilities (see 
attachment 1) was approved and agreed to by all personnel 
involved, and was briefed to Col Joel E. Williamson, Garrison 
Commander, during our out briefing on the afternoon of 27 Jan 95. 

Following are reasons for the differences between the Air 
Force and Army estimate: 

- ~ r m y  planned for a 200 ft wide runway vs. AF requirement of 
150 ft. 

- m y  planned for an apron approximately twice the size of 
the AF requirement. 

- Army planned for a new JP-8 refueling system and the A ,  
requirement is satisfied with existing facilities. 

- Site survey group felt Army 1391 had overstated the Water, 
Sewer, Gas and Site Improvement requirements. 

- site survey group felt the new Vehicular Wash/Contingency 
Storage Facility is not required because the existing 
vehicle Wash Rack is adequate to support the mobility 
mission. 

- Site survey group felt the full scope recommended by the 
m y  for the Departure/Arrival Control Group Facility is 
not required because existing facility being used for 
mobility processing is adequate, The site survey team 
recommends a new facility be constructed to inspect 
vehicles and pallets. 

The AF/CEP Cost Estimate (attachment 2) shows that the 
overall cost of providing the rninimum essential facilities 
required to support the deployment of the 10th Mountain Division 
out of Wheeler-Sack AAF at Ft Drum is $51.17 Million. 

\ 
There also will be a need for minimum essential mission 

related equipment, that is being utilized by the Air Force at 
~riffiss AFB, to be transferred to Ft Drum. This should be 
accommodated in the BRAC language to ensure that the minimum 
essential equipment does get to Ft Drum. 



We also were able to gather additional information concerning 
Army costs associated with deploying out of Griffiss AFB. 

Surface transportation contract costs to transport troops 
from Ft Drum to Griffiss AFB: 

FY 92 - $223,000 
FY 93 - $143,000 
FY 94 - $250,000 

TDY costs for Ft Drum support personnel while at Griffiss 
AFB : 

Normal Battalion Deployment (Avglyear) $144,000 

Special Deployments 
92 Hurricane Andrew - $64,000 
92 Somolia - $102,000 



Attachment 1 

MINarUM ESSENTIAL, REQUIREMENTS 

AIRFIELD 

1. JZunway - Remove existing 03/21 ncrete runway (5000 A by 150 A). Constr~~ct a 10,000 A 
by 150 A concrete runway with 25 A 6) houlders and 1000 A overruns. Install runway lighting 
system. Construction includes all grading, clearing, relocation requirements for utilities, fencing, 
and roads. Provides runway signage and stomwater drainage system. 

2. Turnaround - Construct a 75 A wide concrete turnaround taxiway at the departure end of 
removing a 75 ft wide portion of eastlwest runway to construct new 

3. Parkinn Apron - Construct a 700 A by 1950 A concrete parking apron with 25 ft shoulders to 
park a maximum on ground (MOG) of 6 C-5s. Apron will include deicing pad, mast lighting, 
oiVwater separator and connecting (1450 A by 75 A) taxiway to runway. 

4. Hot Load Pad - Construct a concrete hot load pad with connecting taxiway too proposed 
parking apron. Construction will include minimal deicing facilities and lighting, 

5. Cat I A~proach System - Provide new system at both ends for runway 03/21. 

AIRFIELD ASSOCIATED PROJECTS 

6. Firestation - Construct an additional bay on the existing £ire station (Bldg 2065). Existing 
facility has four bays. Presently the airfield has two P-4s and one structural truck. AMC 55-23 
requires four aircraft firefighting trucks to support a maximum on ground of more than two C-5s. 
Therefore, an additional bay is required. 

7. De~arture Airlift GYOUD Facility - Construct 10,800 sq A heated facility for weighmg and 
inspecting vehicles, and building and inspecting pallets. Construct a 3,600 sq A unheated 
addition to store aerospace ground equipment and material ban- equipment. Total quart 
footage is 14,400 sq A. Presently no facility exists to meet this requirement. 

8. infrastructure Requirements - Provides all roadlvehicle parking paving, water, sewer, gas 
upgrades to existing base infhsmcture that support minimum essential airfield requirements. 
n e s e  costs are currently estimatedfi $630,000. 

A T  



REQUIREMENTS SATISFI&D BY EXISTING FACILITIES 
m D B i L I Z ~ ~ / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  m4 

9. Fuel Storage - No additional storage is q u i d  to support thesmM+y mission. Two JP-8 
135,000 gallon tanks exist. Additionally, a fuel truck reheling facility capable of fueling two 
trucks at one time exists. Resupply of additional he1 can be accomplished in a few hours by rail 
and truck. 

10. Vehicle Wash Rack - 'Ibe base @t completed construction of a new vehicle wash rack This 
facility is adequate to support the meb&y mission. It is adjacent to runway 0312 1 and is 
connected by hard surface road to the airfield. Three hundred feet of additional hard surface road 
will be constructed to keep all vehicle operations within the airfield fenced area rather than 
traveling on county roads. 

11. Vehicle Sta!zinflarking Area - Sufficient ramp exists to meet this requirement. 

12. Personnel Processing Area - The old base gym, bldg 2360, (27,295 SF) is cunently being 
used for mobility processing. This facility is located three miles from the staging area, and is 
adequate to support the mobility mission. It is estimated 450-500 troops will be in the facility for 
for a maximum of three hours each time. 

EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS 

13. Fuel trucks, fire trucks, snow removal vehicles, AGE, and other airfield maintenance 
equipment will be required to support the mobility mission. This equipment exists at Gri£iiss 
AFB. If the mission moves, this mission essential equipment should transfer with the move. 



BEDDOWN COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY 

l/30/95 

Category: I N D m  Subcateg0ry:LAB 

Phone: DSN: 227-2434 
File: ARM0240 1 Realign O r i h  And Function to Fort Dmm-F 

craft Summary 

ling Base: Fort Drum 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Estimate Summary 

Net Force Structure Change 

Acn itdrO; Qfrbn 
Popvn ( s e e  note below) 1 ,ooo 

Adjusted Popvn 1 ,ooo 
In Bound None 0 0 
In Bound None 0 0 
In Bound None 0 0 
In Bound None 0 0 
In Bound None 0 0 

.: - 
Total Popuiatio l,oOO.OO 

Percent population change from adjusted population: 

Note: Personnel numbers do not repreeent Fort Drum population. Theee numbere are required for the 
c o s t  eetimating model t o  run. 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEGIBCEG STAFF ONLY 



4 
ieinlng BW: ~ o r t  DN~; 
,pUon: 1 
Iril : 1 
late : 01-30-1995 
heat 1 d 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Reallgn OrifRsr AM Functlon to Fort Drum 

BRAC Mllcon Estimate Workrheet 

Close Hold - BCEGlBCEG Staff Only 

:ATEGORIES 

Ither Roqulm 
32-000 SITE IMPROVEMENT 1 SF 0 0.00 0.00 0.84 
36684 AIRFIELD LIGHTING 1 SF 0 0.00 0.00 1.00 
1 M)(Khr Remove 10" Jdnted Concmte 78333 SY 20 22.17 109.40 0.66 
10-000n 8" BOM COUW 1 66666 SY 15 16.63 174.58 2.57 
1 O-OOOh 14- Jointed Comb 33333 SY 48 53.20 128.49 10.01 
30-000 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
I O-000n 8. Base caurae 33333 SY 15 16.63 34.91 0.62 
I M)(Klh 14- Jointed Conasto 15000 SY 48 53.20 50.28 0.89 
10-0011 2" asphalt overlay 5000 SY 7 7.76 2.44 0.04 
10M)lg h r u n  DBST Surface Tmatme 28333 SY 2 2.22 3.96 0.07 

16.70 

Mllcon: 16.70 
809 1.67 

Subtobl 18.37 

Pknnlng 1.66 

TOTAL 20.02 

Tri-Svc 
Wunit UIM Titles Program'd 

SCOPE YunH 
6% SlOH 

(SKI 
TOTAL 

($MI 



Notes for Worksheet 1 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign GriMss Afld Function to Fort Drum . 

932400: Excavate 10000 R by 150 R area. 

136-864: Provldes runway lights, duckwork, threshold lights, apron lighting, and all upgrades to existing electrical system to support this project. Estlmate 
provided by the base electrical engineer. 

11M)OOv: Remove 7 inches existing concrete on 150 x 5000 foot runway. 

110-000n: Provides 12 inch base course for 10000 x 150 new runway and select fill. 
/ O , O O @  

110M)Oh: For 14 inch concreteJW6x 150 designed for 30 FAA design. Site survey team members agreed on this requirement 

1 10-000n: Provides base course for runway overuns. 1000 feet x 150 feet. 

l1M)OOh: Provides 1800 foot by 75 foot hot cargo pad taxiway 14 inch concrete. 

11WOlf: Provides 2 inch asphalt overlay for first 150 of each overrun. 

11M)Olg: Provides DBST (chip seal) surface treatment to 850 feet of each 1000 foot overrun. 

Cloee Hold - BCEG/BCEO Staff Only 



Cbse Hold - BCEGlBCEG Stafl Only 

CATEGORIES -- 
11OM)lh Rurmmy Shoulden 0 SY 10 11.08 0.00 0.98 
11oOli PNsd Shouldekc.rgo.@ bam 16666 SY 15 16.63 17.46 0.31 
l l ~ l j  Prvsd Shoulderr-C.rgo.T llrph 16666 SY 7 7.76 8.15 0.14 
11OM)lk B...(knmO-Hm,[r 6599 SY 15 16.63 6.91 0.14 
11OM)ll lr PCC. Hot Cargo 6599 SY 45 49.88 23.85 0.37 
11oOlm (PTuiwryBuc,Courw 12083 SY 15 18.63 12.66 0.22 
1 l o O l n  14' PCC, Taxiwry 12083 SY 46 53.20 40.50 0.72 
1104)01o 6" Bass Coume, Agron Shoulder 5000 SY 15 16.63 5.24 0.11 
ffM)olp r11SrphmkApronShOUldar 5000 SY 7 7.76 2.44 0.31 
110-001r tY8...Coume,Apron 151666 SY 15 16.63 158.86 2.81 

6.1 1 

Mllcon: 6.1 1 
60s 0.61 

Subtotal 6.72 

Phnnlng 0.60 

TOTAL 7.32 

Prognm'd 
SCOPE litb~ UIM Tri-Svc 

Yunit Sunit 
6% SlOH 

(SKI 
TOTAL 

(f M) 



. BRAC Milcon Bltimnta Workahset 

Notes for Worksheet 2 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum 

1 l0-00lh: Pmvldes 25 foot wide shoulders along each sMe of 10000 foot runway. Per Fort Drum personnel, thls Is all that Is required. AFCESA orglnally 
stated 200 foot wide shoulders required. Used 10 inch base and 4 inches asphalt. 

11OM)ll: Ptovtdea 6 inch base for paved shoulders for hot cargo pad. 3000 feet (length) x 25 feet (wldth) x 2 divMed by 9 = 16666 SY. 

110-001j: Provides 2 inch asphalt for paved shoulders for Hot Cargo pad. 3000 feet (length) x 25 feet (width) x 2 dhrlded by 0 = 16666 SY. 

11 0.001 k: Provides 6 inch base course for hot cargo pad. 

110-0011: Provides 13 inch concrete for hot cargo pad. 

1 10-001 m: ProvMes 6 inch base for Apron taxiway. 

110-001n: Provides 14 lnch concrete for Apron taxtway. 
I/ 

11MX)lo: Provides 10 inches of base course. L- &R KS ktf; L r qh+FLL ' 
110-001 p: Provides 4 lnch asphatt overlay. 

1 10-001 r. Provides 6 lnch base for Apron. 

C l o e e  Hold - BcEG/BCEQ Staff Only 



f l  BRAC Milcon EsUmrte W r h t  

c w n h g ~ . w : ~ a t R u ; n  
Op(ion: 1 
odll: 1 
Data : 01-30-1m 
Shod 3 of 5 lor Scmm& ARM02401 Realign Grtmu AM Fundkn to Fort Drum 

C ~ S O  Hold - BCEO/BCEG Sbff Only 

CATEGORIES - R.quh 
134-351 ItS GUM SLOPE 0 SF 0 0.00 0.00 3.13 
851-147 ROAD 2700 SY 190 210.60 35.82 0.63 
730-142 FIRE STAWN 1500 SF 120 133.01 12.57 0.22 
214428 VEHICLE OPS PARKING SHED 3600 SF 43 47.68 10.81 0.24 
214-426 VEHICLE OPS HEATED PARKING 10800 SF 88 97.54 76.32 1.17 

342 00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

5-39 

Mllcon: 6.39 
BOS 0.64 

Subtotal 5.93 

Planning 0.63 

TOTAL 6.46 

fltkr Prognm'd 
SCOPE UIM TrCSvc 

Slunil Wunlt 
6% SlOH 

(SKI 
TOTAL 

(SM) 





/ BRAC Mllcon Edknate Worksheet 

G . ldnQ~~atDn;n  
Option: 1 
Drill: 1 
0.b : 0130-1995 
8- 4 d I for m, ARM02401 Rmalbn Oct(nrr Md Function to FMt &urn 

Close Hold - BCEWCEG Staff Only 

CATEGORIES 

0lh.r-h 
11040lq 1SPCC.Apron 151666 SY 45 49.88 476.59 8.42 
110-001t 6"BueCorrrre.HCargo 8888 SY 15 16.63 9.31 0.19 
1 1OM)lv 13- PCC, Turnaround 15500 SY 45 49.88 48.71 0.86 
110-001~ R m  6"- 8- Jolnted C m t e  15500 SY 18 18.95 19.48 0.34 
932400 sm IMPROVEMENT 0 SF 0 0.00 0.00 0.50 
11M)Olh RumnyShoukkn 0 SY 10 1 1.08 0.00 0.24 
K32M)O COLLECTlON 0 SF 0 0.00 0.00 0.10 

0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 
0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 

10.65 

Milcon: 10.65 
80s 1.06 

Subtotal I 1  -71 

Phnnlng 1.05 

TOTAL 12.76 

Titbr Progm'd 
SCOPE 

-- - - 
TOTAL 

(SM) Sunlt 

- --- 

6% SlOH 
(SKI 

. 

Tii-Svc 
@unit 



. BRAC Hilcon Betimate Worksheet 

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

110-001q: Pwides 13 inch concrete for Apron. 

11MK)lt Provide8 6 Inch base course for turnaround. 

110-001~: Provldes 13 Inch concrete turnaround. 

110 -001~  Remove exlsting runway area for turnaround. 

932-000: Provides signage for airfield for CRAF aircraft. 

l1OM)lh: Provides shoulders for taxiway turnaround (10 inch base and 4 inch asphalt surface). 

832-000: Provides environmental deiclng containment for the hot load pad. 

Cloee Hold - BCEG/BCEQ Staff Only 



0 BRAC Milcon EsUmate Worksheet 
o . ~ n h g ~ w r : ~ a t D n r ; ;  
Optkln: 1 
DM: 1 
Dab : 0130-low 
Shsd 5 d 5 br Sonuk: ARM02401 Realign G M h  AM Fundlon b For( Drum 

SITE IMPRWEMENT 
sm IMPROVEMENT 
sm IMPROVEMENT 
DISTR & TRANSMISSION LINES 
C O U E r n N  
COLLECnON 
STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM 
STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM 

Cbm Hokl- BCEQBCEG Staff Only 



. .. 
BRAC Milcon Eetimets Worksheet 

Notes for worksheet 5 of 5 for Scenario: ARM02401 Realign Griffiss Afld Function to Fort Drum 
4 

932-000: Prwtdes dsarfng and grubbing for new runway. 

932-000: Provides for grading of runway only . 
932-000: PmMes for grading work required for new runway drainage system. 

812-000: Relocate electrical servlce 13.2 KV underground due to runway construction. 

832-000: PnwMes environmental system for deicing apron. 

I 832-0003 Provides oil water separator for apron. 

I 871-183: Provides runway drainage culvert and catch basins. 

871-183: ProvMes drainage system for new apron. 

Cloee Hold - BCEG/BCEO Staff Only 





BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

I 

BCEG CLUSE HOLD 
- GRAND FORKS UPDATE 

CRITERIA IV & V 
1-TIME 20 YR STEADY 
COST - NPV STATE ROI - 

GRAND FORKS 0 0 0 N/A 

GRAND FORKS a (952) 71 lmmed 
REVISED * 
/ 

3 , s  GC ., q I c c h r c ~ d - ,  
*All savings have a- d i s  n o f o u r  

been accounted for $4 Csdh4- A - .  
in the AF POM 



I- 
- 

BCEG CLUSE HOLD 

GRAND FORKS UPDATE 

CRITERIA IV 8r V 
COST NPV - 

STEADY 
STATE ROI - 

lmrned 

PERS 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV i n  2015($K): -952,079 
1-Time Cost($K): 48,975 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 
- * - -  

Mi lCon 0 
Person -8,234 
Overhd -376 
Mov i ng 2,173 
Mi s s i o  0 
Other 94 

Do 1 l a r s  
1997 
- - - - 

0 
-31,174 
-1,278 
2,173 

0 
94 

TOTAL -6,343 -30,185 -54,075 -59,637 -61 ,237 -61,237 

- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  93 93 94 0 0 0 
En 1 409 409 408 0 0 0 
Ci v 18 18 17 0 0 0 
TOT 520 520 51 9 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 
- 299,966 
-11,121 
6,490 

0 
31 ,882 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-68,816 
-2,421 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 
- - - *  - - - - 

Mi {Con 0 0 
Person 3,236 3,236 
Overhd 385 289 
Movi ng 2,173 2,173 
Miss io  0 0 
Other 94 94 

TOTAL 5,889 5,792 5,694 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 
Person 11,470 
Overhd 762 
Mov i ng 0 
Miss io  0 
Other 0 

Do1 l a r s  
1997 - - - 

0 
34,410 

1.567 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 12,232 35,977 59,769 

Tota 1 - - -. - 
0 

9,712 
891 

6,490 
0 

31,882 

T o t a l  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

cost (8) - - - - - - -  
-6,343,065 
-30,185,120 
-54,075,502 
-59,637,450 
-61,237,450 
-61,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237,450 
-71,237.450 
-71,237.450 
-71,237.450 
- 71 ,237.450 
-71,237.450 
-71,237,450 

Adjusted Cost($) ---------.-----. 
-6,257,606 
-28,981,453 
-50,529,615 
-54,235,376 
-54,199,946 
-52,749.340 
-59,720,916 
-58,722,546 
-56,566,955 
-55,052,998 
-53,579,560 
-52,145,557 
-50,749,934 
-49,391 ,663 
-48,069,745 
-46,783,207 
-45,531,102 
-44,312,508 
-43,126,528 
-41.972.290 

NPV ( 8 )  -----. 
-6,257,606 
-35,239,059 
-85,768.674 

-1 40,004,050 
- 194,203,997 
-246,953,336 
-306,674,253 
-364,796,799 
-421,363,755 
-476,416,752 
-529,996,312 
-582,141 ,869 
-632,891,803 
-682,283,466 
-730,353,212 
-777.136.419 
-822,667,520 
-866,980,028 
-910,106,556 
-952,078,846 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Do1 Lars) 

Category 
- - - - - - -  - 
Const ruc t ion  

Mi l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing cons t ruc t i on  
In format ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

l o t s  1 - Const ruc t ion  

Personne 1 
C i v i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ea r l y  Retirement 
C i v i  l i a n  New H i res  
E l iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel 

Over head 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  1 Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Tota 1 
- - - - - - - - - - -  - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 282,176 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 

One-Time Unique Costs 31 ,600,000 
T o t a l  - Other 31.882.1 76 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  One-Time Costs 48,975,059 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  One-Time Savings u 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 48,975,059 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S: \COBRA\FOCUS95 \GRA03901 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  %K 
Tots 1 I MA Land Cost 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid -------- .  - - - - - -  - - - - - ---.  - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS 0 0 0 0 
- - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Tota ls :  0 0 0 0 

Tots 1 
Cost 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: GRAND FORKS, NO 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

719 3,888 0 557 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 -6 0 0 0 0 -6 
E n l i s t e d  0 -136 0 0 0 0 -136 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 -54 0 0 0 0 -54 
TOTAL 0 -196 0 0 0 0 -196 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

713 3,752 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

503 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  -93 - 93 - 94 0 0 0 -280 
En l i s t e d  -409 -409 -408 0 0 0 -1,226 
C i v i  l i a n s  - 18 -18 -17 0 0 0 -53 
TOTAL -520 -520 -519 0 0 0 -1,559 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

433 2,526 0 

C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  

450 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear l y  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Avai l ab le  

Tota 1 - - - - -  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  
0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 18 18 17 0  0  0  53 
Ear l y  Retirement 10.00% 2  2 2  0  0  0  6  
Regular Retirement 5.00% 1 1 1 0 0 0  3 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 3  3 3  0  0  0  9  
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 1 1 1 0  0  0  3  
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 1 1  1 1  10 0  0  0  32 
C i v i l i a n s  Avai l ab le  t o  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
New C i v i  l i a n s  Hi red  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  
Other C i v i  l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 2 2 2 0 0 0  6 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 1 1  1 0 0 0  3  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 1 1  1 1  10 0  0  0  32 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0  

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  l l i n g  t o  Move are  not  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  m i  les .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) v a r i e s  from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  S t a t i o n .  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 113 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CfiR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - - ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

o m  
CIV SALARY 

Civ  RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
l -T ime  Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
l -T ime  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tots 1 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 213 
Data As O f  08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenarlo F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- * - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 5,889 5,792 5,694 11,600 10.000 10,000 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - a  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

Tota l 
- - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 12,232 35,977 59,769 71 ,237 71,237 71,237 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 313 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

o w  
Civ R e t i r I R I F  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi l Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environaenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 
- - - - - ($K)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi l Sa l a r y  
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

Tota l -.--- 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL NET COST -6,343 -30,185 -54,075 -59,637 -61,237 -61,237 



PERSONNEL. SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : s : \ C O B R A \ F O C U S ~ ~ \ G R A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . C B R  
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Base .--. 
GRAND FORKS 

Personne 1 
Change XChange 

SF 
Change %Change ChgIPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 OX 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Base Change %Change ChgIPer Change XChange ChglPer 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS 0 0% 0 -2,420,936 -18% 1.553 

Base 
- - - - 
GRAND FORKS 

RPMABOS($) 
Change %Change ChglPer 



RPMAJBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i t e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRAO39Ol1CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 
---*-.----.--- - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 
BOS Change -762 
Housing Change 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 0 0 

-2,421 -2,421 -2,421 -2,421 -12,013 -2,421 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL CHANGES 1-762 -1,567 -2,421 -2,421 -2,421 -2,421 -12,013 -2,421 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - -  - - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS, ND 

St ra tegy:  - - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS. ND 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota 1 En l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
Tota 1 C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
Tota l Base Faci  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F re igh t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le ) :  

RPMA Non-Payro 11 ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($KIYear): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  (8KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n fo rma t i on :  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedu le(X) : 
Shutdown Schedule (X):  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 11,600 10.000 
0 0 0 0 

2,000 2,000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 

33% 34% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
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Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 
1996 - - - -  

O f f  Force S t ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Chang 
Civ Force St ruc  Chang 
Stu Force St ruc  Chang 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 

Y 
Civ Scenar io Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - Mi l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i  l i a n :  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied :  66.90% 
E n l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary($/Year) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Sa lary($ /Year ) :  36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  l i ty(Weeks):  18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary($/Year) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor :  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors  

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui l d i ng  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I nd i ces  are  used as exponents) 
Program Management Fac to r :  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothbal 1 Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quar ters(SF) :  256.00 
A v g  Family Quarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Serv ice :  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  PCS ~ b s t s .  ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr i ce ($ ) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
Mi lCon Design Rate: 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi [Con Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Prepara t ion  Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l IAss igned Person(Lb):  710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami ly (Lb) :  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb):  9,000.00 
H H G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb) :  18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($ /D i rec t  Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 0.43 
HeavyISpec Vehic le($/Mi l e ) :  1 .40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years):  4.10 
Rout ine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9.142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($):  5,761.00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 08:OO 02/07/95, Report Created 08:47 03/15/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Focused 
Scenario F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\GRA03901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : S:\COBRA\FOCUS95\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Hor i zonta 1 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quar te rs  
Fami l y  Quar te rs  
Covered Storage 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion Faci li t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  F a c i l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 
- - -- . ---  
other  (SF) 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y D  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category G ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y H  ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category I ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y M  ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category N ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category 0 ( ) 
Opt iona l  Category P ( ) 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y R  ( ) 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

5. 700 K represents cos t  t o  move 2 KC-135 Simulators,  2,000 K represent 

cos t s  f o r  AFBCA 

4. Grand Forks base l i ne  718/3886/464, tenants  added 1/2/93, Screen 4 
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POINT PAPER 

ON 

MINOT AND GRAND FORKS ICBM SYSTEMS 

PURPOSE: Provide information on major differences between the two weapon systems 

DISCUSSION: 

Both Grand Forks and Minot came into the inventory in the late '60s 

LCCs = Launch Control Centers LFs = Launch Facilities 
* Currently converting 150 MM IIs to IIIs-30 completed to date 

Minot 
Gmod Forks 

Although they use the same missile, the ground systems are significantly different (atch 1) 

- Hardware design @re-REACT-Rapid Execution and Combat Targeting, an upgrade combiig 
both W C  consoles into a single unit, improving C3 and rapid emergency action message 
processing and retargeting): 

Weapon System 

WS133A-MICDB 
WS133WCDB 

- "A-Mn: Smaller LCC with equipment racks on capsule perimeter. Commander's console 
provides majority of visual LF status indicators, Deputy monitors hardcopy status. At LF, the 
launch facility support building (LFSB) is a "soft" building at ground level 

- "Bn: Larger LCC, with an "island" of additional equipment. Deputy monitors majority of 
visual LF status indicators, as well as some hardcopy status. At LF, the launcher equipment 
building (LEB) is below ground level 

LCCI I LFs 

15 1 150 
15/150 

- Command and control; 

-- "A-M": Designed with a redundant network of buried, intersite cables connecting all 5 LCCs 
and 50 LFs. Allows command and control to be maintained in the event of multiple point failures 
in the cable network, such as cable breaks or LCC computer failure 

IOC 

64 
66 

u n - B : Designed with a single thread non-redundant cable system and a redundant medium 
frequency (h4F) radio system. 

dd: ddbag/ppgf 
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Co~~vrrtcd to 
MM III 
7 1 
73 

SY- 
Design 
Wi 

Sylvania (now GTE) 
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POINT PAPER 

ON 

MINOT AND GRAND FORKS ICBM SYSTEMS 

PURPOSE: Provide information on major differences between the two weapon systems 

DISCUSSION: 

Both Grand Forks and Minot came into the inventory in the late '60s 

LCCs = Launch Control Centers LFs = Launch Facilities 
* Currently converting 150 MM 11s to 111s--30 completed to date 

Minot 
Grand Forks 

Although they use the same missile, the ground systems are significantly different (atch 1) 

- Hardware design (pre-REACT--Rapid Execution and Combat Targeting, an upgrade combining 
both LCC consoles into a single unit, improving C3 and rapid emergency action message 
processing and retargeting): 

Weapon System 

WS 133A-MICDB 
WS 133BlCDB 

-- "A-M": Smaller LCC with equipment racks on capsule perimeter. Commander's console 
provides majority of visual LF status indicators, Deputy monitors hardcopy status. At LF, the 
launch facility support building (LFSB) is a "soft" building at ground level 

66 99 -- B : Larger LCC, with an "island" of additional equipment. Deputy monitors majority of 
visual LF status indicators, as well as some hardcopy status. At LF, the launcher equipment 
building (LEB) is below ground level 

- Command and control: 

LCCs 1 LFs 

15 / 150 
15 / 150 

-- "A-M": Designed with a redundant network of buried, intersite cables connecting all 5 LCCs 
and 50 LFs. Allows command and control to be maintained in the event of multiple point failures 
in the cable network, such as cable breaks or LCC computer failure 

Converted to 
MM III 

71 
73 

IOC 

64 
66 

-- "B": Designed with a single thread non-redundant cable system and a redundant medium 
frequency (MF) radio system. 

afd: dchcedpp-gf 

System 
Design 
Boeing 

Sylvania (now GTE) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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--- The cable system provides a single line connection from the parent LCC to assigned LFs 
and other LCCs within the same squadron, but no cable interconnectivity to other LFs in the same 
squadron 

--- The MF radio system provides a redundant, separate (from the cable network) path 
connectivity from the parent LCC to all LFs 1 LCCs in the same squadron 

- Tar~etinp Operations: (Assuming both systems receive the REACT modification): 

-- "A-M": As many as five LCCs can simultaneously conduct squadron retargeting operations 
to meet national military timelines. This process allows combat crews to input new target data 
from LCCs into the required LF computer as directed by higher headquarters 

-- "B": A maximum of two LCCs can conduct retargeting operations at the same time. 

RECOMMENDATION: None--for information only 

1 Atch 
C2 system depiction (2 pgs) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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Office of Public .Wairs, Hq. Air Fore Space Command, Peterson AFB, CO 80914400 (7D) 5543731 

21st Space Wing 

The 21st Space Wing performs one of the most important space operations missions - operating 
worldwide sensors to provide early warning on ballistic missile attacks and foreign space launches, and 
space surveillance. The wing was activated May 15, 1992, at Peterson Air Force Base, Colo. It was 
formed from the assets of the 1st Space Wing and 3rd Space Support Wing, which were inactivated 
that day. 

Operational mission 

Members of the 21 st Space Wing operate and maintain a complex system of space- and land-based 
sensors that can detect and track ballistic missile launches, detect launches of new space systems and 
provide data on foreign ballistic missile nuclear detonations. 

Space-based eady warning is carried out by orbiting Defense Support Program (DSP) satellites and 
their associated ground systems and personnel. As the first systems to detect missile launches, DSP 
satellites are the caiafyst in the United States early warning system. The 2154 Space Wing DSP squad- 
rons send crucial launch and nuclear detonation reports to North Amerimn Aerospace Defense Corn 
mand (NORAD) and United States Space Command (USSPACECOM) centers at Cheyenne Mountain 
Air Force Base, Colo. 

The 5th Space Warning Squadron at Woomera Air Station. Australia, is unique among wing units be- 
cause it is assigned with the Austraiian 1 st Joint Communications Squadron at the Joint Defense Facii- 
ity. Nurrangar. The facility is operated by 21 st Space Wtng and Australian crews for DSP mission 
support. 

The wing's ground-based sensors comprise the Ballistic Missile Early Warning System (BMEWS) 
and the sea-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) warning system. 

The wing's two BMEWS radar units are the 12th Space Warning Squadron at Thule Air Base, Green- 
land, and the 13th Space Warning Squadron at Clear Air Force Station, Alaska. 

SLBM warning system units are the 6th Space Warning Squadron at Cape Cod Air Force Station, 
Mass.; the 7th Space Warning Squadron at Beale Air Force Base, Calif.; the 8th Space Warning Squad- 
ron at Eldorado Air Force Station, Texas; and the 9th Space Warning Squadron at Robins Air Force 
Base, Ga. 

These 21st Space Wing sensors also provide essential tracking reports on orbiting space objects 
such as satellites and launch vehicle debris to U.S. Space Command. 

The 21 st Space Wing mission provides vital communications and computer support to N O W  and 
U.S. Space Command organizations at Cheyenne Mountain Air Force Base. This includes monitoring. 
maintaining and testing systems used by Cheyenne Mountain's warning and command centers. 



The wing's 21st Crew Training Squadron in Colorado Springs, Colo., provides missile warning and 
space surveillance training to members of all branches of the U.S. armed forces and certain allied mili- 
tary forces. 

Base support 

As host wing for the Peterson Complex, the 21st Space Wing provides compete base support ser- 
vices for Peterson and Cheyenne Mountain Air Force Bases, and certain support functions for Faicon 
Air Force Base. The wing also provides host-base support services for Rule Air Base, Clear Air Force 
Station and Woomera Air Station. 

Wing people expertly maintain facilities and equipment for these installations and also help meet the 
educational, recreational, medical, housing and food needs of assigned people. local retirees and their 
families. They also provide such services as personnel; civil engineering; communications and com- 
puter support; transportation; flightline services; maintenance and operations; and security. 

In addition, the wing provides some services to units at Eldorado Air Force Station; Cape Cod Air 
Force Station; Buckley Air National Guard Base; Beale Air Force Base; Robins Air Force Base; Kapaun 
Air Station; and Holloman Air Force Base. 

The 3,800 military members, 700 Air Force civilians and 3,300 contractor employees are proud of 
their role in keeping facilities running, caring for the needs of assigned people and performing such a 
vital role in national defense. 

(Current as of August 1992) 
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Air Force Mission in Space 

The Air Force mission in space is to organize. train. equip and sustain forces to conduct 
operations for space support, force enhancement, space control and force application to meet 
national secunty objectives. Additionally, the Air For Force must ensure sufficient space technology 
development, launch support. monitoring and logistics support to conduct long-term space 
operations. Space support activities help assure the United States' access to space. 

History 
Air Force Space activities began rn 1954 with the start of the nation's ballistic missile program. 

Out of that program came the intercontrnental ballistic mssiles and the rockets that put early U.S. 
satellites into orbit. The 1958 Natronal Aeronautics and Space Act ts the legal bass for U.S. 
mildary and civll space activities. The act created the National aeronautics and Space 
Adminstration, giving it respons~bility for U.S. civil space activities. It also formalized the 
Department of Defense's responsibility for U.S. rnilrtary in space. The Air Force coordinates wiih 
NASA on projects of mutual interest and supports most space adivrties including space-related 
research and development, testrng, engineering and launch support. 

Prime Movers 
Air Force Space Command, located in Colorado Springs, Colo., was activated Sept. 1, 1992. to 

consolidate space operations and link the research and development community with users. Air 
Form Space Command launches and operates most military space systems. It is also the Air 
Force's component to U.S. Space Command. 

Meanwhile, the Space and Missile Systems Center, part of Air Force Materiel Command. 
researches, develops and acquires military space systems. The center is also the focal point within 
the Department of Defense for plans and activities associated with military use of the space shuttle. 
The Space and Missile Systems Center's headquarters is at Los Angels Air Force Base, Calif. 

Command and control operations of Air Force space missions are centered at Air Force Space 
Command facilities,at Onizuka Air Force Base. Calif., Falcon Air Force Base. Colo., and at other 
facilities dedicated to these rnissrons. 

Space Transportation System 
One major element of the space transportation system is the space shuttle, which includes a 

reusable orbiter, an exlemal liquid prdpellant tank, two recoverable solid propelfant rocket boOSt8rS 
and optional propuisive upper stages. The system also includes ground suppon operations and 
command. control and communication facilities. The Kennedy Space Center, iocated near Cape 
Canaveral AFS, Fla.. is used for the launches. 

Expendable Launch Vehicles 
Tilan IV space launch vehicles are being produced by the Air Form to launch heavier payloads 

into geosynchronous (23,000 miles) orbit. The medium-lift launch vehicle, Delta I I ,  provides a 
means for launching navigation satellites Into half-geosynchronous atrtude. Atlas space launch 
vehicles are used for smaller paytoads. Ail of these unmanned boosters are the primary launch 
vehicles for national security payloads not requiring a manned presence in space. 

(Current as of July 1992) 



Force Enhancement 
The global nature of U.S. national security interests requires rnililary use of space systems for 

commun~cations. weather, spa- surveillance, earfy warning and navigation. 

Communications 
Most of the military's communications traffic is routed through space, largely by the Defense 

Satellite Cornrnunications System. This satellite constellation was established in 1966 and proudes 
priority multi-media capabildy to defense users. The fleet Satellite Communrcations System 
provides high-priority, near-global communications to Air Force, Navy and other government users. 
Air Force Space Command controls Defense Satell.de Communications System satellites which are 
also used for h~gh pnonty commun~cations. Th~s indudes the exchange of wartime information 
between defense officials and battlefield commanders. Later in the decade, the Milstar system will 
upgrade current satellite communications with secure, jam-resistant communications links. The 
multrsatellite constellation w~l l  !ink command authorrties wdh a wide variety of resources, including 
ships, submarines, aircraft and ground stations. 

Weather 
The Defense Meteorological Satellite Program a the Defense Department's most important 

source of weather data. Satellites orbiting 450 miles above EaRh collect and transmit data on 
regions where weather ~nforrnation isnl available through conventional means. 

Surveillance and Early Warning 
Space is the ultimate "high ground" for surveillance and early wamlng systems. Air Force 

Space Command Defense Support Program (DSP) satellites detect both ballistic missile launches 
and above-ground nuclear blasts. passrng data instantly to North Amencan Aerospace Defense 
Command, U.S. Space Command. Strategic Command, the Joint Ch~efs of Staff and the National 
Command Authorities. DSP satellites were successful!y employed during Operation Desert Stom 
to detect the launch of Iraqi Scud missiles and to provide tlmely warning to civilian populations and 
coalition forces in Israel and Saudi Arab~a. 

Navigation 
The Navstar Global Positioning System (GPS) is' a space-based radio navigation system that 

provides woddwide passive, albweather, precise navigation information to U.S. military services 
and commercial usen. When fully operational in 1993. the system will consist of 21 active and 
three reserve satellites. GPS satellites circle the earth every 12 hours, beaming continuous 
navigation signals to Earth. Users can determine their location within tens of feet, velocity within a 
fraction of a mtle per hour and the time within a millionth of a second. 

Space Control 
Access to space with<ut hostile interference may require the United States to deter or defend 

against possible attack or to negate an enemy system. The anti-satellite system and satellite 
survivability programs further enhance U.S. efforts in space control. 

Future U.S. space systems musi be deployed with protection and survival in mind, and this 
need is underscored by Soviet achievements in anti-satellite weapons. Air Force Space Command 
proteds space systems by monitoring space activities and reducing satellite vulnerability through 
such survival measures as proliferation and hardening. 

Force Application 
All U.S. force application systems are consistent with treaty agreements and national policy. 

The Strategic Defense Initiative is a program to research the feasibility of effective defenses 
against ballistic missiles. The Air Force strongly supports the Stmteglc Defense Initiative Office 
through research and development. 
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Organization and Mission - FieM 

750TH SPACE GROUP (750 SG) 

This Mission Directive defines the mission. organization, and responsibilities of the 750th Space Group 
(50 SG), Onizuka Air Station (AS). California. and implements AFPD 10-1, unit Mission Diredives and 
AFMD 5.  Air Force Space Command (AFSPC) Mission Directive. 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES 
Updates Unit Mission Directive, changes acronyms and litles, and builds organization chart to match the 
current Unit Manpower Document (UMD). Future review of Mission Oiredlves will implement, upon 
approval, the CSAF Blueprint Review; AFI 38-1 01. Air Force Organization; AFSPCI 38-1 01, AFSPC 
Organization; standard organ~zation structure codes (OSCs); and any other approved document direding 
organrzational change. 

1. Mission. The 750th SG is responsible for the operations. maintenance, and logistical support of the 
common-user resources of the Air Force Satllite Control Network (AFSCN) in support of Do0 satellites of 
the highest national priority. Also supports National Aeronautics and Space Administration's (NASA) 
Space Shuttle, and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and allied nation satellites. Schedules, 
allocates, and configures AFSCN common-user element (CUE) resources and resolves resource 
allocation conflicts. Monitors, maintains, and updates the status of AFSCN resources and provides the 
status of the equipment. including configuration and readiness. to multiple users and command centers. 
Provides and manages the communications system supporllng two major operating nodes and a 
worldw~de network of remote tracking stations. Provides host base support for Onizuka AS through the 
750 Mission Support Squadron (750 MSS). 

2. Organization. The 750 SG is an Air Force-controlled unit assigned to the 50th Space Wtng 
(50 SW). Resource management is provided by the Commander, AFSPC. The organizational d ~ d u r 9  
is at attachment 1. 

3. Responsibilities. The Commander: 

3.1. Directs a network of satellite tracking antennas at locations world- wide. 

3.2. Provides resources for telemetry, tracking and commanding for over 70 DoD, NASA, and allied 
nation satellites. 

3.3. Controls, schedules. and maintains the satellite control network operational resources. 

3.4. Provides, configures, operates and maintains a world-wide network of communication resources 
between remote ground stations and mission users. 

SupeRcdes: SR23-7, 9 Novcmber 1990 
No. of Printed Pages: 3 
OPR: HQ AFSPC/XPMO (David J. Duke) 
Approved by: Brig G a  Roger G. k K o k  
Dishbution: F;X (HQ USAF/XOM). Washington DC 20330 - 1480 ........................................................................ 1) 
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3.5. Interfaces with the United Kingdom's Ministry of Defense and the US Embassy at the Seychelles on 
satellite tracking station issues. 

3.6. Establishes tra~ning, evaluation. and certification programs for operations personnel. I 
3.7. Provides administrative support to assigned personnel. 

3.8. Proposes and monitors budget for unit operations, to include the Network Support Program 
cont rad. 

3.9. Provides rnalntenance and logistics suppod to the AFSCN satellite programs and ground based 
communicat~ons-electfon~a equipment. 

3.10. Provides technical and administrative supply support to Onizuka AS and the Remote Tracking 
Stations. 

3.1 1. Provides base contracting services to Onizuka AS and the Remote Tracking Stations. 

3.12. Provides technical documentation control for the AFSCN. 

3.13. Provides Quality ~Au tance  Evaluation for Air Force Space Command and Air Force Systems 
Command contracts on Onizuka AS. 

3.14. Provides iimlted transportation services for Onizuka AS. 

4. Relationships With Other Units or Agencies. The Commander: 

4.1 .. Communicates, coordinates, and works with other units or agencies on matters atlng to mission 
accomplishment or regarding administrative and logistical support according lo applicable sup~ort 
agreements or letters of understanding. 

4.2. Coordinates w~th other units or agencies on standardization and mission-related matters. 

ROGER G. DeKOK 
Brigadier General, USAF 
Diredor of P!ans 

Attachment 
1. Organizalional Chart - 750 SG 
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SPACE WHO 
FALCON AFB CO 

C O W O E R  

7CoW W O N  SUPPORT 
W A D R O N  

o n m u  AS C* I 
NOTE: Organladon chart rallecb current Unlt Manpowr Oocumant (UMD). 



BY ORDER OF THE COMMANDER AFSPCMDS-21000 
1 July 1994 

Organization and Mission - Field 

21ST SPACE WlNG (21 SW) 

This Misston Directive defines the mission. organization, and responsibliities of the 21st Space Wing (21 
SW), Peterson Air Force Base (AFB), Colorado and implements AFPO 10-1. Unrt Mission Diredives and 
AFMD 5. Air Force Spa@ Command (AFSPC) Mission Directive. 

Note: Updates Unit Mission Directive, changes acronyms and titles, and builds organization chart to 
match the current Unit Manpower Document (UMD). Future review of Mission Diredives will implement, 
upon approval, the CSAF Blueprint Review: AFI 38-101, Air Force Organization; AFSPCI 38-101, 
AFSPC Organization; standard organization structure codes (OSCs); and any other approved document 
direding organizational change. 

1. Mission. The 21 SW defends the United States through exploitation of spa= by providing missile 
warning for combat forces and National Command Authorities. 

2. Organization. The 21 SW is an Air Force-controlled unit assigned to AFSPC. The organizational 
structure is at attachments 1 and 2. 

@ 7. Responsibilities. 

3.1. The Commander: 

3.1 .l. Organizes and trains assigned personnel to accomplish the mission. 

3.1.2. Provides administrative and logistical support to assigned personnel. 

3.1.3. Provides subordinate commanders with technical expertise and policy guidance across a broad 
spectrum of specialities. including engineering. administration, personnel, training, public affairs, support 
agreements, services. security, and disaster procedures. 

3.1.4. Develops procedures and regulations in respons to HQ AFSPC's policy and direction. 

3.1.5. Exercises general court~madlal jurisdiction over personnel assigned and attached to the 21 SW. 

3.1.6. Establishes dired liaison with HQ AFSPC and other agencies as required to accomplish the 
assigned mission. 

3.2. Financial Management: 

No. of Printed Pages: 9 
OPR: HQ AFSPCtXPMO (Mr David J. Duke) 
Approved by: Brig Gen Roger G. &Kok 

-- Bsm&Goa: F;X (HQ USAFJXOXD, Washington DC 20330 - 1480 .......................................................................... I) 
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3.2.1. Provldes base-level financial support to the 21 SW, geographically separated units. and tenant . 
organizations. 

3.2.2. Provides financial management advice and guidance to the commander and staff at all levels. 

3.2.3. Oversees accounting and finance customer support and accourlling liaison adivities. 

3.2.4. Provides oversight for morale, welfare. and recreation financial operations. 

3.2.5. Colieds and disburses government funds. 

3.2.6. Provides bud~eting, managing, accountrng, and reporting for all appropriated funds and sources 
of the 21 SW. 

3.2.6.1. Financial Analysis: 

3.2.6.1.1. Pmv~des guidance and ass~sts commanders and other financial managen at all levels 
develop. formulate, execute, and analyze financial operating budgets and fund allotments/allocations. 

3.2.6.1.2. Perfoms economic analyses for capital budget decisions. 

3.2.6.1.3. Evaluates lease versus buy financial decisions. 

3.2.6.1.4. Provides technical and analytical financial services to wing organizations and adivities. 

3.2.6.2. Financial Services: 

3.2.6.2.1. Provides dired customer sawice to wing personnel. 

3.2.6.2.2. Acts as liaison between wing organizations and adivities and the supporting Defense 
Accounting Off ie .  

3.3. Protocol: 

3.3.1. Plans and coordinates the arrival, transportation, and departure needs of U.S. and foreign military, 
government. and uvilian distinguished vis~to~s to the Petecson Complex. 

3.3.2. Provides technical and professional assistance for various ceremonies and formal functions. 

3.4. Command Post: 

3.4.1. Implements emergency action and quick reaction checklist procedures and monitorslcontrols 
forces assigned to the 21 SW. 

3.4.2. Operates wrnmunicatlons systems to provide command, control and cornmunicaflon (C3) for the 
wing. 

3.4.3. Maintains and provides communication security and area security. 

3.4.4. MonHors alert force status. 

3.4.5. Monitors airfield, weather. and navigational aid status. 

3.4.6. Manages status of Resources and Training system. 



- - 
. . 3.4.7. lnsures qualification and wrtificatlon of controller personnel. 

3.4.8. Manages, monitors, and controls maintenance resources. 

3.4.9. Monitors conventional forces Europe notification. 

3.5. Safety: 

3.5.1. Develops and revises safety and mishap prevention guidance. 

3.5.2. Directs and controls the 21 SW safety program. 

3.5.3. Represents the 21 SW Commander at public functions including the safety group. public hearings, 
and at meetings of special interest groups. 

3.5.4. Ground Safety: 

3.5.4.1. Manages 21 SW Ground Safety Program. 

3.5.4.2. Provides policy and program guidance. 

3.5.4.3. Conduds safety education and training. 

3.5.4.4. Administen safety award program. 

3.5.4.5. Performs trends. job safety, and hazard analysis. 

3.5.4.6. lnvestlgates mishaps. 

3.5.5. Weapons Safety: 

3.5.5.1. Manages 21 SW Weapons Safety Program. 

3.5.5.2. Provides policy and program guidance. 

3.5.5.3. Conduds safety education and training. 

3 . 5 5 4 .  Investigates mishaps. 

3.5.6. Flight Safety: 

3.5.6.1. Manages 21 SW Flight Safety Program. 

3.5.6.2. Provides pollcy and program guidance. 

3.5.6.3. Provides mlshap board training. 

3.5.6.4. Manages 21 SW Hazardous Air Traffic reporting (HAR) Program. 

3.5.6.5. Manages 21 Space Wing Midair Collision Avoldanw (MACA) Prwram. 

' -. 3.5.6.6. Investigates mishaps. 
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3.6. Chaplain: Provides opportunities for the free exercise of religion in the Peterson Air Force Base 
commun~ty through worship. rltes,religious education. visitation. pastoral counseling. and a 
responsiveness to individual religious needs. 

3.7. Office of the Staff Judge Advocate: 

3.7.1. Ass~sts 21 SW Commander and subordinate and tenant commanders in enhandng morale, and 
maintaining good order and discipline. 

3.7.1 .I. Provides legal assistan- to all eligible personnel on personal civil legal matters. 

3.7.1.2. Advises 21 SW Commander and subordinate and tenant commanders on military justice 
mattes, disciplinary matters, and adverse administrative adions. 

3.7.1.3. Prepares and prosecutes courts-martial and conduds Article 32 investigations. 

3.7.1.4. Conduds administrative d ischa~e boards. 

3.7.1.5. Asslds commanders In initiating and completing Article 15 adions. and monitors Article 15 
process for fairness and consistency. 

3.7.2. Advises and assists the avilian personnel of ice,  commanders and supervisors on adverse adions 
concerning civilian personnel. Provides the government representative throughout the civilian employee 
appeals process. 

3.7.3. Accepts, investigates. and adjudicates all claims in favor of and against the Air Force. Provides 
litigation support to the appropriate agency defending Air Force interests. 

3.7.4. Advises 21 S W  Commander and subordinate and tenant commanders on all civil law matten, to 
include environmental. labor, contracting. and utility matters. Provides litigation suppod to the 
appropriate agency in litigation before federal, state, and local avthorilies. 

3.7.5. Provides legal guidanw and reviews to 21 Contrading Squadron on all significant contrading 
matters. 

3.8. Manpower Office: 

3.8.1. Provides manpower management services to the 21 SW. 

3.8.2. Provides process improvement studies. 

3.8.3. re vie^ and analyzes civilian personnel positions, host-tenant and i n te t~ t2 f~ i~e  suppod 
agreements, flying position identifiers. critical military skills, grade allocations, redudions in form, 
military and civilian conversions, organizational struciures, and workload data. 

3.8.4. Applies and reapplies manpower determinants. 

3.8.5. Participates In mobility planning. 

3.8.6. Maintains the Combat Personnel Control System (CPCS). 

3.8.7. Participates in Base Level Assessment Reviews. 

-. - 
3.8.8. Provides recommendations on the resource augmentation duty requirement Identification. 
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3.8.9. Provides manpower documents to 21 SW subordinate units. 

3.8.10. Mission Branch: Performs manpower management adivities in support of 21 Space Wing direct 
mission adivities. 

3.8.11. Support Branch: Performs manpower management adivities in support of 21 SW mission 
support adivities. 

3.8.12. Productivity & Suggestion: 

3.8.12.1. Evaluates requests for contract sewices. 

3.8.12.2. Reccomends ideas concerning the wing's projects competing in the Fast Payback Capitol 
Investment Program (FASCAP). Productivity Investment Fund (F'IF) Program. and Component 
Sponsored Investment Program (CSIP). 

3.8.12.3. Manages the 21 SW Commercial Activities (A76) Program. 

3.8.12.4. Coodinates and tracks all on-base and off-base submitted suggestions. 

3.8.12.5. Publicizes the Suggestion Program 

3.8.12.6. Provides suggestion and evaluation technical assistance. 

3.8.12.7. Provides suggestion report data to 21 SW adivities. 

3.8.12.8. Provides suggestion program evaluation and awards training. 

3.8.12.9. Operates and maintains the Microcomputer Suggestion Computer System. 

3.9. Public Affairs: Advises commander and staff on adivhies affecting media and community relations 
and produces internal information. 

3.9.1. Produces a weekly base newspaper 

3.9.2. Produces annual base guide and telephone directory. 

3.9.3. Responsible for Commanders Adion Line program. 

3.9.4. Provides public affairs guidance to all 21 SW assigned units, both local and geographically 
separated units. 

3.9.5. Serves as liaison between media and 21 SW units and Individuals. 

3.9.6. Provldes information to local and national media. 

3.9.7. Processes Hometown News Releases. 

3.9.8. Serves as tiaison between local community activities and all 21 SW units. 

3.1 0. Plans: 
'. ... 1 

i 
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3.10.1. Manages the wing plans program: establishes policy and guidance for subordinate units; direds \ 

administrative actions such as plan format. numbering, strudure, and ads as author, editor. or reviewer 
as appropriate for all plans written within the wing. 

3.10.2. Assesses mission capabilities and prepares plans to incorporate these in support in^ operations 
plans as tasked by higher headquarters plans or exploit the untasked unit resources in contingency plans. 

3.10.3. Ads as the Base  Support Planning Committee Chair, responsible to integrate use of wing 
resources in support of the Base Mobility Plan. Base Mobilization Plan, and the Aerial Port of 
Embarkation Plan as specified in AFR 28-31. 

3.10.4. Identifies, organrzes, and trains Plans fundions at the group or subordinate unit levels as 
appropriate to support commanders' responsibilities and requirements. 

3.10.5. Manages the wing support agreements program to ~ndude policy guidance for groups and 
subordinate unrts: maintains agreements master Ilbraly; directs adminrstratlve adions such as 
agreement format and structure; and acts as the author. editor, reviewer, and negotiator, as appropriate 
for all wing agreements. 

3.10.6. Ads as ofice of primary responsibrlity for all support agreements where Peterson or Cheyenne 
Mounta~n Air Force Bases are 'host' or "tenant.' as specified in AFR 114. The plans office assumes the 
lead suppod requirements definition. support agency coordinatron, and negotiat~on wth provider or 
receiver. 

3.10.7. Manages the wing exercise program; maintains master files of scenarios and exemha inputs; 
assembles objectives, specifications, and actions; produces the wng exercise plan and supporting 
documents; direds the wing exercjse control group during exercises; and prepares the wing after adlon 
reports for higher headquarters. 

3.10.8. Assembles. maintains, and monitors all changes affecting mission accomplishment throughout 
the wing, induding mission changes, base closure, and equipment upgrades. 

3.10.9. Develops implementation plan for any significant changes affeding missian accomplishment 
throughout the wing. 

3.10.10. Develops and maintains activity schedules for projected changes throughout the wing. 

3.11. Equal Employment Opportunity Counseior. Counsels members of the 21 SW and subordinate 
units on equal employment opportunity. 

3.12.1. Assembles and maintains data base. 

3.12.2. Writes periodic history of the 21 SW. 

3.12.3. Updates the historical repository. 

3.13. Quality Oftice: 

3.13.1. Mission: To provide leadership and training in Quality Air Force principles. 

3.1 3.2. Responsibilities: 
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? 3.13.2.1. Trains all 21 SW members, regardless of location. on the quality Air Force pfin~ples. 

3.13.2.2. Acts as the 21 SW Quality focal point, assisting in Quality Air Force implementation in the 
wing. 

3.13.2.3. Advises Wing and Group Quality Councils. 

3.13.2.4. Maintains a quality resource Center. 

3.13.2.5. Operates the Peterson Air Force Base Quality Center which is responsible for providing Quality 
Air Force Training to 21 SW, 50 SW, and HQ AFSPC members. 

4. Relationship WIth Other Units or Agencies. The Commander: 

4.1. Communicates, coordinates and works with other units or agencies on matters relating to rnisslon 
accomplishment or regarding administrative and service support per applicable support agreements or 
leff ers of understanding. 

4.2. Coordinates with AFSPC units on mission-related matters. 

ROGER G .  DeKOK 
Bngadler General, USAF 
Dlredor of Plans 

1 .  Orgenitatlonal Chart - 21 SW-HQ 
2. Organizational Chart - 21 SW-Units 
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NOTE: Organi~don shu( rmfkcts cumnt  Unit Manpaun D s ~ r n n t  (UMD). 
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NOTE: Organluclon chatt nlkc!s current Unit Manpower Document (UMD). 
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Organization and Mission - Field 

50TH SPACE WING (50 SW) 

This Mission Diredive deflnes the mission, organization. and responsibilities of the 50th Spa= Wing (50 
SW). Falcon Air Force Base (AFB), Colorado, and implements AFPD 10-1. Unit Mission Diredives and 
AFMD 5, Air Force Space Command (AFSPC) Mission Directive. 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES 
Updates Unct Mission Diredive. changes acronyms and titles, and builds organization chart to match the 
current Unit Manpower Document (UMD). Future review of Mission Diredives wll implement, upon 
approval, the CSAF Blueprint Review; AFI 38-101, Air Force Organization; AFSPCI 38-101, AFSPC 
Organrzation; standard organ~zation structure codes (OSCs); and any other approved docomenf direding 
organizatlonai change. 

1. Mission. The 50 SW operates, and rna~ntains satellites, satelite ground stattons and the Air F o m  
Satellite Control Network (AFSCN). The wing also operates a Command Po9 (CP) to Support both 
Falcon AFB and Onrzuka AS, and performs other missions as assigned. 

2. Organization. The 50 SW is assigned to AFSPC. Its organizational strudure is shorn at 
attachments I and 2 

3. Responsibilities. 

3.1. The Commander: 

3.1 .I. Organizes, trains. and administers assigned personnel. 

3.1.2. Directs, plans, programs, and manages activities in assigned functional area programs: approve5 
fund expenditures; develops and approves operating plans. policies and regulations; and uses resources 
efficiently. 

3.1.3. Suppons assigned units and operating locatlons, and provides host base support, including 
information management. education services, military and civilian personnel, social actions, family 
support, training. and orderly room activities. 

4. Relationship Wtth Other Units or Agencies. The Commander: 

4.1. Works with other units or agencies on mission related matters, administrative management. and 
logidlcal support per applicable support agreements and letters of understanding. 

Suprsssla: SR23-I I ,  29 June 1990 
No. of Printed Pages: 4 
OPR: HQ AFSPCKPMO (David J. Duke) 
Approved by: Brig Gen Roger a. DeKok 
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4.2. Coordinates with other AFSPC units. 

ROGER G. OeKOK 
Brigadier General, USAF 
Director of Plans 

Attachments 
1. Organizational Chart - 50 SW HQ 
2. Otganizational Chart - 50 SW Units 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE S T R f m  SUIT& 1418 

ARLINGTON, VA l220S 
7 0 3 4 9 . - O W  

ALAN J. DlXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 12, 1993 
COMMlSSl0NKR.r 
A L  CORNKLU 
RILnKCCA COX 
OKN J. m 0*v1.; USAC ( R m  . . 
s. u s  R U M 0  

Major G a d  Jay Bhunc ( A T I N  Lt Col Mary Tripp) 
Special Auistrnt to thu Chief of Staff 

for Base ?Zdgnment and Transition 
Hdquartms USAF 
1670 Air Fom Pentagon 
Wuhirrgton, D.C. 20330.1670 

- - - . -. . - - 
M O M  BCWbMlN F. MaNmV*, USN ( R m  
YO JOWK ROBLU, JR, U U  1R.T) 
WmNm Lout.. 8 7 U U  

Durirq our d e w  of the buo quescionnrir#, we nonoticcd that one danaff, item L2E. IS., 
is missing This c b e n t  is cited in Voi. V, Appeadfx 1, "INSTALLATION EVALUATION 
cxrmu," pap  59, by &ems 43 .C. .  "EJhting Locmcgionrl Aimpux ]EncrorchwmSm sad 
IL3D., "FutrPs LadRogiorwJ Ahpace Encroachma&" 

b a dimdon with hilrjor M d u  Malcomb of your ofEcq &a Q~PW tbst tbc &dog 
ckwnt wu part of I, data cnU subnuquast to the initid submission of the questionnairt. Thue ' 

s u b q u a  data UU danmts were not inciudai due to sn admmtmm 
. . ovsnight. 

Rapstyarprovideaay~JIrearittofthssrrarb~drttacolh 

lf your &has a q  questions about this request, contact Lt Col Marrill kyar CrJSAF) or 
S m e  Plsker=leo of the Co&a mfY 

Fr&b k Ciriilo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 

L -.+ 
8 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

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

SUBJECT: Rzsponse to Missing Q u e s t i o ~  Data - 1.2.E.15 

Attached is the Air Force data for element E.2.E.15, listed by base, per your 22 March 
request. 

. BL- JR, Major General, US@ 
to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Air Force Point Paper 



Section I 
taomddumot* 

Altus AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hub): 
AIRF'ORT DISTANCE 
[~al las/Ft  Worth (DFW) 1 154 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

C a ~ U w O F ) y  

Andrews AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tramc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Pittsburgh 

New York (EX) 

Washington (IAD) 
-- -- - - - -  -- 

Washington (BWI) I 
(Washington (DCA) 

I 199 NMi 

185 NMi 



rorOmcfdu8mOF)r 

Arnold AFS Section I 
2. Operatioual Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation kilities (hubs): 

!!!&!?(LRT DISTANCE 
St Louis 

Charlotte 
287 NMi 

-. . 
252 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

Pa Omckrl Use Only 

ARPC 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commerdal aviation kllltles (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
-7 11 N M ~ I  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Fa Omchi Use Onty 

Barksdale AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of aU nearby high traffic, commercjal aviathn facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
~hiernvhis I 239 NM~]  

I ~ a l l a s / ~ t  Worth (DFW) I 172 NMil 

I 

Houston 174 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

h OmcM UN u r d 1 ,  

Battle Creek Fecjerrkl Cer~ter 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (Irubs): 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

F ~ O m c M U n O r d y  

Beale AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
~ ~ ~ r a n c i s c o  101 NM~/  



Section I 
2. Operational Effmtiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Fa OmtM Use Only 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tramc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

*WE'!!- DISTANCE 
bill&t Worth @FW) I - 1 6 5 1  
Houston I - - - -- - -- 1 i22NMil 



Section I Boise Air Terminal ANGS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial adation facilities (hubs): 

*lR*<)!!x-p DISTANCE 
bait Lake city 7 --2521 





Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

k r O m c l o l U w ~ y  

Brooks AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (Irubs): 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

*@!'OR'!- _ -__ -- DISTANCE 



Section I 
Fa Omcld Uce o n l p  

Carswell AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traMc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

- - - - 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Olffclal U s e  Only 

Charleston AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1-2.E.15 L a of n - b ~  hlCb tmf&, commercial aviation fmOjtje (hubs): 

*WORT 

-- - 
acksonville 

-- --- --% 

167 NMi 
Charlotte - 
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(P 
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Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Davis-Monthan AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities hubs): 

AIRPORT _ - - -__- _ DISTANCE 
/phoenix 

- -- - - - - - - - - L- --3Gq 
---- - 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

r o c O m c k d U ~ u r O r ~  

Dobbins ARB 

Commercial .\viation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT _ _____-_. DISTANCE 
I ~ ~ i p h i ~  -7 - ---278l 

I 
I70 NMil 

t 

17 NMi, 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Faomcloluwmty 

Dover AFU 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT- 
Boston 

- - . . - - . - - 

Pittsburgh 
. . - 

New York (JFK) - ... . . . - - - - - - - 

Newark 
. - - - -- - - - - 

. -~  



For OlRclol Use 6rity 

Section I Dyess AF13 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facililfeu (hubs): 

AIRPORT , .- -- - - - - - I . I  DISTANCE 
Houston 274 NMI 
I ~ a l l a s l ~ t  Worth @FW) I 145 NMil 



Section I 
For O(Wclal Use Orrly 

Edwards AF:B 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation fcrcilitles (Lubs): 

AIRPORT _ -- ----7- DISTANCE - 2 7 1 ~ ~ ~ 1  
ban Francisco 

- - - - - - -- - -- 
Las Vegas 151 NMi 

- - - - - - - - - -- 
1-0s ~ n ~ e ~ e s  (LAX) - I - --- - I - - 63Nh41 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

Fa cmclal U&.s Oekay 

Eglin AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
acksonville 
- - - - - - - - - -- . -- - - - 





Section I 
Foc Omcbl U n  Oily 

Fairchild AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AWORT._--- DISTANCE 
ha&%icorna 1 89 N~ 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Fa Oltlckrl Uw, Only 

Falcon AFEI 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.Z.E.15 List ofall nearby high tramc, commercial aviation facllitles (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
bn~er I 8 N M ~ I  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

FE Warren AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.Z.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commeFdal aviation hrUiUea (huh): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Denver 

- I 78 NMi 



Fcw CMklol Ub's chhiy 

Gen Mitchell IAPJ AAS Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffk, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

I~ inneapol iL~t .  Paul 

Detroit 

Chicago (ORD) 
.- - - 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

FaO(llcbluI.oJ3y 

Goodfellow AFE3 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation lacilllies (hubs): 

AIRPORT 
FATO" 

DISTANCE 
I 275 ~ h 4 i l  

I~alladFt Worth @AL) I 
- - - 192 N M ~ I  



For Officlal Uso Orrly 

Section I Grand Forks AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

A@R!?RT DISTANCE 
hnneapolis/~t.  Paul 253 NM~] 



Section I 
For OMclal Use OrJy 

Greater Pittsbur~h IAP ANGS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

* E O R T - - -  - 

New York (JFK) 
- - . -- - - - - - -- -. - 

RaleighIDurham 
-- - -- 

Newark 
- - - - -- - - - - 

Cinc~nnati 
- -- --- 

Washington (I3 WI) 

-- -- 

Washington (DCA) 
--- - - - - - 

Detroit 

Washington (IAD) 158 NMi 

Cleveland 92 NMi 

Pittsburgh 
-- 0 NMi , 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For mlol Use *,ty 

Greater Pittsburqh IAP ARS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hulls): 

epoRx-p DISTANCE 
294 NMi 
285 NMi 

277 NMi 
Cincinnati i 222 NMi 

182 NMI 

177 NMi 

174 NMi 

158 NMi 

- - - - - -- 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation 

A M ! E ! T  _ DISTANCE 
Washington (IAD) 

- 

- - -  

For Omclul Use O l , l y  

Griffiss AFl3 

facilities 



Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Official Use Only 

Grissom AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
FLhv i l~e  273 NMil 

Pittsburgh 

St Louis 

270 NMi 
225 NMi 

IChicago (ORD) 112 m i l  





Section I 

For Official Use 01t ly  

Hill AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 L i t  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Fit Lake City 

-- I 20 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (IruL-,): 

AIRPO!!T DISTANCE 
Phoenix %Eq i - - - - - - -L - - -_ - - 



Section I 
For Olfkkll Uae Glty 

Hurlburt Fld 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation Facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Fac ksollville - - - - - r ~ i  



for Official U s  Oidy 

Section I Keesler AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tra5c, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
hi&C- I 300 ~ ~ i l  
Memphis I___-___ 283 NM~] 



Section I 
For Official Use Orily 

Kelly AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISJT-4NCE 

-I-] 
-- - - - -- - -. 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Otnclal Use Only 

Kirtland AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

m P O ! ' ! _ _ _ -  DISTANCE 
Iiioenix 1 2 8 5 1  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traflic, commercial aviation facililies (h8tli:r): 

A I R P O R T  - -__- -- _ DISTANCE 
I ~ u l l a . f l t  Worth (DAL) - 

IIIouston 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Fa O(ficlo1 use O n l y  

Lambert Field ANGS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE 

236 NMi 
Chicago (ORD) 

pp 



Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

For Officlal IJse Oiily 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AI&!'OK- DISTANCE T - ~ ]  
Charlotte 

-- - .- - -- - -- - - 
New York (JFK) 

- - -  - 
I~ewark I 240 NM1/ 

r ~ e " " " ~ - - - [  ii:] 
Washington (BWI) 

-___ 

Washington (IAD) 
-- - - -- - . - 

Washington @CA) 111 NMi 



For Official Use Orhly 

Section l Lau~hlin AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impsd 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPOR-T DISTANCE 
EiiG~t Worth @FW) 286 NMi] 



For Ofliclul Use Orlly 

Section I Little Rock AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation faciliti~s (Ikulra): 

AIRPORT , -. -___- - DISTANCE 
1~ansa.s City [- ---5%xl 

/ ~ a l l a s l ~ t  Worth (DFW) I 272 N M ~ I  
p t  Louis 

-- - -- - - - - --- -- - 
245 NMi 

Memphis I -- _ -- 
107 NMi - -1 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Los Ancjeles AFzB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hlrbs): 

AIRPORT -- - DISTANCE - - 
San Francisco - -  - -  - - 

- -f - 293 NMi 
-- - 

Las Vegas 205 NMi 

Los Angeles (LAX) 0 NMi 



Section I 

hw Oltlclol Use ( h l y  

Luke AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (Ilirbs): 

ArRPORT DISTANCE 
[ ~ G K g a s  205 NM~] 

Phoenix I - 1 20 N M ~ I  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Officlal Use Only 

MacDill AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
( ~ ~ k s o n v i l l e  I 164 N M ~ I  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

 or onicial use Only 

March ARB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trafIic, commercial aviation facilities (hut~s): 

!+IE!!o!!T-_______ DISTANCE 
Phoenix 
. -- - - - -- 

Las Vegas 
- - -- - -- - -. - 

168 NMi 
Los Angeles (LAX) 
- - - .- - - - - 



For Official U s e  Only 

Martin State APT ANGS 

(washington (BWI) I 15 NM~] 

Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

mE!! DISTANCE 
Cleveland 

RaleighIDurham -- 
Pittsburgh 

- 
New York (JFK) 
Newark -- 
Washington (IAD) -- -- 
Washington (DCA) 

278 NMi 
236 NMi 
189 NMi 
145 NMi 
132 NMi 
54 NMi 
41 Gi 



Section I 
For W M  Um Chdy 

Maxwell AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (h111,s): 

DISTANCE 
Jacksonville 

Memphis 241 NMi 
Nashville 225 NMi 
Atlanta 123 NMi 



Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

hw mckJ U w  ally 

McChord AFB 

List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
keatle/~acorna i---\ 



Section I 
Foc OMclul Use Only 

McClellan AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 L i t  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Francisco 78 NMi 



Section I 
For Official U s e  Only 

McConnell AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 

284 N M ~ I  



For Official Use O r ~ l y  

McGuire AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (l~ubs): 

ArRpoRT - _  - 
PI ttsburgh 

Boston 

Washington (IAD) 

Waqhington (DCA) - - - - - - - 

Washington (BWI) 
- - -  - 

- 

Newark 
. - -- -- - -- 



For mkkJ U*, G d y  

Section I Minneapolis-St Paul IAP ARS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE -- - 

]chicago (ORD) I 290 NM~] 

/ ~ i n n e a ~ o l i s / ~ t .  Paul I 0 N M ~ I  



Section I Moody AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
barlotte 279 N M ~ I  



For OMclol Use Only 

Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

Mt Home AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Amo!?'E DISTANCE 
Salt Lake City I 221 NMi 





Section I 
Fa Offlclal Use Only 

Nellis AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
224 NMi 

Los Angeles (LAX) 215 NMi 
Las Vegas I -- - -- - -- 



Section I 
For Official Use Chrly 

Nia~ara Falls IAP ARS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE 

Washington (BWI) 
-- - . -- - - . -. - - -. . - - 

257 NMi 

- 202 NMi 
Pittsburgh 167 NMi 

164 NMi 



Section I 
For OfWM Use O d y  

O'Hare IAP, ARS 
2. Operational Effkctivenesi 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT M I  DISTANCE zj 
- - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -. . 

'Cleveland I .  
Cinc~nnat~ 230  NMI 

St Imis i 224 NMi 
I 

/Detroit I 203 NMi 

/~hicago (ORD) 1 0 NMi 



Section I 
For OmcM U l u  C h t y  

Offutt AFt3 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
/ T t - b u i s F  292 N M ~ I  

I 
- -- 

I ~ i n n e a ~ o l i s l ~ t .  Paul 255 mi] 

Kansas City 1 1- _ 122 mil 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Official Use 01.rly 

Onizuka AfZB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 L i t  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (I~ubs): 

ArRpO!!T--. DISTANCE 
-hgeles (LAX) 267 N M ~ \  

l ~ a n  Francisco I 26 NM~] 



For Official Use Only 

Otis ANGB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT 
l ~ e w a r k  

DISTANCE 
175 NM~] 

]New York (JFK) 1 159 N M ~ I  
Boston L __-- 1- 4mil 



Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Offi~lol Use C),rlj 

Patrick AF'U 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

kt# OJnckri Ura O*,ty 

Peterson Al-8 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (h~ilrs): 

AIRPORT - - - -- -lDISyNC_EE- 
l~enver - - - -- 63 NM~] - - 



For OPnzkrl Um 0.s1ly 

Pope AFE3 Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE -- - 

283 NMi 

265 NM~ 

238 NM~ 

- - -- -- - 95 NMi - - 
44 NMi 



Section I 
for OMclal Use Only 

Portland IAP ANGS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT 
Fitl iacorna 

DISTANCE 
1 1 2 N M ~ J  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For OMclal Use Only 

Randolph AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
b l l a ~ t  worth @FW) 1 212 N M ~ I  



Section I 
For Offlclal Use Only 

Reese AF'B 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT . --- DISTANCE 
(Dil l a s l ~ t  worth (DFW) -7--254J 



kl *lot Use (hrly 

Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

Rickenbacker ANGB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (h~rbs): 

I 4 

!Washington (DCA) 279 N M ~  

l ~ a s h i n ~ t o n  (IAD) 259 N ~ i l  

De tro~ t 145 N M i  
Pittsburgh 130 NMi 

Cleveland I08 Gi 
- 

92 NMi 



Section I 
For Otficlol U s e  Only 

Robins AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilitits (I~ubs): 



For OCficlal Use O r t l y  

Rome Lab Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT_- DISTANCE 
Washington (IAD) 

- - 

Washington @CA) 

Pi ttshurgh 
- -- - 

Washington (BWI) 
-- 

Boston 
-- - 

New York (JFK) 
Newark 

- - -- 



Fm Official Use Orkiy 

Section I Salt Lake City IAP ANGS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Aw!O!T- DISTANCE 
Salt Lake City r- I 0 N M ~  



Section I 

For Official Use CJnly 

Scott AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE 

231 NMi 
- - - - - - - 

Chicago (OKD) 
. - . -- - - 

Memphis 

Nashville 210 NMi 

1st ~ o u i s  I 27 NMil 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

for Offick~l U w  C),riy 

Selfridqe AhIGI3 

Conimercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT -- DISTANCE 
Cincinnati 

- -  i - - 

229 NMi 
-- - - 

Chicago (ORD) 228 NMi 

P~~tsburgh 172 NMi, 
I 

'Cleveland 84 NMI 



Section I 
For Ohlclal U s e  O~tly 

Seymour Johnson AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facililies (h1iI)s): 

AIRPORT 
Washington (BWI) 

!Washington I (la0, 
/Washington (DCA) 

- - -  
238 NMi 

- - ---- 
218 NMi 

215 Nhli 
-- - 

146 NMi 
- -- 

52 NMi 



Section I 
For  Officlal Use Only 

Shaw AFI3 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

ArRPORT- DISTANCE 
2 1 8 ~ 7  

- - - - - 
198 NMi 



Section I 
For Official Use Oniy 

Sheppard AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT - DISTANCE 



For Ofticlo1 Use OIIJY 

Stewart IAP ANGS Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traftic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Wash~ngton (DCA) 
- - - - --- -- - 

Washington (BWI) 



Section I 
For Oll)clal Use Cktly 

Tinker AFU 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Kansas City 265 NMi 
DalladFt Worth ( D m  ! - 152 NMi 



For Offlciol Use Ck~ty 

Travis AFU Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (1rul)s): 
AIRPORT 

- -. - - -, DISTANCE - -- --- 44-N-Ml 
Fan ~rancisco 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Officlill Use Otlly 

Tucson IAP ANGS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT- DISTANCE -- 

Phoenix 1 - -  96 NMj - -  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (ttubs): 
AIRPORT _ 

Atlanta 
- --- - 

203 NMi 
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Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

I E. Airspace Used by Base 

For OMclai U n  Only 

Vance AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT-_ _ - - _ - _ - DISTANCEE 
Kansas City 

.- - - -  - 

DallasWt Worth (DFW) 



Section I 
for Ohlclal Use Onif 

Vandenberg AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (tlut~s): 

AIRPORT DISTE!!!c-- .  as Vegas ----- 7 277 N M ~  
- - ---- - - -- - - - 

Isan Francisco 
I 
/ L O ~  Angeles (LAX) 

- - - - - - - - - - 
1 17 N M ~ /  1 - - - -- 



For Offlciol Use Olrrly 

Westover ARB Section 1 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

A I ~ p @ K  - DISTANCE 
bashington (IAD) I -- 

287 Nl% 

261 NMi 

117Nh4i 

109 NMi 
Boston 1 - -. - -- - 68 NMi 



For Mficlcrl U s e  011ly 

Whiteman AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 





Section I Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

& F p o ! -  . _ _ -- DISTANCE 
Newark 
- --- - - - - - - -- - -- - - 
kinciFnati 

Washington ( B W )  222 NMi 
Washington (DCA) 221 NMi 

IWashington (IAD) 
t 

i 203 NMi 





COMPARISON OF CLOSURE COBRA DATA FROM EACH MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
(Costs in $M) 

Air Force Navy Army Army 
Kelly AFB Long Beach Red River Letterkenny 

ROI year 
NPV 

One-time costs 582 75 60 50 
One-time Savings 7 0 0 0 
Steady State Savings 76 131 123 78 

Positions 

Population 19,104 3891 2,971 3,OI 7 

Eliminated 
Realigned 

% Eliminated 
% Realigned 



COMPARISON OF CLOSURE COBRA DATA FROM EACH MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
(Costs in $M) 

Air Force Navy Army Army DoD 
Kelly AFB Long Beach Red River Letterkenny 10 Depots 

ROI year 
NPV 

One-time Costs 
One-time Savings 
Steady State Savings 

Positions 

Population 

Eliminated 
Realigned 

% Eliminated 
% Realigned 



COMPARISON OF DOD DEPOTS CLOSED 

Activity 

Navy Shipyard Philadelphia 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Toelle Army Depot 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Naval Shipyard, Long Beach 
Red River Army Depot 

Positions 
Eliminated 

70 1 
1223 
1088 
764 
1000 
1464 
1268 
1287 
1707 
1861 - 

Base 
Population 

7236 
7541 
5430 
3076 
31 10 
3606 
3024 
301 7 
389 1 
2971 

Percent 
Eliminated 

0.10 
0.16 
0.20 
0.25 
0.32 
0.41 
0.42 
0.43 
0.44 
0.63 - 

Total 12,363 42,902 0.29 

Kelly AFB 
McClellan AFB 
Newark 

Base Population does not include students at Mare Island, Pensacola, Alameda, and Norfolk 
- If included percent eliminated would be lower 



COMPARISON OF MILITARY DEPARTMENT 
COBRA DEPOT ESTIMATES 

ALL FOUR BRAC COMMISSIONS 

AVERAGE PER BASE 

BASE 1-TIME COST POSITIONS ANNUAL STEADY 
POPULATION FY95 $M ELIMINATED STATE SAVINGS 

ARMY 

AIR FORCE " 

lncludes Red Rlver, Letterkenny, Toelle 
Includes Shipyards-Philadephia, Mare Island, Charleston, Long Beach: Aviation Depots-Alarneda, Pensacola, Norfolk 
Includes Kelly, McClellan (Kelly and McClellan were not recommendations to the Commission but are included 
here for purpose of comparison only) 



COMPARISON OF AIR FORCE DEPOT MAINTENANCE REDUCTIONS WITH DOD 

Depot Positions Eliminated 

Air Force Army Navy BRAC 89-95 . 
FY 89 38,374 
FY96 27.465 
Total Reductions 10,909 12,363 

FY 89 - 96 Air Force 

Eliminated 10.909 
Population 38,374 = 28% 



TRACK OF POSITIONS A T  KELLY AFB 

TOTAL ELIMINATED REALIGNED 

9414 BASE POPULATION 19,104 

FORCE STRUCTURE CUTS ( 1,444) (1 ,444) 

9714 BASE POPULATION , 17,660 1,245 16,415 

NON AF TENANTS 

AF TENANTS (5,358) 

ALC POPULATION 10,096 

DlMBA 
DEPOT OIH 
BOS TAIL 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

AF LGM POSITION 1,245 1 10,096 - 12.3% 

IF TRC ADDED 1,245 + 446 110,096 - 16.7% 

TO REACH 28% ELIMINATION 10,096 * .28 - 2,827 



. . 
a 95 BRAC 

CURRENT DOLLARS, MILLIONS 
EXCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL 

COSTS SAVINGS SAVINGS 
1 FY 96 - 02 EuWU E!L!&E 

BUDGET 

NO BASE CLOSURE 0 0 0 

BRAC 95 

OSD SUBMIT 

CLOSE 0 DEPOT 

CLOSE 1 DEPOT 

CLOSE 2 DEPOT 

PERCENT 
RETURN 
l?EmEm 



SUMMARY OF CRITERIA IV & V 
CONSTANT DOLLARS, MILLIONS 

EXCLUDES ENVIRONMENTAL COSTS 
TOTAL 20 YEAR STEADY 
1 -TIME NPV STATE 

1) DEPOTS 
KELLY 582 -283 76 
McCLELLAN 574 -392 87 
DUAL CLOSURE - 44 - 51 - - 1 

SUBTOTAL 1200 -624 162 (0.14) 
2) PRODUCT CTRS & LABS 

KIRTLAND 277 -464 62 
BROOKS 185 -1 42 27 
ROME 53 -98 12 

PERSONNEL 
ROI SAVINGS 

SUBTOTAL 
3) LARGE AIRCRAFT 

GRAND FORKS 
MALMSTROM 

SUBTOTAL 
4) SPACE 

ONIZUKA 
5) AETC 

REESE 
6) ALL OTHERS 

OSD SUBMIT 

(0.20) 

lmed 
4 

(1.38) 

(0.24) 8 

(0.57) 2 
(0.52) 

(0.35) 





Closure Sensitivity Analysis ($M) 
of Personnel Savings and Phasing 

One-Time Steady Net Present 
Cost State Savings Value 

1 I 
I 

I 
25% pemonnei 
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over 4 yoam . , 244 2,f 64 

AF Baaelins 
7.k pemonnol savfngs: 

close in yoar 6 

. 15% pomonnel 
ravkg8: claae in yaar 13 

' ! I  ' 

95% pemonnol . 
ravings: clam phased 

ovor 4 ym 

582 

. ' 

572 

. 

,571 

76 

9 5 4 '  
a 

164 

283 

9,102 

1,523 



REVIJCW OF I'EI<SONNISIJ SAVINGS FOR KELLY AFB BASED ON 
P131RCICNrI' 0 1 7  I'OSXTIONS ELIMINATED 

Assunlption: Nunlber of persoancl eli~~~iir:rfioiv; 11:ls a direct relationship to the installation popul a t* lon 

Recommendation: A careful examinatiorl of tlrc positions eliminated and the baseline installation 
population is necessary to ensure tfl:\t retl\lctiorw for. all services are evaluated in a consistent manner 

- T1ic percent of positions eliniinated at Kelly A1;lj :I.: ~ c p r j l  tccl I)y the commission: 

1245 eliniinnlions 1 i ? , l04  at~tllori~illians = 7 % (6.5% rounded up) 

- 'The use of 19,104 as a popul:~tion base slio~lltl Ilc i ~ ( l j r l ~ l ( , t l  to ir~clucle 1444 reductions in the manpower baseline which occur prior 
to BRAC i.e., from the present to FY9714: 

1245 eliniinations I (J0.104 - 1444 autllorizations) = 1245 1 17,660 = 7.1% 

- The Kelly AFB analysis includes 7564 tenant autlloi izntioils i111d associated BOS (AFRES. ANG, Air Intelligence Agency, Regional 
SIGINT Operations Center, etc) and no pe1.so1111cl ' : :~~i~i l : ; :  jrcre taken (i.e. no savings result by moving AFRES C-5s to new sitej: 

1245 elimi~~iltio~is 1 (17,fihO - 7564 nutl~urizations) = 1245 1 10,096 = [=I 

- Based on these adjustments, the manpower basclillc f o r  tllc :'\~r Logistics Center and associated BOS is 10,096 authorizations: 

Beginning populiltio~l - rllanpower acl.jr~stn~cots - tellant organizations = 19,104 - 1444 - 7564 = 10,096 

We believe this approacll is more coosistcnt wit11 the metllodologies used by the other services 



REVIEW OIT I'EIISONNl<l, SA VXNGS FOR McCLELLAN AFB BASED ON 
PI<RCENrII' OF POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Assumption: Number of personnel elin~i~latio~ls lras a direct relationship to the installation population 

Recommendation: A careful exanlil~ation of t l~e  positions eliminated and the baseline installation 
population is necessary to ensure that tlxe reductions for all services are evaluated in a consistent manner 

- The percent of positions elin~inated at McClellan h!;B i~sillg tile co~nmission's methodology: 

1438 eliminations / 12,588 ntilhorixalions = 11 9% (11.4% rounded down) 

- The use of 12,588 as a population base should be acljustcci to include 1584 reductions in the manpower baseline which occur prior 
to BRAC i.c., from the present to FY97/4: 

- l'hc McClellan AFB analysis includes 2442 t e r ~ a ~ ~ t  ar~tliorizations and associated BOS (AFRES, USCG, DLA, DFAS, etc.) 
and no personnel savings were taken (LC. no savings rcs~~l t  by moving the AFRES C-5s to another site, etc): 

- Rased on these adjustments, rhe manpower t)a~clinc for tllc Air. Logistics Center and associated BOS is 8562 authorizations: 

Ikginning population - nianpower ncl.justl~~cnts - ten:lilt organizations = 12,588 - 1584 - 2442 = 8562 

We believe this approach is 111ore col~sislcrlt will) Otc ~l~cthodologies used by the other services 



JCSG-DM Workload Transfers 

M ar ines  N a v y  A r m y  T o t a l  

IIAF M a n n i n g  L e v e l  U s e r v i c e  R e q u e s t e d  

Volume Analyzecl : 1.63 M DLHs 1 1009 Billets 
Other Services confir!!~gd AF workload transfer assumptions 



COMPARISON - WORKLOAD AND 
PERSONNEL DRAWDOWN 

(BASELINE FY 1992) 

A F  WKLD -ARMY WKLD -NAVSEA WKLD - - AF PERS = - ARMY PERS - NAVSEA PERS 

Sources: 1. FY 92-93 Workload - DDMC Corporate Business Plan (1 992- 1997); 
FY 94-97 Workload - DDMC Business Plan (1995- 1999) 

2. Personnel - DDMC Business Plan (1995-1999) 





1 4 Background 

Option B Plan 

A i r  Force Cost Estimates 

Coopers & Lybrand Analysis 

Privatization in Place (PIP) 

Acquisition Strategy 

A i r  Force Cost Estimates 

Coopers & Lybrand Analysis 

Conclusions 



The 1993 DoD Base Closure and Realignment Committee 
Recommended Newark AFB, Ohio, for Closure 

Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) Depot 
Was Recommended to Be Closed, With Some Workload 
Moving to Other Depot Maintenance Activities Including 
the Private Sector d,<ei ~ioz 

HQ USAFlCV Gave Privatization in Place (PIP) Full and 
Fair Opportunity to Compete for This Workload With 30 
Sept 96 Closure Goal 

w Law Requires Closure by the End of FY99 

Personnel Resources Removed From AF Budget (FY97 
and Out) 



CLOSURE OPTIONS 

4 Privatization in Place (PIP) 

Contract Most of the Current AFMC Workloads 
3 -  GuidancelNavigation Maintenance % 

Metrology Standards LablTech Order 6.f 931  
shy L &lcem AF Metrology and Calibration MGM Remain Organic in- 

[ $ Place 
Plan B 

Backup If PIP Does Not Work 

Move All AGMC Workloads to Organic Sources 







NONRECURRING 
COSTS PLAN B 

I I Personnel 

Realigned 1,320 

Eliminated 275 

Major Trainina Reats Major Projects 

Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 

Software Eng Training Isolation Piers 

(Rolled Into Personnel #) 

Cost Summary (M) 

Construction $43.5 

Personnel $39.9 

Transportation $189.1 

Other $15.0 

lntm Supt $21.7 
Total $309.2 

Phasing 

Fy97 FY98 FY99 m 
$102.OM $124.6M $38.21111 $1.5M 





Coopers 
& Lybrand 

Approach For Option "B" 
Estimate 

I 

Evaluated the Cost Package to Determine if 
Costs Provided were Developed Based on: 

Actual Estimates by Qualified Vendors 

*Actual Historical Costs for Items of Similar Scope and 
Cost Characteristics 

Budgetary Numbers Based on Actuals 

+ Forecasts Developed from Historical Performance 
and an Understanding of Future Requirements 

For Official Use Only 
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PRIVATIZATION IN 
PLACE (PIP) 

Strategy 

Schedule 

Air Force Cost Estimates 

Coopers & Lybrand Analysis 



PIP Acquisition Strategy 
Overview 

2Q,. J OJ2' t 
m 

I Two Workloads Being Contracted MX 

Inertial Navigation and Guidance System Repair I D S  )I 
Metrology Calibration Measurement 

Using Formal Source Selection Procedures 

Five Year Cost Plus Award Fee Contracts 

Transition Period: Dec 95-Sep 96 

Production Options: Oct 96Sep 00 

Performance Location at Discretion of Offeror 

Flexibility to Provide Best Value to AF 

Expect Workload to Remain at Newark 

Repair Data Contractor Responsibility 

1 Govt Data Provided "As Is Where Is" 

Working Govt Purpose License Rights Agreements 

1 RFP Provision on Potential for No Award 



SOURCE SELECTION 
SCHEDULE 

1 27 Apr: 

3 May: 

17 Jun: 

1 30 Sep: 

I Dec: 

15 Dec: 

Offeror Conference 

RFP Release 

Proposal Receipt 

Request BAFO 

SSA Decision 

Contract Awards 



I 

I 
I ADDITIONAL PROGRAM 

FEATURES 
I 

I 
! 

rn C&L Source Selection Participation 

Evaluation of Cost Analysis Process and 
Results 

rn Source Selection Evaluation Board Report 
Addendum 



AIR FORCE PIP COST 
ESTIMATE' 

Nonrecurring (FY96197) $62.2M* 

AGMC Transition Office Recurring Cost Estimates 

FY 96** FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO 

$1 17.3M $1 83.1 M $1 84.OM $1 68.1 M $1 71.2M 

(Quantity of Work As of 1 Dec 94) 

$70.6M $1 65.8M $1 66.4M $1 61.8M $1 58.9M 

(Quantity of Work As of 1 Mar 95) 

* Does not include Non-BRAC costs (e-g., Health Benfits, Early Annuity, etc.) 

** Transition Year 





AF Aggressively Working PIP 

AF Recognizes Risk 

May Need Flexibility If Proposals Render 
PIP Effort Not Feasible 
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June 16, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

This letter addresses the determination by the Department of Defense that the ICBM 
missile field at Grand Forks, North Dakota should be closed. As the Commission knows, 
and as will be set forth below, this recommendation is fraught with issues relating to the 
1972 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 
should not be fashioned, and arms control agreements should not be unilaterally modified or 
reinterpreted, through the base closure process. Retaining the Grand Forks ICBM missile 
field 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. 

DISCUSSION 

In its February 28, 1995 base closure and realignment recommendations, the 
Department 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. 

The recommendation noted that "reduction in ICBM force structure requires the 
inactivation of one missile group within the Air Force." In essence, the recommendation left 
to the Secretary of Defense the choice between two North Dakota missile facilities, the 321st 
Missile Group at Grand Forks or the 91st Missile Group at Minot. The Secretary would 
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have 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 
Commission 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, after we received February 3rd or 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, 
via a one-page letter to Chairman Dixon, that the review had been completed, that "there 
will 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 9 1st 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 
Commission 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 lines of text composed of simple declarations without significant rationale or explanation. 

The Defense Department's failure to present any comprehensive and persuasive 
treatment of the ABM and arms control policy issues that accompany its recommendation 
perhaps only underscores the need for the Commission to undertake its own analysis and 

The key elements of the February 28, 1995 conditional recommendation are set forth as 
follows: "Recommendation: Realign Grand Forks AFB. The 321st Missile Group will 
inactivate, unless prior to December 1996, the Secretary of Defense determines that the need to 
retain ballistic missile defense (BMD) options effectively precludes this action. If the Secretary 
of Defense makes such a determination, Minot AFB, North Dakota, will be realigned and the 
9lst 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 II reductions, and to longer-term reductions in strategic offensive arms. "' U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Fact Sheet: The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (May 
25, 1994) at 1,3. The President's February 1995 policy paper, A National Security Strategy 
of Engagement 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 
stability." 

Ambassador Edward L. Rowny in testimony before the Commission (March 30, 
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 
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 
ballistic 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 
other affected states, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus, 3) any action perceived as 
inconsistent 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 Al,  A4 ("The Clinton administration believes the ABM treaty 
is the linchpin to its arms control strategy. "); David A. Koplow, Constitutional Bait and Switch: 
The Executive Reinterpretation of Arms Control Treaties, 137 U. Pa. L. Rev. 1353, 1367 
(1989) ("the ABM treaty has come to be recognized as one of the most successful and important 
arms control agreements"). 

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 
would 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 final recommendation 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 HI@) 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. T h e  ABM 
Treaty is of unlimited duration. Td. at art. XV, 7 1. 

Accompanying the ABM Treaty is a document entitled "Agreed Statements, Common 
Understandings, 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 

Ratification of the ABM Treaty was advised by the United States Senate on August 3, 
1972. On September 30, 1972 and October 3, 1972, respectively, the President of the United 
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 
center 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 
ICBM 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 one site only. ABM Protocol, 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 area under Article III 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, 1 1. 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 Consultative Commission and during a year in which the 
ABM Treaty is scheduled for review. Id. Periodic review of the treaty, it should be noted, 
occurs at five-year intervals and the next review is scheduled for 1997. ABM Treaty, art. 
XIV, 1 2. As Article 11, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol explains: 

m 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 
ABM Treaty. Four such agreements relating to the ABM Treaty were declassified shortly 

The U.S. Senate recommended ratification of the ABM Protocol on November 10, 1975 
and on March 19, 1976, the protocol was ratified by the President. The nations exchanged 
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. ' . 



K U T A K  ROCK 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
June 16, 1995 
Page 6 

before January 1993. See United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Fact 
Sheet: The United States and Russia Declassify Five Agreements from the Standing 
Consultative 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 inactivating the 321st Missile Group at 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 
different ICBM launch site as an ABM system deployment area. Article III@) permits each 
party 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@) 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 
inactivation of the 321st Missile Group under the Commission process without affecting 
BMD options. On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, in the document accompanying the 
treaty and with the understanding of the Soviet delegation, the United States designated 
Grand Forks AFB as its Article Ill@) deployment area. That Grand Forks AFB would be 
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the site was specifically stated as a Common Understanding of the parties to the ABM 
  re at^.^ Accompanying Document, 8 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, when the ABM question was raised by the 1993 Commission, the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Installations (Mr. Boatwright) testified 
before the Commission on June 17, 1993 as follows: 

"If [Grand Forks AFBJ 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." 

Mr. Boatwright's statement accurately summarizes the effect of the Treaty and its protocols. 

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 
ABM 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 
Protocol to the Protocol on Procedures Governing Replacement, Dismantling or Destruction, 
and 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.S. 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 
irrelevant. Treaties are specialized agreements that do not require reciprocal or mutual 
obligations from each party to be binding. Koplow, suura, at 1408-09. Indeed, mutuality 
of treaty obligations has been described as "wholly unnecessary as a matter of law." Id. What 
is relevant is the mutuality of the understandines. The Grand Forks designation was explicitly - 
stated 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 3, 1974. 

Supplementary Protocol at I(1) (emphasis supplied). 

Neither party to the ABM Treaty intended Article III@) 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 
many 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 
option, consistent with the clear language of the ABM Treaty, of deploying an ABM system 
in the 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 
consequences 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 111 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, 
unilateral redesignation of our Article 1110) deployment area is clearly not part of the ABM 
Treaty, it is ultra vires and must be avoided. 
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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 
AFB 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 
ABM 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 
Convention of the Law of Treaties, art. 31 (opened for signature May 23, 1969); 
Restatement (Third) of the Foreign Relations Law of the United States 8 321 (1987). Were 
the United States to adopt a new and self-serving interpretation 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 
is the following: "A small number of silo launchers at Grand Forks may be retained if 
required." The statement refers to Article III(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 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 
ABM Treaty that is plainly 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 III@) of the ABM Treaty. Does it mean, as has been suggested, that 

. . 
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the U.S. and U.S.S.R. delegations decided each country could deploy a 100-missile ABM 
system 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 ABM 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, under Article III(b), is to be associated with, and protected by, the ABM 
components. The obvious presumption is that the associated ICBM facility would be 
~perational.~ 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 
abandoned. 

The most illuminating available history of the ABM Treaty are records of the Senate's 
consideration of the agreement. As a matter of U.S. constitutional law, "[dletermining 
whether the Senate formed a coherent view of a particular clause * * * is the essential 
inquiry" of treaty interpretation: 

[OJnce [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 panicular 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 
Commission as follows: "Question 2. If the 321st Missile Group is inactivated and all ICBMs 
are removed from Grand Forks Air Force Base, does Grand Forks Air Force Base remain an 
ABM site under the terms of the ABM Treaty? Response. We have determined that inactivation 
of the 321st Missile Group and removal of the ICBMs would not affect our right to retain an 
ABM system deployment area at Grand Forks." This conclusion is set forth without any 
explanation or Treaty analysis to support it. . . 
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Koplow, supra, at 1404-05 (emphasis in original). See also David Hodgkinson, The 
Reinternretation of the ABM Treaty: Policv 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 following statements made on the Senate floor illustrate this point in no uncertain 
terms: * 

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." 
(1 18 Cong. Rec. 26647 (Aug. 3, 1972)); 

Senator Jackson - "Both we and they are permitted two ABM sites, one at our 
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." (118 Cong. Rec. 26763 (Aug. 3, 1972)); and 

The House of Representatives appears to have shared the Senate's interpretation. 
Representative Les Aspin, for example, noted that, under the treaty, "[elach [party] will limit 
ABM systems to two sites -- one in defense of its national capital, the other in defense of an 
ICBM field." (118 Cong. Rec. 26344 (Aug. 1, 1972)). Similarly, Representative Michael 
Harrington had reprinted in the Cono,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 - " p h 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 Ill@): 

The heart of the treaty is article III, which spells out the provisions under 
which each of the parties may deploy two limited ABM complexes, one in an 
ICBM deployment area, and one at its national capital. * * * 

The two 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. 

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 
III(b) allowed for the deployment of an ABM system to defend missiles. See generally 
Strateeic Arms Limitation Agreements: Hearines on S.J. Res. 241 and S.J. Res. 242 Before 
the Comm. on Foreicn 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, " Td. at 232 (Statement of Donald B. Brennan, 
senior fellow, professional staff, Hudson Institute), and to "defend ICBM's." Id. at 408 
(Statement of Dr. Henry Kissinger). 

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@) ABM system 
deployment area was meant to defend ICBM's, not empty silos. 

3. Only the ABM Components at Grand Forks Together With the Grand Forks 
ICBM Missile Field Properly Constitute an ABM Site 
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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 
ICBM missile field all the ABM components be within a radius of 150 kilometers: 

within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one 
hundred and fiftv kilometers and containing ICBM silo 
launchers, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred 
ABM launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor 
missiles at launch sites, (2) two large phased-may 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. 

(Emphasis 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 parties that the U.S. site would be "centered in" the Grand Forks ICBM 
missile field:9 

2. Common Understandings 

Common understanding of the Parties on the following matters 
was reached during the negotiations: 

A. Location of ICBM Defenses 

The U.S. Delegation made the following statement on May 26, 
1972: 

And in fact, all U.S. ABM system components were and are located within the Grand 
Forks Missile Complex. 
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Article 111 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 conclusions other than that it was the mutual understanding of the Parties 
1) that the center of the U.S. ABM system deployment areaIO 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 
centered. 

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 
Grand 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 
relationships established under the ABM Treaty prohibit it, the ABbl components. at Grand 
Forks together with another ICBM missile field cannot in combination comprise a properly 
constituted ABM site. Thus, deactivating the Grand Forks missile field and simply declaring 
another missile field to be the ABM associated missile field is not a viable treaty option. 

'O An "ABM system," under Article I1 of the Treaty, includes all of any ABM missiles, 
ABM 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 all of these reasons, Grand Forks AFB should not be realigned. 

Enclosures: as stated. 
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CHAIRMAN T H U R ~ ~ O L V D  AND MEbfBERS OF THE COM&ffTTEE: 

IT IS A PLEASURE T O  APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS BALLISTIC 
bfISSILE DEFENSE ISSUES. 

AS THE CHIEF START NEGOTIATOR UNDER PXESIDENT REAGAN, SPECIAL 
ADVISOR TO SECRETARY OF STATE SHULTZ FOX ARllfS CONTROL MATIERS, 
UlNDER BOTH PRESIDENTS REAGAN A h 4  BUSH, AhD IN hfY CAPACiTY AS THE 
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF REPEIESENTATIVE TO THE STR4TEGIC ARMS 
LIbfITATION TALKS (SALT 11) UNDER THE CARTER ADXIIMST&4TION, IT IS hlY 
CONSIDERED JUDGbfENT TH.4T THE ABhf TREATY Of 1972 (AND THE PROTOCOL 

-. .. . . TO THE TREATY IN 1974) VITAL TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY ILTEREST, IS IN 
. . . . .  
i . . . . JEOPARDY OF BEING VIOLATED BY THE UNTED STATES. 

AEM TREATY l3LPLtCATIOSS 

THE TREATY B E T J E E N  THE UhITED STATES Of AhIERICA AND THE UIUTON 
OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON THE LIXIITATIOS OF ANTI-BALLISTIC 
hfISSILE SYSTElLfS (HEREINAFTER "ABhf TREATY") M'AS SIGhXD IN iffOSCOW ON 
bf.4Y 26, 1972, A h 9  ENTERED IhTO FORCE OX OCT03ER 3, 1972. THE ABhf 
TREATY PROVIDES, AbIOXG OTHER THINGS FOR RESTRICTIOS ON THE NLThfBERS 
OF AhTI-BALLISTIC h1ISSILE (ABbf) DEPLOYhfEhT AREAS hf,AIhTAIhIED BY THE 
T\,rc'O XATIONS. SPECIFICALLY, THE TREATY OXIGIX.4LL'r' PERhlITTED EACH SIDE 
TO HAVE Oh% LIbIITED ABhl SYSTEhf TO PROTECT ITS CAPITAL AhDANOTHER 
TO PROTECT AN INTERCOWIIVENTAL BALLISTIC LIISSILE (ICBXf) LAUNCH AREA. 

DURING THE K'EGOTIATIOXS OF THE AGAEED STATEALEhTS A h 9  COhlhfON 
UXDERSTANDINGS TO ACCOAIPANY THE TREATY, IT IJ'AS DECIDED THAT THE 
UNTED STATES ABbl SYSTEhf DEPLOYkfEhT AREA FOR DEFENSE OF ICBhf SILO 
LAUNCHERS "VtTLL BE CENTERED IN THE GR4hB F O M S  ICBlf SILO LAUNCHER 
DEPLOYhfEPLT AREA" AT GRAND FOAMS AIR FOXCE B.L\SE (AFB), NORTH DAKOTA. 

AT THE 1974 SUhlIfIT LIEETING B E W E N  THE U.S. AhD THE u.s.s.R., THE 
N.4TIONS SIGNED THE PROTOCOL TO THE AB>f TREXTY ("PROTOCOL"). THE 
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PROTOCOL'S EFFECT IS T O  RESTRICT THE UNITED STATES TO ITS CKOICE OF 
GRAND FORKS AFB AS THE ABM DEPLOYMENT AREA UI'FDER ARTICLE 111 OF THE 
TREATY. IN RELEVANT PART, THE PROTOCOL PROVIDES: 

1. Each party shall  be limited 2t my one timz to 2 single arm out of the hvo 
providd i n  Article 111 of t h ~  T r a t y  for deployrntnt of anti-ballistic missile 
(ABM) systzms. 

2. Accordingly, exczpt as pzrrnittd by Article II: of this Protocol: the United States 
of Amzrica shall  not deploy m ABM systxi~ or ib components i n  thc ara 
centzrd on its capital, as permitid by Article ID of the Treaty. 

Protocol, Article I. 

T O  ALLOW SOME FLEXIBILITY TO THE NXTIOXS, ARTICLE 11 OF THE 
~ROTOCOL ALLOWS EACH SIDE TO REVERSE ITS OXIGINAL CHOICE OF AN ABM 
SITE. THUS, UNDER THE ABhf TREATY, THE UhTTED STATES IS ALLOWED ONL,Y 
TO DISbIANTLE AND DESTROY ITS ABbf SYSTEhf AT GK4hTD FORKS AFB AM> 
DEPLOY AN ABM SYSTEM IN THE IVASHINGTON, D.C. AREA. 13IE PROTOCOL 
DOES NOT ALLOW THE N.4TIONS TO SELECT ABM DEPLOYhlfEhT AREAS A- 

. . . . . . 
DIFFEREhT FROM THOSE DESIGNATED I N  THE CO3f;\ifOX AGREEMENTS TO THE 

, . . . 
.. . 

TREATY, A h 3  CLEARLY STATES THAT THE RIGHT TO ALTEKVATE BETWEEN THE 
OARIGINAL ABkf DEPLOYhfEhT AREA AND THE ALTERVATE SITE (WASHINGTON, 
D.C.) "hfAY BE EXERCISED OXLY OXCE." (EblPiI.4SIS ADDED.) 

ACCOWINGLY, T O  THE EXTEXT THE UL'iTED STATES DESIliES TO 
hfAIhTAIN THE ABILITY TO FIELD AN ABhf SITE AhD STILL REhf.4IN IN 
COhfPLIANCE NTTH THE ABhf TREATY, RELOCATIOS OF THE ABXf 
DEPLOYhlEhT AREA FROhf GS4hD FOARKS AFB TO AhT AREA OTHER THAN THE 
PL'PITIONAL C A P I T A L  AREA LVOULD NOT BE ALLO'I'IFD. 

RUSSIA, A h 9  THE OTHER REPUBLICS OF THE FO,XiIER SOVIET UhTON, 
HAVE AGREED TO ABIDE BY THE TERiiIS OF THE ABhI TREATY. OVER THE PAST 
TiVO DECADES THE SOVIETS, A h a  PU'OJV THEIR SUCCESSOXS, HAVE EXPRESSED 
bIISGIVINGS THAT THE UhTTED STATES IhTEhDS TO U'ALK AWAY FROXI ITS 
OBLIGATIONS UXDER THE AB5f TREATY. THE FOX?-IER STATES OF THE U.S.S.R. 
H.L\VE CONSIDERED THE ABhf TREATY TO SERVE THEIR IhTERESTS, WHEREAS 
THE U.S. HAS COhIE T O  BELIEVE THAT THE AE>f TREATY, ESPECIALLY AS 
X.L\FS.O\rCZY DEFINED BY THE SOVIETS, HAS PhEVEhTED THE Uh7TED STATES 
FRObf DEVELOPING DEFENSES TO PROTECT ITSELF. 

SINCE THE COLLAPSE OF THE SOVIET U N O N ,  hIILITARY OFFICIALS . . .  . OF 
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RUSS~A AND THE OTHER NUCLEAR STATES, U ~ ~ I N E .  KAZAKHSTAN, AND 
BELARUS) HAVE INDICATED THAT THEY WOULD BE AhfEKABLE T O  AMENDING 
THE ABbf TREATY S O  AS TO PERMIT ALL PARTlES TO W O X  JOIM7,Y T O  
DEVELOP DEFENSES TO PROTECT AGAINST BALLISTIC MISSILE ATTACKS. 

HOWEVER, THERE IS A NEW DEVELOPhfEhT J W C H  THREATENS T O  
UNDEFWINE THE ABM TREATY AND THE GOOD RELATIOXS THE U.S. AND THE 
FORiifER SOVIET REPUBLICS HAVE ESTABLISHED. AS YOU ARE AWARE, 1995 
REPRESENTS A NEW ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES THXOUGH THE DEFENSE BASE 
AM) REALIGNMENT PROCESS. I Abf CONCERNED THAT THE GRAND FORKS AFB 
MISSILE FIELD MAY APPEAR ON THE LIST OF POTEhXlAL BASES T O  BE CLOSED 
OR REALIGNED. 

AT THE E L W  O F  1991 I HAD THE OPPORTUMTY TO CONSIDER THE 
RAMIFICATIONS OF CLOSING GRAM) FORKS AFB IN A LETTER T O  G E m U L  
~ O N A L D  R. FOGLEMAN. AT THAT TlhfE I CONCLUDED TK4T: 

"...closing thc milituy facilities at G r ~ r d  Fork ,  Noonh D d ~ o ~ ,  would be prejudicial to 
tha nrtionrl security interest of the U n i t d  Sut:s." 

hlY CONCLUSION WAS BASED ON A BELIEF THAT ANY ACRONS T O  DISMANTLE 
. . . .. THE GRAND FORKS BALLISTIC hfISSlLE FIELD COULD UhDikLfINE THE ABM 
.. . .  . TREATY REGIMEN FOR THE FOLLOlQYING REASOIUS: 

b 
First, Russia and other republics of tha former Soviet Union could considar the 
closing of Grmd  Forks e signd that the United Saics intends uni1at:rdly to 
chmge the ABhf T m t y .  

b 
S ~ o n d ,  i; could seriously j:opudiz: p i o g i m j  foi Cbveioping a d  employing 
theater and s t r r t y i c  wii-bdlistic syit2mj to c!cf:od tbs Unitzd S~ctsr, thc 
direction in which we need to be focuiin: osr  s x c r i t y  efforts. 

b 
Third, closing Grand Forks mzy 1?2d ts e violation of the 1992 amendments to 
tila hfissile Dzfensa Act of 1991, which pioi.idej thai dl stra!egic defenses must 
be tretly compliant ax! th2t  the one ps in i~ ted  sit- mu:: b: Grmd Foiks. 

THE hfISSILE FIELD AT G R 4 h 9  FORKS AFB IS IhTRICATELY L I L W D  TO THE 
ABbf TREATY. IF  THE UMTED STATES W'ECZRE TO CLOSE G K U D  FORKS BEFORE 
IT WO.RED OUT DETAILS IVITH THE W C L E A R  REPUBLICS OF THE FORZLfER 
SOVIET UhTON, IT COULD GIVE THOSE REPUBLICS GROUhQS FOR BELIEVING 
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THAT THE UNITED STATES WAS ATTEbfPTING TO CKANGE UNILATERALLY THE 
ABM TREATY RATHER THAN WORK JOINTLY TO A3fEND IT. 

hIOREOVER, IN LIGHT OF THE RECENT EVEhTS IN THE BREAKAWAY 
REPUBLIC OF CHECHNYA AND THE STRAIN IT HAS PLACED ON U.S.-RUSSIAN 
RELATIONS, A MOVE BY THE U.S. T O  CLOSE G W T D  FORKS 
WOULD NOT ONLY FURTHER FRUSTRATE OUR AITEMPTS TO ACHIEVE GREATER 
HAEMONY ON A BROAD RANGE OF DEFENSE/SECUIirrY ISSUES BUT ALSO COULD 
SERIOUSLY JEOPARDIZE THE STABILITY OF THE OTHER FOhVER SOVIET 
REPUBLICS WITH NUCLEAR CAPABILITY. 

ADDITIONALLY, CLOSING GRAND FORKS 1VIL.L  IT, IF NOT ENTIRELY 
PROHIBIT, THE DEVELOPMENT OF FUTURE U.S. DEFENSWE SYSTEMS WHICH 
ENCOi\/fPASS THE DEPLOYbfENT OF DEFENSES AT bfOAPE THAN OLUE SITE. 
hfOVING TO ANOTHER SITE WOULD ENTAIL NEGOTIATING A TREATY CHANGE 
1VITH THE RUSSIANS, AND POSSIBLY OTHER FOLifER REPUBLICS OF THE SOVIET 
UNION. IN OTHER 1k'ORDS, IT COULD COAIPLICATE LOXG-RANGE PLANS TO 
BUILD A hTEW SITE AND EVEN PLANS FOR EVEhTUALLY ESTABLISHING A 
hlULTIPLE SITE DEFENSE OF THE ULNITED STATES. 

- FURTHER, NOT\IVITHSTAhTDIXG THE FACT TH.I\T THE GRAND FORKS ABM 
SYSTEhf HAS BEEN ON INACTIVE STATUS SINCE 1976, CLOSURE OF G R A h 9  
FORKS ViOULD EXTINGUISH ANY RESERVED RIGKTS OF THE UNITED STATES 
UNDER ARTICLE 111 O F  THE TREATY TO ACTIVATE AN ABbi SYSTEbf, I F  
REQUIRED IN THE FUTURE. 

FINALLY, IN THE PclISSILE DEFENSE ACT OF 193 1, THE CONGRESS SPECIFIED 
THAT THE DEVELOPhfEhT OF U.S. PROGRAbIS FOX STK4TEGIC DEFENSES hIUST 
BE "TREATY COhIPLIANT", THAT IS, THE UhTTED STATES CAN PLAN TO DEFEhD 
O h l Y  Oh% SITE. IN  THE 1992 AhfEKDhIEhT TO THE hIISSILE DEFENSE ACT, THE 
CONG,PESS REPEATED ITS STIPUL.4TIOS TH.4T PLAh3TD STR4TEGIC DEFENSES 
BE "TREATY CO&IPLIAhT", A h V  FURTHER STATED TH.4T THE Oh? PER?ifITI-ED 
SITE BE GR4hQ F0,PK.S. THUS, ANY ACTION TO CLOSE GK4h-D FORKS AFB, AS 
PART OF A BASE CLOSURE EXERCISE, h7THOUT RESOLUTIOS OF THE OPEN ABhI 
TREATY ISSUES COULD PLACE THE U.S. I S  THE POSITIOS O f  VIOLATIKG NOT 
OhTY THE AB&f TREATY BUT ALSO ITS OlCX COA!PLI.-\liCE STANDARDS. 

I N S U ? V ~ ~ ~ A R Y ,  I Abf CONVINCED THAT CLOSISG THE blILITARY FACILITIES 
AT GR4hQ FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA, W'OULD BE A GSAF'E PcfISTAKE. THE ABhf 
TREATY IhlPLICATIONS OF SUCH AN ACTIOS 1L'OULD BE SERIOUS CAUSE FOR 
CONCERN BY OFFICIALS OF T H E  FOLYIER SOVIET UhTOS, PREVEhT THE 
DEVELOPBIENI' OF A SOUND DEFENSIVE S'r'STEhf TO PROTECT THE UNITED 
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STATES AM) PLACE THE UNITED STATES IN THE POSITION OF POTEKnALLY 
VIOLATING ITS OWN LAWS. IN SHORT, TO CLOSE GRAND FORKS AFB WOULD 
PUT THE UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECURITY AT RISK. 



STATEMENT OF 
AMBASSADOR EDWARD L. ROWNY 

(LT. GEN., U.S.A., RET) 
. . FORMER CHIEF U.S. START NEGOTIATOR 
... 
.,. BEFORE THE 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSJON 
GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA 

MARCH 30,1995 



STATEMENT OF 
AMBASSADOR EDWARD L. ROWNY 

(LT. GEN., U.S.A., RET) 
FORMER CHIEF U.S. START NEGOTIATOR 

BEFORE THE 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA 
MARCH 30,1995 

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 

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

over the Dspartment 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 nsedlessly spend millions 

of dollars that could be saved i f  an alternative ICBM site wera inactivated. Some have 

suggested that the Unitsd 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 I1 Treaty. 

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

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 

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

of Defense, and members of the U.S. Congress, I 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, "[tlhe Clinton administration believes the ABM Treaty 

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

. . . . 
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 hilay 26, 1972, and entered into 

force on October 3, 1972. The ABM Treaty providss 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 
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deployment area must "contain [ I  ICBM silo launchers." 

On the day the ABM Treaty was signed, both pariies 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 lIl(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 ("ASM Protocol") further restricting 

the deployment of ABM systems. Although under the ABM Treaiy 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 tnosa 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 agread to in the Standing 
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Consultative Commission and during a year in which ths ABM Treaty is scheduled for 

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 11, paragraph 2 of the ABM Protocol 

explains: 

[Ijn 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 ths 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 Il1)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 

l have heard the suggestion tnat 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 ~epartment  of 

0 . .  
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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 

no logistic support and stripped of nearly every component nscessary 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 opsrational 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 ti13 ABM Treaty is contained 

in the records of the Senate's consideration of the agresment. 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 

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 componsnts 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 ABIM Treaty, the suggested 

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

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 Ariicle 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 

now their successors, have expressed apprehension that ths United States intends to 

walk away from its obligations under the ABM Treaty. Ths 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 i t  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 atiacks. li the United States were to 

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

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 ths 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 

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 I1 TREATY IMPLICATIONS: 

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

jeopardize prospects for ratification of the START I1 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 ll Treaty to the S2naie for its advice and 

consent for Treaty reatification. It is unclear when t h s  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 11, "ws should allow the ratification 

process to take place [before we] draw down Peacgkeeper 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 ab19 to move to a START 11." 

Similarly, I believe that until the START I1 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 lettar and spirit of the A8M 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 ABIV Treaty. If the United States 

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

and its protocols would require us to dismantle to dsstroy 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. 

i f  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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