
HILL AIR FORCE BASE 

Ogden Air Logistics Center 
"An American Aviation Treasure for more than 50 years" 

Hill Air Force Base (AFB), located in Ogden, Utah, has played a crucial role in projecting 
democracy around the world for more than 50 years. Home to the Ogden Air Logistics Center, two 
of the Air Force's premier fighter wings and one of the Defense Department's computer megacenters, 
the 15,684 military, civilian and Air Force Reserve members continue to be called upon any time the 
nation responds to a crisis in the world. 

Experts in Fighter Aircraft Repair 

Ogden Air Logistics Center provides worldwide logistic management and depot maintenance 
for the F-16 Fighting Falcon -- the world's largest fleet of fighter aircraft. This includes 21 countries 
employing more than 3,000 F-16 aircraft. The Ogden team reinvented the depot repair system for F- 
16 avionics. Working with the fighter wings, repair pipelines were cut from 70 to 7 days in-country 
and 13 days for bases overseas (this includes transportation time). This will save the Air Force $380 
million over 5 years. In 1993, Ogden won the only major interservice fighter aircraft maintenance 
contract ever when it was selected by the Navy to repair Navy and Marine F/A 18 fighters. Last year, 
the center performed 2.25 million manhours of maintenance and modifications on more than 300 F- 
16's, 29 F-4's and 50 C-1301s, while beginning interservicing work on 36 Navy F/A-18's. 

Nation's Only Repair Source for Silo-Based ICBM's 

Ogden Air Logistics Center is the only repair source for our nation's fleet of silo-based ICBM's, 
including Minuteman Ills and Ill's, and Peacekeepers. The base is an important participant in 
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaties on an international scale. It recently played a key role in the test 
firing of a Minuteman Ill carrying one warhead, a crucial step in ensuring the United States complies 
with terms of START treaties once they are ratified. Hill AFB's missile directorate has made 
outstanding strides in cutting costs. In 1993, they improved operations 261 percent returning $7.8 
million to their customers in the form of lower rates and an additional $3 million in 1994. The group 
was recognized by Vice President A1 Gore as "Heroes of Reinvention" for their accomplishment of 
making government work better and cost less. This Hammer Award was one of only 79 given across 
the country. 

The World's Best Landing Gear Facility 

Ogden Air Logistics Center operates the world's largest overhaul facility for aircraft landing 
gear, brakes, struts and wheels. This facility handles all Air Force (and 70 percent of the Defense 
Department's) repair needs and produces 4,600 complete gear assemblies for 27 different weapon 
systems annually. These vary from the small T-38 Talon nose gear to the massive three-ton C-5 
Galaxy main gear. The Landing Gear Facility has 382,000 square feet of dedicated overhaul 
capabilities enhanced by two miles of fully-automated overhead material handling. It also has the 
capability to do all of the Defense Department's work of this type in the most cost effective process 
available. The facility won the 1991 President's award for quality and producitvity improvement. 
Process improvements will save over $3.65 million in the 199411995 Fiscal Year time frame. 
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WHITE PAPER 

TACTICAL MISSILE WORKLOAD CONSOLIDATION 
November 1994 

1. Introduction: The purpose of this white paper is to analyze the tactical missile repair workload capability of 
00-ALC and compare it to the BRAC 93 decision to implement the Tactical Missile Consolidation (TMC) at 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD). This paper will discuss the full range of missile support capabilities at 00- 
ALC (facilities and skilled workers already in place), the current tactical missile workload (both at 00-ALC 
and DoD), and the tactical missile workload that can be absorbed immediately by 00-ALC. 

2. Missile Support Capabilities at 00-ALC: Missile Support Capabilities at 00-ALC can be divided into nine 
(9) major categories or capabilities for discussion. These capabilities are: 1) management, 2) repair and 
modification, 3) industrial support, 4) engineering, 5) assessment, 6) test, 7) storage facilities, 8) distribution, 
and 9) disposal. 

a. Management: 
Systems are managed from a "Cradle to Grave" perspective 
Promotes synergism between Armament and ICBM program offices by sharing: 

Weapons storage areas 
Security control systems 
Weapons repair and testing facilities 
Test facilities 
Safety training 
Experience 
Lessons learned 

Specialized management capabilities 
Silo-Based ICBM System Program Office 

Awarded the "Hammer Award" by Vice President Gore as a "Hero of Government 
Reinvention", Sept. 1994 

USAF Air-to-Surface Product Group Manager 
Ammunition Control Point - Focal point in USAF for wartime and peacetime management 
and movement of all explosives 
Missile explosive component and container managers 

System and supply 
Explosives experts are employed at 00-ALC 
Material and technical management functions are performed at 00-ALC 

b. Repair and Modification: 00-ALC is the only USAF Technical Repair Center (TRC) for 
munitions, cruise missiles, launchers, aircraft guns, bomb racks, ejection seat explosive time charge, 
etc. 00-ALC currently has the capacity to consolidate DoD's tactical missile workload and has the 
following facilities for repair and modification vice LEAD: 

Total of 56,810 ft2 of 1.1 Class A-C Explosive rated maintenance facilities 
Total of 46,500 ft2 inert repair capability expandable by an additional 165,000 ft2 (Bldgs 5 and 
100) with additional space available by rearranging workloads (enough for TMC). 
Missile component and system-level repair 

Analytical condition and repair inspections 
ACM Imaging Radar System (AIRS) is a DoD unique facility and an integral part of 
the maintenance concept for the ACM and TSSAM 
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Guidance and control systems overhaul 
All-up round integration and test 

Perform ground support equipment repair 
Both hardware repair and software modification 

Perform Missile and ground support equipment upgrades 
Performance, reliability, and maintainability 

00-ALC explosive repair facilities: 
Bldg 2026 All Up Round Maverick Repair Facility 22,750 ft2 
Bldg 1424 ALCM/SRAM/ACM Repair Facility 34,060 ft2 

00-ALC inert repair facilities: 
Bldg 5 Missile Guidance Unit Repair Facility 21,600 ft2 
Bldg 100 AIM-9 Sidewinder Repair Facility 24,900 ft2 

c. Industrial Support: 00-ALC has a one-of-a-kind industrial capability with its internal capabilities 
and its geographical collocation with local industry: 

00-ALC has unique design, prototyping, and competitive manufacturing expertise in the 
following: 

Optical and photonic components (30,000 ft2 environmentally controlled facility plus 
5,000 ft2 management and engineering support facility) 
Printed circuit boards (96,000 ft2 environmentally controlled area, 20,000 ft2 of which is 
raised floor for ATE and 10,000 ft2 of which is 100,000 class clean room) 
Electrical cabling 
Plastic and rubber molding 
Investment casting 
Packaging systems 
Metal Processing 
Thermal spray coatings 
Indoor anechoic test complex (radar testing) 

Also provide typical industrial support functions 
Precision measurement equipment lab (PMEL) 
Hydraulics/electronics support 

Electrohydraulic 
Missile flight controls 
Hydraulic actuators 
Missile shock isolators 

Machine shop: 
CNC milling 
CADICAM design and programming 
Tool and die 
Mold making 

Plant (facility) management 
Supply 

Major missile contractors are located in local area from which 00-ALC can draw expertise 
Hercules, Salt Lake City, produces the following rocket motors: . . HARM 

Poseidon 
Trident 
Minuteman 
Sidewinder 
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Thiokol, Ogden, UT, and Promontory, UT, produces the following rocket motors: 
Peacekeeper 
Minuteman 
Maverick 
Trident 

Williams International, Ogden, UT, produces: 
Advanced Cruise Missile jet engine 

d. Engineering: 00-ALC has a full-range engineering support capability already in place: 
System Engineering support expertise in-house 

Hardware and software 
Design 
Development 
Test 
Integration 

Independent verification and validation for software (IV&V) 
EPA certified chemical analysis (liquid, solid and explosive analyses) 
Structural and electrical failure analysis 
Environmental analysis 
Time studies and process improvement (improve production flow) 

e. Assessment (Analysis): 
Explosives analysis 

X-ray and computed tomography (CT), just opened largest CT in country 
- * -  Bldg2113 23,000ft2 
Rocket motor and warhead dissections (machining) 
*-• Bldg 1946 2,436 ft2 

Little Mountain Complex 
Chemical and physical analysis 

Chemical: Bldg 1941 3,297 ft2 
Physical: Bldg 1943 3,297 ft2 

Survivability/vulnera~lity analysis (Little Mountain Complex) . Radiation 
Shock and vibration 
Electromagnetic compatibilitylinterference 

f. Test: 
Aging and surveillance of explosive components 

Service life predictions 
Safety assessments 

Live and static firing 
WarheadsAarge Motors: Utah Test and Training Range (UTTR) 
Small motors/components on-base: 649 MUNS (Maintenance and Test Squadron) 
Dugway Proving Grounds (Army) 

Close proximity to operational users 
388 Fighter Wing 
419 Fighter Wing (AFRES) 

545 Test Group provides test services 
Test Management 
Flight Test Engineering 
Test Plans 
Final Test Report 
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Collocated with: 
Buildup and storage facilities 
Aircraft loading area 
Mission Control Center (MCC) 
Integrated Product Team (IPT) ... U1[TR 

Allows product engineers to track the test process at any stage and obtain real-time test data 
for decision-making 

g. Storage Facilities: 00-ALC has extensive storage capabilities on-site and close by: 
Explosive storage 

Missile assembly and maintenance storage (>200 facilities) 247,000 ft2 
Tooele North Storage Area 1,000,000 ft2, 41,000 ft2 for 00-ALC assets 
Oasis 108,000 ft2 

Non-explosive storage on-site - 00-ALC storage 252,000 ft2 
DLA storage areas (largest in the U.S.) 3.4 M ft2 

Army's Tier Depot Analysis: 
Study performed by the Army 
Classifications 

Tier I (Days 1-30; training) 
Tier I1 (Days 30 and beyond) 
Tier 111 (De-Mil and caretaker) 

Tooele AD "Best suited for Active Status" (Tier I), LEAD "Best suited for Cadre Status" 
(Tier 11) 
Tooele AD, together with 00-ALC's unique explosive airlift capability, can project great 
quantities of munitions quickly and efficiently 

h. Distribution: 
Ammunition control point for all USAF non-nuclear munitions 

$10B inventory; over 11,000 items managed 
Processed over 4165 tons of munitions (167 Boeing 707 equivalents) during two-month 
period in support of Desert S tom 

Located near major transportation networks with unique explosive handling capability by air, rail 
or truck: 

Airfields: Hill AFB and Salt Lake City International Airport 
Interstate: I-15,I-80, and 1-84 
Railroads: Union Pacific, Rio Grande, Southern Pacific (plus on-base rail) 

i. Disposal: 
Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Division at Hill AFB 
Use thermal treatment unit at U l T R  

Capable of Disposing of large explosives while maintaining EPA compliance 
One of a few select sites 

Dugway Proving Grounds (Army) 
Tooele AD for chemical and biological demilitarization 

j. Surge Capability: 00-ALC has a well-rounded peacetime and wartime surge capability with the 
collocation of DLA, Tooele AD, 545th Test Group, 419th FW, 388th FW, the number of hot pads for 
munitions transport, and class 1.1 explosive capability. Hill AFB has unique qualifications that 
enabled them to be a major player in the airlift of munitions from Hawthorne Army Ammunition 
Plant, Nevada, Sierra Army Depot, California, and Tooele Army Depot, Utah, during Desert Storm. 
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3. Current Tactical Missile Workloads in DoD: In Figure 3-1, those workloads currently planned for 
consolidation at LEAD are shaded, those currently performed at 00-ALC are annotated with a "=P, and those 
workloads at 00-ALC that are planned for consolidation at LEAD have both annotations. Table 3-1 shows the 
total missile workload performed at 00-ALC with the number of direct hours for each, ONLY for repairs. 
Table 3-2 shows that 00-ALC performs 92% of the USAF missile workload and 48% of the DoD missile 
workload as measured by direct labor hours. Table 3-3 shows that 00-ALC performs 71% of the USAF tactical 
missile workload and 20% of the DoD tactical missile workload. 
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Figure 3-1. DoD Tactical Missile Workload 

Table 3-1. 00-ALC Missile Workload 

Minuteman 
P P ~ Y P ~ P P W Y  

ACM I 1 1  'r I 0.7K 
Have Nan 1 I 7 . s ~  1 N/A 

System 

1 . - - . - - - - - - 
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Table 3-2. Total DoD Missile Workload Comparisons 
1 

I All Repair I 00-ALC Repair I 
Assets* I Direct Labor Hrs (K) I Direct Labor Hrs (K) I % 
USAF I 1157 I 1068 1 92 
DoD I 2207 1068 1 48 

*Excludes AMRAAM, HARM, Have Nap, Tomahawk, & TSSAM 
(either in development or contractor repair - no data was available) 
Source: Estimates Based on Tactical Missile Maintenance 
Consolidation Plan for LEAD, 31 Jan 92. 

Table 3-3. Total DoD Tactical Missile Workload Comparisons 

I I All Repair ( 00-ALC Repair I 1 -- 

r ~ s s e t s *  I Direct Labor Hrs (K) I Direct Labor Hrs (K) I % 
USAF I 293 I 208 1 71 
DoD I 1020 208 1 20 

*Excludes AMRAAM, HARM, Have Nap, Tomahawk, & TSSAM 
(either in development or contractor repair - no data was available) 
Source: Estimates Based on Tactical Missile Maintenance 
Consolidation Plan for LEAD, 3 1 Jan 92. 

4. Future Tactical Workloads: 

a. The following definitions are used throughout this section: 
Category I workloads (like systems): 

Fits well into existing repair flows 
Immediately integratable into flow 
Facility realignment only-No MILCON (military construction) 

Category I1 workloads (similar systems): 
Adaptable to existing repair flows 
Requires transition planning 
Facility modifications required-No MILCON 

Category 111 Workloads (future-in development or CLS): 
Projected availability beyond FY95 
Requires transition planning 
Facility modifications required-No MILCON 

I D i c t  Labor Hours (K) I Floor Space (K- ft2) I 

1 Chaparral* T 23.6 1 23.6 1 1 - 1  3.11 0 I 1 
System 
Sidewinder* 

-- - * In Addition to 103K Hrs of Current Sidewinder Repair 
** In Addition to 83K Hrs of Current Maverick Repair 
Source: Floor Space Requirements from Building 370 First Floor Proposed 
LEAD, 8 May 92. 

FY94 1 FY95 1 FY96 I FY97 I Req I Add 
14.8 1 14.4 1 15.5 1 18.4 1 3.0 1 0 

Hellfii** 
Total 
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b. Category I Tactical Missile Workloads: Table 4-1 shows the Category I tactical missile workloads 
that could be performed at 00-ALC. The advantages of consolidating Category I workload at 00- 
ALC are: 

Support infrastructure in place 
Minimal facility realignment-No MILCON 
Common Support Equipment Already in Place 
Highly skilled work force available 
Can implement and absorb immediately 

Table 4-2 Category I1 Tactical Missile Workloads 

System 
ANTSQ-73 
Dragon 
LCSS 

Source: Same as Category I Table and Tactical Missile Maintenance 
Consolidation Plan for LEAD, 3 1 Jan 92 

MLRS 1 49.2 1 49.2 1 49.2 1 49.2 

(K- ft2) 

Avail 

D i t  Labor Hours (K) 

Phoenix 

c. Category I1 Tactical Missile Workloads: Table 4-2 shows the Category I1 tactical missile 
workloads that can be performed at 00-ALC. The advantages of consolidating Category I1 workload 
at 00-ALC are: 

The support infrastructure is in place 
Limited facility modifications-No MILCON 
Common support equipment is in place. 
Common Technology and Skills in Place 
Training programs available locally 
Economies of scale 
Phase the consolidation over 94-98 

9.9 1 23.9 1 20.4 1 20.4 
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I Direct Labor Hours (K) 
I System 1 FY94 I EY95 I FY96 I FY97 I 
I ATACM 1 21.6 1 21.6 1 21.6 1 21.6 1 (K- ft2) Fi 

Avail 

HARM 
Harpoon 
Have Nap 
Hawk 

( TSS& I I 1 - 1  J 
Source: Same as Category I Table and Tactical Missile Maintenance 

16.1 

73.2 
Patriot 
Standard 
Tomahawk 

Consolidation Plan for LEAD, 3 1 Jan 92 

d. Category 111 Tactical Missile Workloads: Table 4-3 shows the Category I11 tactical missile 
workloads that can be performed at 00-ALC. The advantages of consolidating Category I11 
workload at 00-ALC are: 

Support infrastructure is in place 
Limited facility modification-No MILCON 
Increased economies of scale 

Common technologies and skills with other workloads 
Leverage category I1 production processes 

Phase in 96-98 

16.1 

63.7 
200.6 
63.0 

5. Analysis: 

a. Facilities: 
Ogden 

Support infrastructure in place 
Facilities are available; could accept all workload without MILCON and with minimum 
refurbishment (268,300 ft2 available as shown in Tables 4-1,4-2, and 4-3, and paragraph lc, 
for transition of organic repair only) 

Explosive storage available 
Explosive work area available 
Extra storage at Tooele and Oasis (U'ITR) 

Skills and technology in place 
Consolidation can occur immediately 

16.1 

60.0 
167.8 
66.0 

LEAD 
LEAD advertised NO MILCON prior to BRAC decision. Current MILCON funding level is 
$7.134M (only for tactical missiles) and will probably increase. Not included in this figure 
is any construction for support or storage facilities. 
Have proposed 303,649 ft2 for missile maintenance (Bldgs 370,426, 11, and 12) all of which 
are undergoing extensive renovation with MILCON, Base Closure Account (BCA) and 
minor construction funding (Blue Book update, Sept 94) 
3M ft2 ammunition storage 
Radiographic facilities 

16.1 

58.5 
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Analysis 1 32,000 I NONE 
Test 1 32,000 I NONE 

Table 5-1 00-ALC and LEAD Functional ft2 Comp@son 

I Repair 1 268,300 1 303,469 

Function 
Storage 

b. Cost: 
Actual cost per labor-hour at 00-ALC is less than Letterkenny ($68.08 vs. $74.96 as of Oct 94) . LEAD projected 1994 labor rate to be $50.30. (Projection as of Jan 93) 

LEAD briefed 1999 labor hours (675,000 hours) and cost ($7l.l0ldirect labor hour). LEAD 
projected 1997 labor rate to be $37.76ldirect labor hour (Projection as of Jan 93) upon which 
payback period and steady state savings are based. Actuals appear to be far different from 
projected. 
LEAD Low labor cost before the BRAC decision, was due to lower skill-level tasks 
(personnel in WG 8-10) where 00-ALC required higher skilled tasks (personnel in WG 10- 
12). Labor cost has greatly increased since hiring of skilled workers as more complicated 
workload was transferred. Also, fewer labor hours are being transferred due to force 
reductions. 
LEAD is claiming that if more of the same workload is transferred, the cost will be Iower, 
even though they will need to hire highly skilled workers who cost more. 
Army is seeking waivers to NOT transfer 29% of their tactical missile workload to LEAD 
because it is not cost-effective, systems are retiring, or technical data is too costly to 
purchase. 

Total BRAC funding for TMC is $51M. 
Other hidden costs born by the current Source of Repair (SOR): 

USAF pays PCS for workers transferring to LEAD 
Losing SOR pays labor to disassemble equipment for shipment to LEAD 
USAF is paying $5.2M per year (projected for up to three years totaling $15.6M) for 
Interim Contractor Support (ICS). BRAC funding is only approved for one year. 

LEAD wants all missile workload being performed at contractor facilities to transition to LEAD 
regardless of increased cost or erosion of private industrial manufacturinglrepair base. Three 
examples: 

Hellfire 
Contractor actual labor cost: $ 4 7 h  
LEAD estimated cost: $60 /hr 
Contractor setup: $5.096M 
LEAD $9.172M (excluding facilities) 

AIM-7P 
Commercial cost: $6,1271repair 
LEAD cost: $1 1,302Irepair 

Patriot (90% of the work will not transfer from contractors) 
51 items: Documentation unsuitable for organic repair 
7 items: Unstable design 
3 items: Insufficient demands 
16 items: Not cost effective to transfer 

LEAD wants a moratorium on competition for tactical missile workload until 1999 when they 
expect their rates to stabilize. 
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Schedule Calculations 

To Determine Percent of Total Workload to be Transitioned to LEAD by .A-priI95: 

1. ~ s e ' ~ ~ 9 9  as the baseline (steady state condition): 759,500 hours 

2. Determine the difference between FY95 and FY95 as the gaining workJoad in l~ours. 
(274,300 - 94,100 = 160,200) 

3. Assume uniform amount of workload is transitioned each month (160,200/12). Therefore, 50,100 
hours will have vansferred by the end of Apr 95 (6 months into FY95). 

94,100 + 80,100 
4. =.229 or 22.9% of the of the planned workload will have transitioned by Apr 95. 

759,500 

5. Of the 84,900 hours actually received by LEAD in FY94, only 19,800 hours of work were performed 
(23.3%) 

Source: Two handouts from the Tactical Missile Consoliclatiorl IPR October 1994, titled: 
"Expended Transition Workload" and "Planned Transition Workload." 



c. Schedule: 
AIM-9 scheduled transition was to take one(1) year-now planned for three (3) years before 
fully transitioned. 
LEAD advertised capability to perform modifications-is unable to perform due to lack of 
capacity. Contractor is being used and cost is three times that if 00-ALC would perform the 
work. 
Transition of workload planned in Nov 93 for 1995 was 408,100 hrs; revised plan as of Oct 94 is 
274,300 hrs. Only 67% of the planned is expected. 
The planned transition of workload through N 9 9  is 759,500 hours. Of that, only 172,400 is 
planned to be transitioned by Apr 95 (22.9%).** 
84,900 hours of workload have transitioned to LEAD, but only 19,800 hours of work have been 
performed (23.3%). A large backlog of repair work could negatively impact readiness.** 

** Source: Two handouts from the Tactical Missile Consolidation IPR October 1994, titled: 
"Expended Transition Workload" and "Planned Transition Workload." 

d. Service: 
Ogden ALC offers the most extensive missile experience in DoD; more than 30 years 
Ogden ALC provides high quality, innovative, full service missile support (as recognized by Vice 
President Gore) 
LEAD proposes a "one-stop-service" concept while 00-ALC has been practicing one-stop 
service for 30 years. 

e. Environmental Concerns: 
EPA permits already exist at 00-ALC for disposals, demilitarization, and necessary explosive 
work in conjunction with UTI'R, Tooele AD, and Dugway Proving Grounds. 

6. Conclusion: Consolidation of all DoD tactical missile workload at 00-ALC is the best decision because 
storage, test, analysis, repair, and disposal of missiles are all in one location; LEAD can only store and repair. 
We believe that the most cost-efficient place to consolidate missile repair is 00-ALC; only 00-ALC can 
provide the full scope of missile support from storage to test, analysis, and repair. The geographical collocation 
of 00-ALC, Hill AFB fighter wings, Tooele AD, Dugway Proving Grounds, and U'ITR, provide a synergism 
found nowhere else in the country. LEAD cannot even come close to developing the capabilities collectively 
gathered and operationally in place in Utah. TMC at LEAD is a costly move (short tenn and long term) for 
U.S. taxpayers. There is no evidence that the costs projected for transition will ever be recouped in the long 
term. 
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As of: 13 Oct 94 

EXPENDED TRANSITION WORKLOAD 
DIRECT LABOR HOURS (000) 

FY 94 N 95 
ACTUAL EXPND PLND EXPND 

ARMY - Organic 
SHILLELAGH 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
LCSS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
AN/TSQ -73 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
CHAPARRAL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
TOW 2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
DRAGON ** 1.493 0.000 20.1 62 0.000 
TOWBFVS . 0.224 0.070 51.309 0.000 
TOW COBRA .-+4 0.446 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 
ATACMS ** uALLM pc',p.tbL 8.420 5.228 30.837 0.000 
HELLFIRE *"* 1.021 0.081 5.927 0.000 
MLRS 3.324 0.095 78.247 0.000 
AVENGER ** 51.044 13.094 7.1 78 0.000 

TOTAL ARMY ORGANIC 65.972 18.568 193.660 - 0.000 

AF / NAVY / USMC - 0rgar;ic 
SPARROW ** - -77.577 
PHOENIX ** 0.000 
SIDEV/!NDER * 0.000 
MAVERICK 0.000 
STANDARD 0.000 
HAWK (USMC) 0.000 

TOTAL OTHER ORGANIC 17.577 

AF / NAVY I USMC - Contract 
AMRAAM 0.000 0.-000 
HARM * 0.000 0.000 

TOTAL OTHER CONTRACT - 0.000 - 0.000 

ARMY - Contract 
HELLF1 RE 
STINGER 
HAWK 
PATRIOT 
MLRS 
ATAS /AVENGER 
ATAS (ARGON BOTTLES) ** 

TOTAL ARMY CONTRACT 

TOTALWORKLOAD ' 

* INCLUDES ENGINEERING SUPPORT WORKLOAD 
** ORGANIC CAPABILITY ACHIEVED AT LEAD 



PLANNED TRANSITION WORKLOAD 
DIRECT LABOR HOURS (000) . 

ARMY - Organic 
SHILLELAGH 
LCSS 
ANRSQr73 - 

CHAPARRAL 
TOW 2 
DRAGON ** 
TOW BFVS . 
TOW COBRA 
ATACMS ** - 
HELLFIRE ** 
M LRS 
AVENGER ** 

TOTAL ARMY ORGANIC 

AF / NAVY / USMC - Organic 
- 

. - 
SPARROW ** 5.6 41.5 37.9 33.2 38.3 31 .O 
PHOENIX "* 0.0 12.0 22.1 19.0 19.2 13.3 
SIDEWINDER * 0.0 16.2 111.7 108.0 99.2 94.6 
MAVERICK 0.0 0.0 11.5 43.6 41.6 43.6 
STANDARD *** 0.0 0.0 -13.4, - 14.5 14.3 16.8 
HAWK (USMC) - 0.0 17.3 126.4' 118.3 101 .O 91.8 - 

TOTAL OTHER ORGANIC - 87.0 5.6 - - - - 323.0 . - 336.6 - 31 3.6 - 291.1 

AF 1 NAVY / USMC - Contract 
AMRAAM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.5 35.5 

-. HARM * , 1.0 - 1 .o - 1 .o - - 1 .O - 28.1 - 32.4 
-'TOTAL O W E R  CONTRACT 1 .O - - 1 .o ,1.0 - - 1 .o -- - 58.6 . 67.9 

ARMY - Contract 
HELLFIRE 
STINGER 
HAWK 
PATRIOT 
MLRS 
ATAS /AVENGER 
ATAS (ARGON BOTTLES) ** 

TOTAL-ARMY CONTRACT 

.TOTAL WORKLOAD 

INCLUDES ENGINEERING SUPPORT WORKLOAD 
** ORGANIC CAPABILITY ACHIEVED AT LEAD 

*** STANDARD M-HRS REMAIN ON CHART UNTIL FlNAL.RESOLUTlON WITH NAVSEA - 
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17TH TRAINING GROUP 

TO TRAIN MISSION READY PROFESSIONALS 
TO MEET DOD AND INTERNATIONAL 
REQUIREMENTS FOR INTELLIGENCE, 

FIRE PROTECTION, AND SPECIAL 
INSTRUMENTS OPERATIONS 



TRAINING ORGANIZATION 

HQ AETC 

I 2AF KEESLER, I 
FB. MS I 

-- 

I 17 TRW I 

17 TSS 
- TECH SUPPORT 
- TRAINING 

312 TS 
- ANALYSIS AND RE PORTING 
- CRYPTO MAlNT 
- SEISMIC 
- FIRE 

- GENERAL INTEL - CRYPTO LINGUIST 

314 TS 
FT HUACHUCA 

AZ. 
- MORSE 

311 TS 
MONTEREY, CA 

- BASIC LANGUAGES 

313 TS 
CORRY STN 

PENSACOLA, FL 
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GOODFELLOW AFB 
PHYSICAL PLANT 

CURRENT CAPABILITIES 

FACILITIES 
- 14 TRAINING FACILITIES 
- 533,000 SQ FT 
- ONE AND TWO SHIFT OPERATORS 

" MESSING 
- CAN FEED 1500 PERSONNEL DAILY 
- CURRENTLY AT 65% OF CAPACITY 
BILLETING 

- CAN HOUSE 1930 ENLISTED 
- CAN HOUSE 260 OFFICERS 



USAF INTELLIGENCE 
TRAINING MILESTONES 

1958 - USAFSS TOOK OVER GAFB AND BEGAN FIRST 
INTELLIGENCE TRAINING 

1966 - BEGAN CONSOLIDATEDICOLLOCATED 
CRYPTOLOGIC TRAINING FOR ALL SERVICES 

1960's - ARMED FORCES AIR INTELLIGENCE TRAINING 
CENTER (AFAITC) ACTIVATED AT LOWRY AFB 

1978 - GAFB TRANSITIONED FROM USAFSS TO AIR 
TRAINING COMMAND 

1986 - INTELLIGENCE TRAINING CONSOLIDATION MOVED 
USAF GENERAL INTEL TRAINING FROM LOWRY, OFFUTT 
AND KEESLER AFB TO GAFB 



CURRENT GOODFELLOW 
TRAINING 

TRAINING TO SERVE THREE FUNCTIONAL COMMUNITIES 

INTELLIGENCE, FIRE PROTECTION, AND SPECIAL 
INSTRUMENTATION 

TRAINING TO SERVE ALL SERVICES AND NATIONAL 
AGENCIES 

900 PERMANENT PARTY OF ALL SERVICES 
700 USAF, 120 USA, 50 USN, 25 USMC 
4500 STUDENTS ANNUALLY 

-- 2600 USAF, 1150 USA, 500 USN, 250 USMC 





SAN ANGEL0 

GOODFELLOW 

May 1994 

Demographics 

Population 

Tom Green County 98,458 
City of San Angelo 84,494 

Ethnic Distribution 

Anglo ............ 69% Hispanic ......... 26% 
AfrolAmer.. .... .4% Other ............ I % 

Source: 1990 Census 3 

Population -. , . 
6  lit; !.'4 9..,r> : 5 y . < ~ , * > $ : . ,  .- .. .,! .d<">\, , .:I.. s.3 ........ 

1 Source U S Cenrus Bureau 1 

1 Source Texas Sate Comptroller / 



Millions 

1 Source Qty Pern~t 0ff.e Jan 1994 

Health Care 
.?.. ;.,j>uel~. .< -?,."...a:%* 

.-. . < G..%..,d 

Phvsicians 
' . ' J  

150 Physicians 
200 Specialties 

Dentists 
50 Dentists 

Rehabilitation 
West Texas Rehabilitation Center 
6 additional Rehab Clinics 

Emergency Care 
8 Ambulances- 2 EMT's per ambulance 

-.. 

p-3 Housing Market 7*r 
;:%; ,:.:.;A7:: ?,v2<,$*'$(..* -. ' \ . \  .%".&,. ,- >.,,... .a$.,., *..l 

Total Listings 503 458 

I Avg Days on MM 1 64 

Total Sold I I # of New Listings 1 111 

Hospitals 
"... :. 
:-,:-a:, I-tl.).z:if:jjf>, T ' E X ~ S  ... -2 , 

Acute Care Hospitals 

Avg. Price $ 

Angelo community Hospital-1 65 beds 
Concho Valley Reg. Hospital-1 71 beds 
Shannon Medical Center-279 beds 

Specialized Hospitals 
Baptist Memorial Geriatric Center 
River Crest Psychiatric & Chemical 
Dependency Hospital 

Source MLS, Jan 1994 6 

70,165 65,805 
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Available New Homes 
Price Range - 

50-60 000 

60-70 000 

70-80 000 

80-90 000 

1 Source San Angelo Homebuilders Assoc Jan " 5 4  

Public Education 
.-. >>,,>f? fqr,;-if>$;-,. T' #%..<<qF .... "%.  " . % .  ... .,- i... i 75.. ., -2 , 

./ Angelo State University 
61 00 students 

./ Howard Junior College 
1000 students 

./ San Angelo I.S.D. 
2 High Schools 
21 Elementary Schools 

1994 

Single FamilylTown House Lots 
2302 Platted Lots 
Apartment Sites 
552 Acres @ @ 
13,800 Units 
Northbank Development 
1,000 Acres 

1$, 
1,229 Presently Platted Lots 

Source San Angelo Plannlng Vept Jan 1954 14 

Private Education 
!::?:i $:.;r.-p!fi  '"re:f85 .," .*r 3 I .  :%>!...!.,. . 

d 7 PrivateIParochial Schools 
Grades K-9 

d 3 CommercialNocationaI 

1994 16 



SAlSD Growth Potential 

Undedicated Reserves $1 7,171,000 
- Could construct 4 elementary schools 

housing 2,800 new students without tax 
increase 

School District Debt $5,550,000 
- Scheduled for debt retirement - 1996 

Existing Expansion Plans 
- New elementary school to serve Goodfellow 

housing area (700 student capacity) 
Ready To Expand 

Potable Water Storage Systems 

1 Abilene ground storage I 3.5 million I 
Storage Tank Gallons 

I Southwest elevated tank I 

I 

I Delmar ground storage 

Lakeview ground storage 

Mercedes elevated tank 

1.0 million I 

3.25 million 

5.0 million 

I00000 

I Southwest ground storage I 9.4 million 

I Total 1 22.25 million 1 
Source City of San Angeio 1994 19 

Water Sources 

Capacity Watershed 

Twin Buttes 186,200 2,500 

I Lake Nasworthy 1 12,230 

O.C. Fisher 119,200 1,500 
I I I Lake Spence 1 250,000 1 3,000 I / 

Excess Water Capacity 
r...: 7- *,? :-. :-..-, 

: * A < : , y  > : %  ;:,:.i W S ?  c ,, - *,:. : , .: . -2 c - - ~  

I lvie Reservoir I 554,340 
- 

/ source PubI~c Works &pi - 1994 ( ~ i i i a n  gallons per day) 
20 I 

12,650 

Source Ctty of San Angela I994 18 



Excess Sewer Capacity 
. :v . ; :iL,f +: : c : < l #  

Source Public Works Dept 1954 (rnill~on gallons) 
2 1 I -- - -- 

Excess Electrical Capacity 
:*;Fif,..dfa:. - .....,,,,.... :.... air F ~ ~ ~ ~ : :  E : ~ ~ ~  

Mega Volt Amps 
7 1 

Present Load Peak Capacity Spared Before Expansion 

Source West Texas Utllltles, Jan.1994 
23 

Excess Electrical Capacity 

0 
Average Load Generat~ng Capaclty Peak Load 

Source West Texas Citil~ttes (mega volt amps} - 1954 
22 

Goodfellow Air Force Base 

Source C~ty of San Angelo (thousand gallons per day) - 1994 
24 I 







February 1, 1994 

Mr. Kevin J. Barry, Chairman 
Goodfellow Coordinating Committee 
500 Rio Concho Drive 
San Angelo. TX 76903 

Dear Kevin: 

Please utilize this letter for discussions with the ITRO Task Force 
as official record of the City of San Angelo' s commitment in regard 
to new mission development for Goodfellow Air Force Base. 

The City of San Angelo has had a long record of support for 
Goodfellow dating back to the base's formation in 1941, when the 
City contributed 1,000 acres of land to start Goodfellow Field, 
then a pilot school. Over the years, San Angelo has received much 
more in return than just monetary benefits, by the overwhelming 
involvement of the high calibre of individuals stationed at 
Goodfellow. Base service personnel are partners in every major 
project in our community, from United Way campaigns, to 
volunteering in our schools. Because of their support of our 
c o m i t y ,  we have always been their partner in any way we can to 
repay our debt to GAFB and to keep our nation's defense strong. 

Our commitment is centered around three areas of need as we 
presently understand them. If any other areas should arise, we 
would be more than willing to also explore those to determine if we 
may assist in some way. The three areas we have presently focused 
on are: 1) additional lana for soldierization exercises, 2 )  
utility improvements, and 3) a rent-guaranteed, multi-family 
housing complex for off-base military personnel. 

' 

1) AODX TIONAL LAND FOR SOLDIERIZATION EXERCISES - The City of Sari 
Angel0 owns a variety of parcels of land that could be provided to 
GAFB for the purpose of soldierization exercises. One piece of 
property that seems well-suited for this need is part of a 5,000 
acre parcel that the City has recently acquired. The property is 
located less than four miles northeast of the base, on the 
northeast corner of LOOP 306 and Pulliam Road, and is easily 
accessible from the base. The terrain varies from flat, to rough, 
to sloping, to hilly, and is presently covered in brush and native 
scrub mesquite trees. An area, dependent upon their needs, could 
be made available for GAFBfs use. 



2 )  UTILITY IXPROVEXENTS - The City of San Angel0 commits to 
provide any necessary utility (water and sewer) to the base. The 
City has always insured that the base has been provided adequate 
water and sewer with reserves for growth. As the base grows, the 
City will continue to insure adequate facilities and reserves for 
the future. 

3 ) RENT GUARANTEED, MULTI - FAMILY HOUSING FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL - 
The City recognizes that ensuring quality, affordable housing for 
of f-base military personnel is a high priority. It is our proposal 
that a joint determination be made of the need for off -base housing 
for married personnel. The City of San Angelo would then initiate 
with the financial institutions to provide specified rental units 
in an agreed upon rental range. The City of San Angelo, with the 
cooperation and commitment of those institutions, construction 
companies, and developers would finance, construct, and manage 
these complexes for the benefit and use of GAFB. 

The City of San Angelo stands ready to discuss these proposals, or 
any other ideas, at any time. 

Thanks to the Goodfellow Coordinating Committee for the exceptional 
work it does for our community. This is just another example of 
the outstanding alities that San Angelo has to offer. f l  

c i t y  of San Angelo 
rown, C 1  y Manager 

city of San Angelo 
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REESE 

MAY 94 m 
1ST TO IMPLEMENT T-I TRAINING 

1ST TO IMPLEMENT JOINT TRAINING 

FILENAME: REESE.PPT SLIDE 2 



T-I TRAINING AT REESE AFB 

a FULLY IMPLEMENTED 
a COMPLETE FACILITIES WITH EXPANSION CAPABILITY 
a OVER 2 YEARS EXPERIENCE 

JOINT TRAINING IMPLEMENTED--SPRING '94 
a PROVEN CAPABILITY 

a ALL CLASSES GRADUATED ON TIME 
SYLLABUS REDUCED (15 HRS) AS RESULT OF 
GRADUATE QUALITY 

EXCELLENT FLYING ENVIRONMENT FOR T-1 
OPERATIONS 

a LOW LEVEL ROUTE AVAILABILITY 
a STRANGE FIELD AVAILABILITY 
a WEATHER 1 

FILENAME: REESE.PPT 1/27/95 72~64 PM SLIDE 3 



WEATHER COMPARISON 

- - 

I ABOVE HEIGHT (FT)NISIBILIN (MI) . 
I FORECASTED OR I PERCENTAGE OF TIME WEATHER AT OR 

BASED ON BRAC '93 QUESTIONNAIRES 

NUMBER OF I 

FlLENA ME: REESE.PPT M I D 5  12:54 PM SLIDE 4 



Document Separator 



THE HISPANIC CASE FOR KELLY AFB 

* San Antonio's multiculturalism, Hispanic traditions, and military history make it a 
unique city 

* Kelly AFB and San Antonio's Hispanic community have formed over the years, a 
strong alliance that contributes to the city's cultural identity and economic well-being 

KELLY AFB - A WORLD CLASS AIR LOGISTIC CENTER 

* The heart of DoD's strategic airlift 
* The best aeronautical engine depot in the DoD 
* Best quality workforce 

- Best educated; cooperative union/management relations 
- Ethnic diversity 
- 68 % minority -- 61 % Hispanic 
- 45% of civilian Hispanics in Air Force at Kelly AFB 
- 15% of civilian Hispanics in DoD at Kelly AFB 

KELLY'S IMPACT ON THE MILITARY'S AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PROGRAM 

* The U.S. Hispanic population is 9.8 % of the total U .S. population 
* The current Hispanic population in the Air Force and DoD is 9.0% 

and 5.4 % respectively 
* If Kelly ALC closes, the Hispanic population in the Air Force and the 

DoD will decline from 9.0% to 5.4% and from 5.4% to 4.9% 
respectively 
- This is a 40% decline in Hispanic employment in the U.S. Air Force, and a 

16 % decline in Hispanic employment in the DoD 

SAN ANTONIO - A FEW KEY STATISTICS 

* The 9th largest city in the U.S., but ranks 40th among U.S. cities in wealth 
* San Antonio population is 54% Hispanic; and Hispanics have lower income and 

higher poverty rates than San Antonio's average 

KELLY'S IMPACT ON SAN ANTONIO 

* Kelly directly employs 6,500 Hispanics earning an average of $27,000 per year - this 
is 25 % higher than San Antonio's average Hispanic income 

* Another 18,600 Hispanics are employed in jobs indirectly related to 
Kelly 

* These 25,100 jobs represent a significant avenue for upward mobility, 
and the opportunity for advancement into economic middle class status 

CLOSING KELLY WILL: 

* Reverse DoD's and Air Force's laudable progress in Affirmative Actions 
* Devastate the Hispanic economic middle class 
* Raise concerns nationally about the Administration's commitment to 

Hispanics 



MILITARY VALUE OF KELLY AIR FORCE BASE 

Kelly Air Force Base (AFB) is the heart of our nation's strategic airlift capability. The C-5 aircraft 
represents 47% of our total airlift capability, and San Antonio Air Logistic Center (SA-ALC) is both 
the manger and the only depot capable of repairing the C-5 aircraft. The depot has 23 years of 
experience on the C-5 and, at 0.004% defect rate, has the highest quality record for large aircraft 
repair. Kelly's infrastructure includes modem aircraft paint and corrosion control facilities large 
enough for the C-5 and the only Department of Defense (DOD) aircraft hangar which can house six 
C-5 aircraft. This existing infrastructure and the favorable weather conditions for outside work 
provide excellent expansion potential for both large and small aircraft. In fact, Kelly has 7 years of 
previous experience repairing the C-130 aircraft, and is currently planning for the organic repair of 
the C-17 aircraft. 

Kelly AFB is more than just a maintenance depot. It is also. the home of the 433rd Reserve Airlift 
Wing (433 AW) and the 149th Air National Guard Fighter Group (149th). The 433 AW owns 12% 
of the total C-5 fleet and is the first to be deployed in an emergency - for both humanitarian and 
contingency missions such as those in Bosnia, Somalia, Haiti, Panama, and the Persian Gulf. The 
benefits of the synergism gained by the collocation are evident by the support provided during Desert 
Shield and Desert Storm. Kelly provided 64 percent of items for C-5 and TF39 airlift support and 
shipped 590,000 components, more than any other ALC. Three hundred nine aircraft loaded with 17 
million pounds of munitions were shipped by Kelly AFB. San Antonio ALC surged the second 
highest number of aircraft in support of the war with a total of 19 C-5's and B-52's. 

Kelly AFB is the largest and best engine depot in DOD and manages and repairs the most vital USAF 
engines. San Antonio ALC is the Air Force manager and DOD's sole source of depot repair for the 
TF39 engine for the C-5; the Air Force and Navy's T56 engine which powers the C-130, P-3, S-3, 
and some Navy ships; and the FlOO family of engines which are installed in the Air Force's front line 
fighters, the F-15 and F- 16. As with the aircraft, Kelly is the manager and is planning for the repair 
of the C-17's engine, the F117. In addition to the traditional depots repairs, Kelly AFB is now 
responsible for direct operational readiness through the recent consolidation of the intermediate level 
repairs previously performed at the base with the depot capability. 

To support these vital engine workloads, Kelly has a $615 million engine infrastructure which covers 
2.1 million square feet and is the largest and most modem in DOD. It includes unique capabilities 
and technologies not found elsewhere, and ongoing investments continue to ensure that the capabilities 
keep pace with emerging technologies. Over the last five years, Kelly has invested over $20 million 
in facilities and $9 million in equipment to support engine capability. Additionally, Kelly completed 
in 1994 a $33 million Gas Turbine Engine repair facility - the most modem in DOD. San Antonio 
ALC produces the highest volume of engine workload, 3.7 million man-hours per year, at a lower 
cost than any other engine depot. Kelly's low labor cost and 99.9% defect-free workmanship rate 
annually save the taxpayers $22 million to $39 million over other engine depots if the same work 
were performed. 



Kelly's workloads directly effect our nation's readiness. As the single repair source, DOD's airlift is 
totally dependent upon San Antonio ALC for the airframe and the power plant for the C-5, as well as 
both the Air Force and Navy's T-56 engine for the C-130. These systems are expected to continue 
well into the next century. With regards to fighter capability, Kelly AFB is the only source of repair 
of FlOO engines for the F-15 and F-16, and the 149th Air National Guard Fighter Group at Kelly 
provides F-16 support. Aircraft and engines are a big part of the depot, but not the total. San 
Antonio ALC's other workloads provide support to basically every weapon system in the inventory. 
The depot provides secondary power systems for fighters and the B-1B aircraft, auxiliary power 
systems, automated test equipment, ground support equipment, cryptographic systems, nuclear 
components, and special fuels. 

Kelly AFB is the best value to the taxpayer. The depot competed against private industry for a 
contract to perform modifications to the C-5 aircraft. Kelly won that contract saving the taxpayers 
$35 million over the anticipated non-competitive cost. Not only did Kelly win the contract, but has 
produced the first eight aircraft either on or ahead of schedule and at a two percent profit margin over 
the contract price. Kelly AFB is the only Air Force depot to win and then successfully produce on 
schedule and below cost on a competitive airframe contract. Complementing this best value is Kelly's 
outstanding quality record - the best in all ALCs. 

The labor rates at Kelly are lower than any other DOD depot. In fact, the rates are $10 to $15 an 
hour less than Navy depots' rates. Maintaining Kelly's total depot workload at its current location 
saves $60 to $90 million annually on labor alone. Kelly has a tremendous infrastructure in-place 
which is designed to perform its mission. To recreate that infrastructure elsewhere and move the 
workloads would take an extensive investment. When these other costs are considered, retaining the 
depot with the current mission saves the taxpayer an estimated $1.24 billion over and above the labor 
savings. Not only are the largest repair capabilities in DOD already in place, but also Kelly has the 
ability to add more flying units with no restrictions. 

In addition to cost, there is risk associated with movement of critical workloads. An analysis of 
potential consolidation of engine depots within the Air Force determined the movement of that 
workload into a single depot to be a high risk. The skills erosion due to the loss of employees, the 
ability to surge in peacetime and provide wartime support, and the vulnerability to natural or other 
disasters impacting operations were factors considered. Additionally, Kelly manages more items than 
any ALC. Moving this management would create major disruptions in support to Air Force missions. 

The bottom line purpose for any military installation is readiness. Kelly AFB and its outstanding, 
highly diverse workforce have demonstrated a track record of proven performance in the area of 
mission readiness and is the only Air Logistics Center currently showing increasing trends in the 
performance metrics. Kelly ensures the readiness of our military while continuing to provide the best 
value to the taxpayer. 
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From the Desk of  the 
Chiel: Environmental Law Division 
Omce of  the StafJudge Advocate 

20 April 1995 

To: Major General Curtis 

Sir: 

Attached is the final version of the Letter of Intent as 
approved by area water districts to supply 15,000 acre feet of 
treated surface water annually on a wholesale basis to area 
military installations. Also provided is a map indicating the 
location of the water supply lines and treatment plants as 
agreed among the parties. As you will note fiom the map, the 
pipeline wdl &liver water directly to the boundary fence of 
Kelly AFB. 

The document we were provided was signed as an 
ori,ginal by those members of the coalition present along with 
Joe Moore, the court appointed water monitor. The document 
is presently being circulated to obtain all signatures and will be 
provided to us when that process is complete. 

The signing of this document is extremely important 
for Kelly AFB because a ready source of surface water that 
can be supplied against future missions insures that those 
missions will have no impact on the Edwards Aquifer 
whatsoever, and no impact on the endangered species which 
rely on the aquifer for habitat. Therefore, concerns over an 
adequate water supply will no longer be an issue in mission 
development. 

VIR 

B onF. Cotton -i-= 
Atch: 

(1) Letter of Intent 
(2) Map 
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LETTER OF INTENT 
AMONG 

CANYON REGIONAL WATER AUTHORITY, 
NEW BRAUNFELS UTILITIES, 

BEXAR METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT, 
SAN ANTONIO WATER SYSTEM, 

SAN ANTONIO RIVER AUTHORITY, 
AND 

GUADALUPE-BLANCO RIVER AUTHORITY 

This Letter of Intent (this "Letter") is entered into as of April 19, 1995 by and 
among Canyon Regional Water Authority ("CRWA), New Braunfels Utilities ("NBU"), 
Bexar Metropolitan Water District ("BMWD"), San Antonio Water System ("SAWS"), 
San Antonio River Authority ("SARA"), and Guadalupe-Blanco River Authority 
("GBRA."). 

RECITALS 

The parties to this Letter recognize that there is a critical need in Bexar County 
and surrounding areas for substantial amounts of treated water from alternative sources, 
to supplement the available supply of water from the Edwards Aquifer. 

The need for additional water supplies was recognized by the Federal Court in 
Sierra Club v. Babbitt, Cause No. MO-91-CA-069 in the United States District Court for 
the Western District of Texas, Midland/Odessa Division, first in the Court's February 
1, 1993 Judgment and Separate Findings and Conclusions, and again in its May 26, 1993 
Amended Judgment and separate Amended Finding and Conclusions. Several months 
later, the Court entered its December 10, 1993 Order Appointing Joe G. Moore, Jr. as - 
Monitor, and the Court included the following paragraph in that Order: 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the City of San Antonio, in 
particular, is strongly urged to cooperate fully with the Monitor. 
The Court further strongly urges the City to take all actions 
necessary so that the City will be able to supply to its citizens and 
other water customers the substantial amounts of water currently 
available from sources other than the Edwards Aquifer at the 
earliest possible date. The City is strongly urged to plan to reduce 
significantly, at the earliest possible date, its withdrawals from the 
Aquifer, particularly during droughts, with minimal adverse 
consequences on human economic activities. 

The Court repeated the above paragraph in its September 30,1994 Order Directing the 
Monitor to Create a Panel whose primary purpose it is to develop incidental take permit 
applications pursuant to §10(a) of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §1539(a). 



At the Panel meeting held on January 12, 1995, the Monitor defined the elements 
of the Monitor's proposed incidental take permit application. Those elements include 
at least 75,000 acre-feet per year of treated water to be supplied initially, and quickly, 
from currently available surface waters in the Guadalupe River Basin, and at least 75,000 
acre-feet per year of treated water to be supplied initially, and quickly, from currently 
available surface water in the Colorado River Basin. Recently, the Court entered its 
March 6 ,  1995 Order on the Sierra Club's Second Motion for Additional Relief, and the 
Court included the following paragraphs in that Order: 

(2) the San Antonio Water Systems (SAWS), the Guadalupe- 
Blanco River Authority (GBRA) and the Lower Colorado River 
Authority (LCRA) are strongly urged to enter into the appropriate 
written agreement or agreements by March 31, 1995 to actually get 
at least 150,000 acre-feet per year of treated water from other 
sources flowing in Bexar County at the earliest practicable date; 

(3) the Monitor is directed to report by March 31, 1995 on 
such agreement or agreements and, to the extent necessary, on 
obstacles to any of the three parties reaching such agreement or 
agreements; . . . . 

Section 2(d) of the GBRA Act, Chapter 75, Acts of the 43rd Legislature, 1933, 
as amended (formerly codified at Article 8280-106, V.T.C.S.) provides, in part, that 

... [GBRA] shall not enter into any agreement which contemplates 
or results in the removal from the watershed of the Guadalupe and 
Blanco Rivers and their tributaries of any surface water of [GBRA] 
necessary to supply the reasonably foreseeable future water 
requirements for municipal uses during the next ensuing fifty-year 
period within such watershed, except on a temporary interim 
basis; . . . . 

Based on current forecasts of demand for water in the Guadalupe River Basin, GBRA 
has concluded that surface waters from the Guadalupe River can be made available for 
use in Bexar County only on a temporary interim basis. 

CRWA, NBU, BMWD, SAWS, SARA and GBRA believe that this Letter and the 
regional water supply plan (the "Plan") described in this Letter are in the public interest 
and consistent with all applicable statutory requirements, the Court's orders, the 
elements of the Monitor's proposed incidental take permit application, and the studies 
done and findings made to date in the Texas Water Development Board's Trans Texas 
Water Program. 

IN CONSIDERATION of the foregoing, CRWA, NBU, BMWD, SAWS, SARA 
and GBRA agree as follows: 



ARTICLE I 

PURPOSE AND CONDITIONS 

Section 1.01. Puraose. 

This Letter provides the framework by which the parties agree to develop a Plan 
to respond to the critical need in Bexar County and surrounding areas for substantial 
amounts of treated water from alternative sources to supplement the available supply 
of water from the Edwards Aquifer. 

Section 1.02. Need for Regulation of Withdrawals. 

This Letter, and development of the Plan, are expressly conditioned upon 
initiation of regulation of withdrawals of water from the Edwards Aquifer adequate to 
protect minimum springflows from the Coma1 and San Marcos Springs as may be 
required by law and for the preservation of flows in the Lower Guadalupe River Basin. 
See GBRA Board Resolution attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

Section 1.03. Supplv by GBRA. 

Subject to obtaining all necessary approvals, GBRA will supply raw water on a 
firm basis for treatment and use in Bexar County under terms and conditions necessary 
to insure timely return or replacement of Guadalupe surface waters to protect the 
economic development of the Guadalupe River Basin. 

Section 1.04. Initial Sources of Raw Water. 

The initial sources of the water supplied by GBRA will be the run-of-river flows 
of the Guadalupe River supplemented as may be necessary by releases of stored water . 
from Canyon Reservoir. 

Section 1.05. Diversions from the Guadaluae River. 

The raw water supplied by GBRA shall be diverted from the Guadalupe River at 
a point or points of diversion to be determined. The initial phase of the Plan (not less 
than 15,000 acre-feet per year) may include a diversion as reflected on the map attached 
hereto as Exhibit B. 

Section 1.06. Replacement S u ~ ~ l i e s .  

To the extent that surface water supplied by GBRA from the Guadalupe River 
is not returned to GBRA for its use and control at such times and in such amounts to 
be defined in one or more detailed and comprehensive contracts prepared pursuant to 
Section 4.03, below, then GBRA shall have the right under such contracts to timely 



acquire for supply within the Guadalupe River Basin adequate replacement supplies 
from other sources. 

Section 1.07. Additional Supplies. 

All parties to this Letter understand that substantial additional supplies of raw 
water must be developed so that sufficient water supplies are made available to Bexar 
County. 

Section 1.08. Protection. 

It is expressly understood that the parties to this Letter are obligated and required 
to provide and protect the water resources of their respective areas. 

ARTICLE I1 

REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PLAN 

Section 2.01. Participant Responsibilities. 

The roles of the participants include the following: 

GBRA, as part of the Plan development: 

shall identify available water resources and diversion points from 
the Guadalupe River system and replacement supplies, if necessary; 
shall supply treated water to SARA in one or more phases as 
agreed by parties; 
shall supply raw water to CRWA and NBU for treatment and 
delivery to their customers; 
shall identify and define facilities to be included in the Plan, 
especially for the diversion, conveyance and treatment of water; 
shall secure necessary permits for the facilities and for the initial 
and replacement water supplies and the exportation of Guadalupe 
River water; 
shall identify other permit requirements to be included in the Plan 
and pursued by GBRA; and 
shall cooperate and assist in cost estimates and appropriate 
reimbursement of costs and expenses from those benefitting from 
water use. 



SARA, as part of the Plan development: 

1. agrees to take all treated water from GBRA available from GBRA 
to sell to parties in Bexar County at an equitable wholesale rate; e- 

2. shall provide equitable treatment of all entities desiring alternative 
sources of water for both present and future needs; 

3. shall identify projects to be included in Plan to insure both short 
and long range water needs; 

4. shall identify permit requirements to be included in Plan and 
pursued by SARA; and 

5.  shall cooperate and assist in cost estimates and appropriate 
reimbursement of costs and expenses from those benefiting from 
water use. 

SAWS, as part of the Plan development: 

1. agrees to take up to 100% of water supplied to SARA, but not less 
than the projected pro rata needs of users in its service area; 

2, shall provide for both short and long term water supplies; 
3. shall cooperate with other participants, primarily with GBRA and 

SARA, to develop a Plan that can be implemented with or without 
participation by others; 

4. shall identify facilities needed for delivery of water to the San 
Antonio area military bases and communities; and 

5.  shall include necessary distribution and storage facilities required to 
utilize available water. 

BMWD, as  part of the Plan development: 

1. agrees to take water from SARA and/or CRWA and/or NBU as 
needed by users in its service area; and 

2. . shall include necessary distribution and storage facilities required to 
utilize available water. 

CRWA, as  part of the Plan development: 

1. may include necessary treatment and distribution facilities as 
required to serve the following existing and potential customers: 

Green Valley Special Utility District 
Springs Hill Water Supply Corporation 
East Central Water Supply Corporation 
Crystal Clear Water Supply Corporation 
City of Marion 
City of Schertz 



City of Cibolo 
City of Garden Ridge 
Lackland City East Service Area of BMWD 

NBU, as part of the Plan development: 

1. may include necessary treatment and distribution facilities as 
required to serve its current customer base and service area and the 
following potential customers: 

City of Marion 
City of Schertz 
City of Cibolo 
City of Garden Ridge. 

Section 2.02. Facilities. 

The Plan is contemplated to include the following potential facilities: a new 
regional water treatment plant, facilities to divert, store and convey raw water from the 
Guadalupe River to the treatment plant, and facilities to convey and deliver treated 
water from the treatment plant to SARA and then to participants. Due to the 
magnitude of the construction, the Plan may be divided into multiple phases. The initial 
phase of the Plan may include an expansion of the existing NBU or CRWA diversion, 
treatment and conveyance facilities, through negotiation with GBRA. 

Section 2.03. Water Treatment Ca~acitv. 

The initial phase of the Plan will have a treated-water design capacity of not less 
than 14.0 mgd (15,000 acre-feet per year). Subsequent phases of the Plan will have 
treatment capacity of the treatment plant(s) to accommodate the available supply and 
the necessary peaking requirements. At the present time, the parties anticipate that the 
plant(s) will be located in the Guadalupe River Basin and will be constructed, owned 
and operated by GBRA. 

Section 2.04. Allocation of Water. 

Water supplied by GBRA to SARA under this Letter will be committed to 
BMWD, SAWS, and other participants pursuant to an allocation proposed by SARA and 
agreed to by such participants. 

Section 2.05. Militarv Bases. 

The intended customers of any initial phase include the military bases now relying 
on water withdrawn from the Edwards Aquifer. The plan will include distribution lines 
to be constructed so as to reach all military installations currently using substantial 
quantities of Edwards' water. 



ARTICLE I11 

PLAN FINANCIAL CONDITIONS 

Section 3.01. Reimbursement of Facilities Costs. 

Providers shall be reimbursed for all costs incurred in connection with the design, 
construction, operation and maintenance of the necessary facilities developed in the 
plan. 

Section 3.02. Charges for Raw Water Committed from Initial Sources. 

GBRA shall be paid for the raw water committed to be supplied initially from 
surface waters of the Guadalupe River Basin at a rate or rates to be defined in one or 
more detailed and comprehensive contracts prepared pursuant to Section 4.03, below. 

Section 3.03. Reimbursement for Replacement Water Supplies. 

GBRA shall be reimbursed for all costs incurred by GBRA in acquiring and 
supplying any replacement water supplies required pursuant to Section 1.06, above. 

ARTICLE IV 

PLAN PROCESS CONDITIONS 

Section 4.01. Public Process. 

Participants shall conduct a process for public input and information for 
respective constituents. 

Section 4.02. Permitting. 

Following Plan development and approval by the parties, GBRA shall prepare and 
file applications for permits and/or permit amendments to authorize the supply of raw 
water for the Plan from initial sources and, as may be appropriate, the acquisition and 
supply of replacement and additional water supplies. All such authorizations shall be 
conditioned upon initiation of regulation of withdrawals of water from the Edwards 
Aquifer, as set forth in Section 1.02, above. Any authorization to divert water from the 
Guadalupe River for any initial phase shall be conditioned upon GBRA obtaining the 
necessary authorizations to maximize the permitted yield of Canyon Reservoir and the 
total firm supply of surface water (run-of-river flows firmed up by releases of such stored 
water) to be diverted from the Guadalupe River. Additionally, any such authorization 
to divert water for any initial phase shall be subordinate to other diversions to the extent 
such other diversions provide a greater total firm supply of surface water from the 
Guadalupe River. 



Section 4.03. Contracts. 

Following Plan development and approvals by the parties, GBRA and SARA shall 
promptly cause to be prepared the contractual and other documents necessary to pursue 
permitting and acquisition of the necessary water supplies, and to begin construction of 
Plan facilities. 

ARTICLE V 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Section 5.01. Modification of Letter 

Any party may propose modifications to this Letter at any time. The parties shall 
meet to discuss any proposed modification promptly after the proposal is made. 

Section 5.02. Withdrawal of Parties. 

Any party may withdraw from this Letter at any time upon giving written notice 
of withdrawal to the other parties. Upon withdrawal of any party, this Letter may be 
continued upon agreement by the remaining parties. 

Section 5.03. Termination of Letter. 

This Letter shall terminate on January 1, 1996, unless it is terminated earlier by 
withdrawal of any party, or extended as set forth below. The parties anticipate that this 
Letter will be superseded by execution, prior to January 1,1996, of one or more detailed 
and comprehensive contracts prepared pursuant to Section 4.03, above. The parties 
agree that the individuals signing this Letter may, by their written agreement and without . 
need for any further authorization from any party, extend the date of termination to not 
later than April 1, 1996. 
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LEADERSHIP 
COUNCIL 

SOUTHWESTERN 
ILLINOIS 

February 6,1995 

The Leadership Council Southwestern Illinois, composed of business, government, labor, 
education, and civic leaders of Madison and St. Clair counties, along with a coalition of 
community volunteers from the Missouri/Illinois bi-county area, strongly support the 
missions of Scott Air force Base and the Charles Melvin Price Support Center. 

Scott Air Force Base is the home of numerous vital defense organizations to include the 
375th and 932nd Airlift Wings, the United States Transportation Command, the Air Mobility 
Command, the USAF Air Weather Service, and the Air Force Command, Control, 
Communications and Computer Agency. These complementing commands play a critical 
role in the total transportation force so vital to projecting United States power wherever 
needed in support of our national interest. All are involved in every movement of US 
troops and equipment whether in combat, contingency, peacekeeping or humanitarian 
operations worldwide. Their co-location creates a synergy which improves the efficiency of 
overall mission accomplishment. 

The support of more than 40 reserve units at the Charles Melvin Price Support Center is 
also a unique mission and one that can only take place in the midst of those units. This 
mission assumes an even greater importance in our Defense posture as the active duty force 
structure is drawn down and greater reliance is made on our reserve forces. Eight of the 
units at Charles Melvin Price Support Center are Contingency Force Pool units with 
missions involving immediate call-up and deployment in a variety of situations. Many were 
among the first to be called in both operations Desert ShieldIDesert Storm, Somalia and 
Haiti. 

The communities of Southwestern Illinois long have been ardent supporters of the service 
men and women stationed here and we have a great appreciation and support for the vital 
missions carried out from our bases. The Communities and bases have the infrastructure 
in place to support additional missions. We invite the Commission and its staff to review 
our documentation and visit our installations and communities to gain a greater appreciation 
of their military value. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce B. Holland, President 
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Good Afternoon, Ladies and Gentlemen. I am here today representing the 
communities around Scott AFB, Illinois. 

I want to give you an overview of our Great Base and to share with you 
our pride in this facility. A facility that is vital to the national defense 
of this nation. 

Five major commands with worldwide DOD responsibilities are headquartered 
at Scott, as well as over 25 additional units. Over the years the DOD has 
shown a great deal of foresight and planning by moving these complementing 
commands and organizations to Scott. There is a synergism among the units' 
mission, and co-location has greatly eased and improved the coordination and 
cooperation -so necessarily for overall mission accomplishment. 

2 

4 I The Command is housed in a new facility just completed 3 years ago. 

There are scores of tenant units at Scott but today--in this 
introduction--1 want t o  only discuss the 5 major commands which are 
headquartered at Scott. 

3 

The Commander in Chief of USTRANSCOM is dual hatted and also serves as 1 the commander of the Air Force component, Air Mobility Command. 

The United States Transportation Command is the single manager of defense 
common-user transportation. It is a unified command with components from 
three armed services--Army, Navy and Air Force. 

Co-located with AMC is the Tanker Airlift Control Center which manages all 
airlift and aerial tanker missions. The TACC has made significant investment 
in high tech equipment which requires unique building space as evidenced by 
this slide. 

6 
The Air Mobility Command has the primary mission of providing- mobility for 
America's armed forces which includes airlift, aerial refueling and 
aeromedical evacuation. In addition, the command contracts for commercial 
airlift for the DOD. 

8 

The AWS is also headquartered at Scott and is responsible for 

I 0  I centralized weather support to all levels of the Air Force and Army and serves 
as the Air Force's technical center for weather expertise. 

The AFC4A is the technical arm of the Air Force C4 staff and as such 
ensures integration and interoperability among C4 systems throughout the Air 
Force and DOD. This centralized management of information technology gives 
our forces a competitive edge over any potential adversary. 

q 
b 

This slide shows an under construction expansion of the C4A facility which 
will house a new commercial off-the-shelf interoperability laboratory being 
formed. This lab will greatly improve the efficiency of the procurement 
process for C4. 



l 2  1 It is presently managing 90,000 contracts valued at $1.3 billion from this 
new state of the art facility. 

( ( 
The last tenant unit I want to specifically address is the Defense 

Information Technology Contracting Office. DITCO is the critical link in 
acquiring information systems equipment and services for the DOD and 65 other 
federal agencies. 

Scott AFB is the home of numerous specialized units with unique 
facilities. Facilities that are new and/or have been recently upgraded at no 
small expense to the DOD. 

l 3  

14 

I Let me give you some additional statistics on Scott: 

The host unit and operating manager is the 375th Airlift Wing, the 
wartime aeromedical evacuation system manager for the DOD. A by-product of 
this wartime mission is the peacetime airlift of patients throughout the 
United States--about 35,000 per year. 

In the last six years there has been over $60 million spent on 
facilities-new construction and upgrades. In 1995 the base is planning 
on an additional $15 to $20 million-an historical amount over time. 

Over 800 buildings most of which are new or recently renovated or in the 
planning stages for renovation. 

I More than 10,000 employees-military and civilian. 

I An economic impact of about $1.4 billion on the local area. 

I($ 

Scott is located at just the right spot for its missions. The weather and 
m u l t i p l e  m o d e s  o f  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  g i v e  S c o t t  
contingency/mobility advantages that most other DOD installations do not 
have. Of great import to the future viability of Scott AFB is the last bullet 
on this slide-Joint Use. 



The development of the civil air carrier airport includes the' acquisition of 
about 4,000 acres of land adjacent to Scott AFB. Facilities will include: 

A. An 8,000 foot runway (10,000 ultimate) 
B. Full length of the runway parallel taxiway 
C. Flight navigation aids 
D. Aprons 
E. Fueling Facilities 
F. Infrastructure to support independent operations 

The military community will benefit from this joint-use agreement in a number 
of ways: 

- the addition of a second runway which dramatically increases the 
capacity of the facility and permits continuous operation of the base 
and its missions when the current runway is out of operation. 

- the military runway will be extended approximately 1,000 feet, 
increasing the runway length to over 8,000 feet and with an additional 
paved overrun of 1,000 feet which will be available for contingencies. 

- the construction of an 8,000 foot taxiway parallel to the military 
runway. 

- a new FAA operated traffic control tower replaces an aging existing 
facility 

- redundancy of critical air navigational skills 

- safety and obstruction zones acquired 

- land uses in the air base environs will be zoned to prohibit future 
incompatible uses 

- direct civil air service to critical destinations will increase 
efficiency 

- replacement of the 41 year old Cardinal Creek housing and associated 
community facilities will enhance the quality of life for the occupants 

The state, county and FAA are putting about $55 million into the AF side of 
the base. 



GREAT SCOTT properly describes Scott AFB. The facilities are great, 
new and updated. People want to be assigned to Scott. A good duty station 
improves morale and high morale means efficiency. 

The weather conditions are great- VFR over 80% of the time. Weather 
related operational delays rarely occur. 

The geographical location is great- strategically located near the 
center of the country for easy access to both coasts. 

- It is near rural recreation facilities that give an outdoor outlet 
and near a large urban area that provides an abundance of historical, 
cultural, educational and sports venues. 

- A great supporting civilian community. The local political and 
business leadership are interested in the future of Scott. 

Lastly, the joint-use of Scott is great! The military will gain 
convenience but more importantly it will gain capability. 

You put all these things together and this nation loses more than just 
a base if Scott AFB is closed. Scott has the relocation and the proper 
organizations and facilities to respond and expand if a contingency or a 
national emergency taxes a reduced military. 
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LEADERSHIP 
COUNCIL 

SOUTHWESTERN 
ILLINOIS 

February 6, 1995 

The Leadership Council Southwestern Illinois, composed of business, government, labor, 
education, and civic leaders of Madison and St. Clair counties, along with a coalition of 
community volunteers from the Missouri/Illinois bi-county area, strongly support the 
missions of Scott Air force Base and the Charles Melvin Price Support Center. 

Scott Air Force Base is the home of numerous vital defense organizations to include the 
375th and 932nd Airlift Wings, the United States Transportation Command, the Air Mobility 
Command, the USAF Air Weather Service, and the Air Force Command, Control, 
Communications and Computer Agency. These complementing commands play a critical 
role in the total transportation force so vital to projecting United States power wherever 
needed in support of our national interest. All are involved in every movement of US 
troops and equipment whether in combat, contingency, peacekeeping or humanitarian 
operations worldwide. Their co-location creates a synergy which improves the efficiency of 
overall mission accomplishment. 

The support of more than 40 reserve units at the Charles Melvin Price Support Center is 
also a unique mission and one that can only take place in the midst of those units. This 
mission assumes an even greater importance in our Defense posture as the active duty force 
structure is drawn down and greater reliance is made on our reserve forces. Eight of the 
units at Charles Melvin Price Support Center are Contingency Force Pool units with 
missions involving immediate call-up and deployment in a variety of situations. Many were 
among the first to be called in both operations Desert Shield/Desert Storm, Somalia and 
Haiti. 

The communities of Southwestern Illinois long have been ardent supporters of the service 
men and women stationed here and we have a great appreciation and support for the vital 
missions carried out from our bases. The Communities and bases have the infrastructure 
in pl'ace to support additional missions. We invite the Commission and its staff to review 
our documentation and visit our installations and communities to gain a greater appreciation 
of their military value. 

Bruce B. Holland, President 
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CHARLES MELVIN PRICE SUPPORT CENTER 
Granite City, Illinois 

1. Description, History and background: -- Charles Melvin Price Support 
Center (CMPSC) is a 686-acre, Active Army installation located at Granite City, Illinois and 8 
miles from downtown St. Louis. CMPSC currently employs 436 military and civilian employees 
and is the primary support for the 13,950 Reserve soldiers, 1,370 Active duty soldiers and 
13,095 civilian employees of the Department of Defense who work in the St. Louis Metropolitan 
area. CMPSC was established on April 1, 1942 as the Granite City Engineer Depot. The 
installation has evolved from the largest Engineer Depot in the United States, employing more 
than 5,200 workers during World War 11, through four wars, two major floods, and deactivation 
of the depot. In times of mobilization, it has served as both a mobilization site and a major 
center for the shipment of combat gear to deploying units. At present it is the only military 
facility in the metropolitan St. Louis area to boast the full range of facilities expected of major 
Army installations. 

Mission statement: To provide administrative, logistics, and quaiity of life 
services to Department of Defense (DOD) and Federal agencies within the St. Louis metropolitan 
area, as delineated in Interservice Support Agreements (ISSA). Exercise command and control; 
discharge the responsibilities of an Army Installation Command. 

The Granite City Army Depot was deactivated in 1971, and the U.S. Army 
Aviation Systems Command (AVSCOM) assumed responsibility for the installation and its 
mission. Although ATCOM (formerly AVSCOM) is responsible for CMPSC's mission, the 
installation impacts a large number of other federal agencies. The post plays a vital role in the 
training and deployment of Reserve and National Guard soldiers throughout the metropolitan 
area. Without thls important facility, many of the soldiers who train here on a regular basis would 
not have the opportunity to train in their wartime skills except at annual training. A very 
important aspect of that training is the fact that eight units with tenant activities at CMPSC are 
members of the Contingency Force Pool(CFP). In addition to CFP units there are 13 reserve 
units that have been deployed for operations including Desert Shield 1 Desert Storm and Uphold 
Democracy in Haiti. This facility made the deployment of the 1,785 soldiers of the 102nd 
USARCOM less time consuming and considerably less expensive than the cost had their 
equipment been located elsewhere. This population of important assets to the Department of 
Defense's role in America's foreign policy is a point worthy of strong consideration. CMPSC is 
ideally located to support the large population of military employees in the St. Louis area. It 
becomes an even greater asset when it is considered that the St. Louis area boasts the second 
largest inland port and the second largest railhead in the United States. CMPSC is situated on 
the Mississippi River and a major four-lane Illinois highway within a few miles of the major 
intersections of both North-South and East-West Interstate Highways (I-55,I-70,I-64,I-44, I- 
255, and 1-270 are all located within 10 miles of the installation). Additionally CMPSC is 
located within 15 miles of St. Louis Larnbert International Airport and St. Louis Regional 
Airport at Bethalto, Illinois. 
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Army - Active Duty 

ATCOM -Maintenance Operations Procedures - Training Shop 

The Maintenance Operations and Procedures (MOP-T) Shop supports the 
ATCOM mission by providing professional training to the ATCOM troop and aviation soldiers. 
In essence, this facility trains individuals who are involved in the acquisition and fielding of 
army aviation systems and for new equipment training at the least cost to the government. The 
organization occupies seven administrative offices, four classrooms, 15,000 square feet of 
maintenance bay and a 28,000 square feet "clamshelter." Additional classroom facilities are 
programmed for 1995-1 996. 

The MOP training covers five helicopter weapon systems, engines, etc. 
Additionally, such diverse systems as Field feeding and Reverse Osmosis Water Purification 
Units also are covered. In FY 1994, 107 classes were held in this facility, training 856 people. 

ATCOM indicates locating this facility at CMPSC has resulted in $1 .011,000 cost 
avoidance in training and over $250.000 in equipment costs from FY 89 to date. 

ATCOM - Aviation Life Support Equipment (ALSE) 

The ALSE shop stores its equipment at CMPSC. It is at this location due to the 
lack of facilities at ATCOM (St. Louis Federal Center.) This activity receives, stores, and issues 
aviation life support equipment at CMPSC. This activity has recently increased it's space 
requirement. During Desert Shield 1 Desert Storm, this facility shipped equipment in support of 
units deployed in that effort. If required to move, the ALSE shop would have to rent storage 
locally due to ALSE's need for access to the equipment. 

US Army Corps of Engineers - St. Louis District 

This organization utilizes approximately 12,000 square feet of warehouse space to 
store necessary equipment for continuing operations in the St. Louis area Although the Corps of 
Engineers has other holdings in the St. Louis area, the use of CMPSC for storage gives them the 
extra room they need for operations at their Arsenal street facility. 

US Army Criminal Investigation Division (CID) 

Currently t h ~ s  operation involves 3 special agents who support the entire military 
population in the St. Louis area. 
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US Army Materiel Command (AMC), Systems Integration and Management 
Activity (SIMA) 

This activity stores automated data processing equipment, furniture, and paper 
supplies at Price. The space at Price is vital in that the AMC has only 5,000 square feet at their 
operational location in St. Louis. If the Price space is lost, the AMC will have to replace it with 
commercially-leased space. 

US Army Recruiting Battalion - St. Louis 

This organization utilizes approximately 740 square feet of office space to provide 
its Metro East Recruiting Company a secure location for its company headquarters. Due to the 
company's Metro East Recruiting mission, it provides a central location for the unit's activities. 
In addition to the savings in 1991 dollars of $9,732 in lease fees. CMPSC provides an excellent 
opportunity for potential enlistees to tour an Army facility and observe the myriad of services 
provided. 

Army Reserve 

84th Division (Training) - 2nd Battalion 

This unit uses approximately 800 square feet of heated warehouse space as a 
reserve center. In addition to its mission to set up a mobile training base for the training of Initial 
Entry soldiers, this unit conducts extensive support operations to the St. Louis Recruiting 
Battalion. It provides a weekend of Basic Training subjects and environment to soldiers before 
they actually leave for training in addition to conducting annual training by running a Basic 
Training Battalion at a TRADOC installation. There are no other suitable facilities in a military 
environment for this hnction. This activity needs to be located near the population center fiom 
which these senior reserve soldiers are recruited. The approximate cost savings in 1991 dollars is 
$106,000. 

102d ARCOM 

5th Army Central Storage Facility 

This facility provides direct support of "go-to-war" items such as body armor, 
helmets, cold or hot weather gear, etc, to deploying soldiers of US Army Reserve Units from a 
six-state area as well as from the Missouri National Guard. During Operation Desert Shield 1 
Desert Storm, this facility provided more than 1,800 soldiers of 32 deploying units with timely 
support that allowed their rapid deployment. The go-to-war stocks were packaged and loaded for 
shipment within six hours of the deployment order and were delivered to every unit in good 
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condition and ahead of schedule. It was also responsible for supporting the 458th Transportation 
Detachment of the Army Reserve. A note of interest is that this unit achieved the fastest 
mobilization of a reserve unit in the 75-year history of the Army Reserve. This unit was on the 
ground and operational within 48 hours of its deployment order in support of operation Uphold 
Democracy to restore peace in Haiti. 

The facility contains approximately 240,000 square feet of secure and heated 
warehouse space. The cost of leasing similar warehouse space in the St. Louis area would be 
prohibitive for these Army Reserve units. The cost, as calculated for the 1992 Support 
Agreement, would be more than $1.79 million dollars. It is unlikely that this operation could be 
relocated and expected to operate as eficiently. The large number of Contingency Force Pool 
units in the area and the unsurpassed availability of all forms of transportation make it an ideal 
location. 

329th Supply & Services Battalion 

This Army Reserve Battalion, a member of the Contingencv Force Pool, has 
approximately 22,500 square feet of hanger space on CMPSC. The space is utilized to store unit 
mobilization equipment not maintained at the Fifth Army Central Storage Facility. All of its 
subordinate units are within a 30-minute commute to CMPSC. Due to the fact that the Battalion 
Headquarters and three of its subordinate units are CFP units that are not always deployed 
together, it is imperative that the unit have this storage space at this location. Should CMPSC 
appear on the closure list, the Battalion would have to find suitable storage at two or more 
locations on the local economy. It is worth noting that this Battalion has had subordinate units 
deployed for Operations Desert Shield 1 Desert Storm and most recently had a detachment 
deployed in support of operation Uphold Democracy in Haiti. This unit returned home in 
January, 1995. 

520th Maintenance Battalion Hands-On-Training 

The 520th Maintenance Battalion is composed of the 245th Maintenance 
Company (a member of the CFP) from St. Louis, Missouri and the 936th Maintenance Company 
from Wood River, Illinois. These units provide Direct Support Maintenance on equipment 
belonging to reserve units throughout the St. Louis metropolitan area. Supported units send their 
equipment (trucks, trailers, fork lifts, generators, compressors, radio and electronics, and 
weapons) to this Area Maintenance Support Activity which is responsible for providing Direct 
Support Maintenance. Any direct support maintenance not provided by this activity must go to 
Ft. Leonard Wood, Missouri which is approximately 140 miles distant. The Hands-on-Training 
(HOT) mission provided by the 520th Maintenance Battalion avoids the cost of transporting the 
equipment and provides a rapid turn-around of the equipment to using units. The mission also 
gives Army Reserve soldiers experience with modem equipment in use by units they will support 
in war time and contingency operations (including peacekeeping operations). The operation not 
only provides training for the maintenance battalion soldiers, it also saves approximately 
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$112,00O/year in transportation and labor costs. This facility is so important to the training of the 
units that in 1993 the 102D USARCOM spent $850,000 to rehab the building into a complete 
training facility for its units. Without this mission, these soldiers would have no local facility at 
which to train and would be limited to annual training for maintaining and updating their skills. 
It is important to note that both of the units were deployed in support of Operation Desert Storm. 

892nd Transportation Company 

This unit, also a member of the Contingencv Force Pool, maintains a number of 
excess items that cannot be stored elsewhere. These items, including flatbed trailers and other 
heavy equipment, are maintained and stored on 40,000 square feet of space. The secure 
maintenance, storage, and issue space provided at CMPSC cannot be easily duplicated in the 
area. According to the unit's headquarters, if CMPSC were closed, the 892nd Transportation 
Company would be required to look on the civilian economy in order to maintain the equipment 
locally. 

86th ARCOM 1 88th ARCOM 

This Army Reserve command has a number of units that use CMPSC as a facility 
to conduct weekend drills and annual training. The units also store their equipment at CMPSC. 

The 88th ARCOM will become the command and control headquarters for the 
Army Reserve units in the Metro East area. They are planning to add a transportation battalion 
to the Belleville, Ilinois USAR Center in addition to units that are already in that center. The 
available space at the Belleville Center will not accommodate the 88th ARCOM units. 
Therefore, 88th ARCOM units will also need to be supported at CMPSC for both training and 
storage of their equipment. 

226th Transportation Company 

This unit is unique in the US Army. It is a member of the only Battalion in the 
US Army whose mission is related to the establishment and operation of a railhead. According 
to the ARCOM headquarters, the 226th Transportation Company has plans to bring a second 
engine to CMPSC to join the one already on site. In addition, they are in the process of laying 
tracks on the facility to make their. facility accessible. The ARCOM headquarters states that the 
226th Transportation Company needs to be located in the St. Louis area due to the strong 
recruiting base represented by the second largest railhead in the US. Should CMPSC be chosen 
by the BRAC for closure, it would require the Army Reserve Command to spend approximately 
$6.5 million dollars to build a facility capable of maintaining and operating a railroad company 
with a strength of 1 10-1 20 soldiers. There is no facility available in the civilian sector that could 
house such an operation. 
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376th Engineer Platoon (Firefighters) 

This unit could be moved to another facility if one could be found locally. 

416th Engineer Command 

This unit is scheduled for deactivation in September of 1995. 

624th Engineer Platoon (Map Distribution) 

This unit could be moved to another facility if one could be found locally. 

US Army Reserve Personnel Center 

This activity utilizes approximately 43,000 square feet of space for the storage of 
hard stock items. It serves as a distribution center to the ARPERCEN activities in the St. Louis 
area for paper stock and other support items and currently employs five personnel. The facility 
has stated that space would have to be leased to run the distribution center due to the lack of 
space at the ARPERCEN facility in St. Louis. The approximate cost savings by using this 
facility was estimated at $1 18,000 in 199 1 dollars. 

Army National Guard - Illinois 

1344th Transportation Company 

The 1344th Transportation Company in East St. Louis utilizes CMPSC for 
several purposes. Due to the limited storage at the unit armory, they have stored 165 semi- 
trailers and 10 tractors at Price. With the expected arrival of 20 more tractors, CMPSC will 
house a total of 30 tractors by September, 1995. This storage space is crucial to the unit, and . . 
the unit is a ~riori ty as a member of the CFP. Closure of CMPSC would require a military 
construction project to house this equipment in a secure area - or an expensive lease of 
commercial space. There is no suitable secure storage facility in the Metro-East area today. 

The Price facility also provides an excellent location for monthly drivers' 
training. The road network and limited traffic allow this unit the opportunity to give their 
drivers hands-on training in operating, backing, parking, coupling/uncoupling their trailers and 
performing operator maintenance. The value of the Price facility for training purposes for this 
unit is extremely high. If this unit becomes a contingency unit with a humanitarian mission as 
expected, Price becomes even more important. 

CMPSC is also used by this and other units in the area for the Army Physical 
Fitness Test (APFT). CMPSC provides an excellent location, at no cost, and has the 
additional advantage of minimal traffic. 
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Air Force 

Ogden Air Logistics Center - ITE Site - F-4 Tooling 

The mission of this activity is to receive, store, and issue specialized tooling for 
the F-4 series of aircraft. Although most F-4s are out of the active inventory of US Armed 
Forces, a number of friendly nations are still flying the aircraft, and the US is responsible under 
Foreign Military Sales agreements to retain the capability of providing support for the aircraft. 
This specialized tooling at Price is "one of a kind" and exists nowhere else in the world. Any 
major repair of an F-4 aircraft which requires parts support for parts no longer in stock, requires 
selection and issuance of the tooling to a manufacturer (most often McDonnell Douglas in St. 
Louis) capable of producing the required part. Until a few years ago this tooling was stored by 
McDonnell Douglas for the USAF at their plant in St. Louis at an annual cost to the USAF in 
excess of $2 million. 

The office is manned by Reserve Forces personnel from the Air Force Reserve 
and the Navy Reserve. Training provided here is not available elsewhere for these 
Reservists. 

Air Force Materiel Command - Communications Systems Program Office 

Due to the lack of space at Scott Air Force Base, this 25-30 person Acquisition 
and Source Selection Office utilizes office space at CMPSC. The Commander desires to move 
the unit to Scott when and if space becomes available there. Currently no construction is planned 
to provide a sufficient facility at Scott. 

375th Airlift Wing 

Scott Air Force Base utilizes space at CMPSC for several activities due to lack of 
available space on the installation at Scott. Base housing is storing furniture, the hospital has 
mattresses and other hospital equipment and supplies, and Scott Base Operations has Ready 
Bags in storage at CMPSC. Scott officials have looked for other space (either military or 
commercial) and found none suitable nor available near Scott. 

Naval Air Warfare Center Detachment 

The Naval Air Warfare Center mission at CMPSC is the receipt, storage, issuance 
and shipping of aviation ground support and test equipment to active duty, reserve forces and 
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foreign military sales. They are one of only two facilities that accomplish this mission in the US. 
According to their headquarters, it would not be possible to move their operation to Virginia 
Therefore, they would have to relocate. If the Navy could find a facility which offered location 
advantages comparable to CMPSC, the Navy believes such a site would double the detachment's 
budget. 

Naval Aviation Systems Command 

Special Tooling for F-14, EA6 and AV-8 (Harrier) Aircraft: 

The Naval Aviation Systems Command has fonvarded a formal request to 
ATCOM for space at Price. The Command wants to acquire approximately 40,000 square feet of 
warehouse space in 1995 and an additional 100,000 square feet in 1996 and 1997. This function 
is very similar to that previously described for the Air Force F-4. However, the Navy aircraft 
supported are first line fighter aircraft in service today in the United States Navy as well as in 
foreign allied air and naval services. The Navy is offering to establish either a Navy only or 
multi-service capability at Price. CMPSC is an ideal location for this activity since much of the 
tooling will come from McDonnell Douglas in St. Louis and, when needed by the Navy, the 
access to all modes of transportation found here enables rapid, cost-effective movement to the 
desired location. The Navy Aircraft Maintenance Office estimates the value of the tooling to be 
placed at CMPSC to be in excess of $4 Billion. 

US Marine Corps 

3rd Battalion, 24th Marines (Reserve) 

The 3rd Battalion, 24th Marines uses approximately 8,000 square feet of enclosed 
storage to hold miscellaneous training articles. CMPSC's closure would require them to move 
their equipment to a civilian facility. 

Defense A~encies 

Defense Logistics Agency 

Strategic Materials Stockpile 

The Strategic Stockpile is the largest tenant at CMPSC in terms of space utilized. 
The stockpile at CMPSC consists of materials as listed in the following chart: 
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All of the materials stored at CMPSC are scheduled for eventual sale to the 
public. However, with the exception of some zinc ingots being purchased by the US Mint, 
nothing is being sold at this time. The market situation for these materials is such that dumping 
them on the market would result in greatlydepressed prices and would have an adverse 
economic impact. Materials stored at other locations which have already been scheduled for 
closure by the BRAC process must be sold before the material at CMPSC and even then, the 
market conditions may preclude sale of the material stored at CMPSC. 

Removal of the material stored at CMPSC to another government-owned or 
leased facility would be prohibitively expensive and is not being considered. 

QUANTITY AT PRICE 

3,667 sltons 

400,720 sltons 

1 13,286 sltons 

2,439 sltons 

12,664 sltons 

25,156 s/tons 

- 

COMMODITY 

Antimony, Grade A 

Bauxite, Metallurgical Grade 
Crude Surinam 

Bauxtie, Refractory Grade 

Lead, Chemical 

Tin, Grade A 

Zinc, Brass 

Red River Army Depot 

SPACE OCCUPIED (sq ft) 

12,000 

560,000 

228,000 

4,000 

2 1,000 

46,000 

The Red River Army Depot utilizes approximately 260,000 square feet of heated, 
secure storage space at CMPSC. The supplies and equipment stored at CMPSC are in support of 
the Army's maintenance depot at Red River. The activity at CMPSC is scheduled to be drawn 
down as a new facility is completed at the Red River Depot in 1995 -1997. The annual cost 
savings by locating this stock at CMPSC in lieu of commercial space, in 1992 dollars, is 
$640,000. The space occupied by Red River is the space which the Naval Aviation Systems 
Command has asked be allocated to their aircraft tooling center. 
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Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) 

This organization utilizes 143,200 square feet of shed storage. It is in the process 
of acquiring new facilities at Scott Air Force Base, Illinois. The need for the extra space is 
required due to the continued downsizing of government operations in this area. Should Scott 
AFB appear on the BRAC closure list, DRMO would begin the process to acquire new facilities 
at CMPSC. In the event that both locations appear on the BRAC closure list, they would be 
required to move all material to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri at cost of more than $500,000. 
Relocating this activity away from the metropolitan area would have a very adverse impact on 
the retail sales function in that the target population would shrink and sales suffer accordingly. 
The cost savings in 1990 dollars is approximately $303,000. 

Defense Contract Management Command 

The St. Louis Area Operations office has, by official communication with the 
Commanding Officer of CMPSC, requested approximately 25,000 square feet of administrative 
office space at CMPSC. Presently, the Operations Office occupies very expensive leased space 
in downtown St. Louis. Their Commander believes that a cost savings of approximately 
$800,000 per year can be achieved by vacating that space and relocating to Building 33 1 at 
CMPSC when the Army Longbow Project Office vacates that space in 1995-96. The Area 
Operations Office employs approximately 180 people who would be accommodated at CMPSC. 

Other US Government Agencies 

US Coast Guard 

The 2nd Coast Guard District utilizes 58,940 square feet of heated warehouse and 
office space. These facilities serve as both a local and auxiliary National Supply Center. The 
advantage of CMPSC is that it is co-located with a docking berth to the largest inland water 
system in this country. Again, the advantage of having great transportation assets in the St. 
Louis area with the Coast Guard's mission that includes inland waterways, makes CMPSC an 
ideal location. The excellent access to facilities and their mission has caused the Coast Guard 
District to request more space at CMPSC. 

The Coast Guard has leased 21 acres of land on which to build an operations and 
logistics hub facility in support of Coast Guard activities throughout the inland waterways of the 
2nd Coast Guard District. The facility will include maintenance, administrative, living and 
messing facilities. The lease also includes a berthing facility on the Mississippi River with direct 
access to the operations and logistics center. The location of the river facility, just below the 
lock which serves the Chain of Rocks by-pass channel, is ideal in that it offers direct access to all 
down-river activities without the delay involved in lock transit. The wharf will have the 
capability to handle two cutters and miscellaneous smaller vessels as well as a "roll on/roll off' 
capability for equipment and transport barges. 
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Construction is due to begin in late summer or early fall of 1995 on the "land- 
side" facilities and somewhat later on the river berthing facility. Completion of the total project 
is scheduled for 1997. 

We fully understand the Coast Guard is not a part of the Department of Defense. 
Nevertheless, the savings to the American taxpayer by Coast Guard use of CMPSC is as real as if 
they were a part of the Department of Defense. The Coast Guard plays a vital role in maintaining 
waterway lines of communication essential to contingency movement of military units and 
equipment. 

US Department of Agriculture - Farmers Home Administration 

This distribution center provides over 1,300 forms and 300 supply items to over 
2,300 State, District, and County Field Offices throughout the United States, Puerto Rico, 
American Samoa, Truk and Virgin Islands. Approximately 150-200 requisitions are filled each 
day. Additionally, this warehouse makes the initial distribution of new forms and software. Six 
full-time and three part-time employees of a contracted corporation provide this service. There 
are also two Department of Agriculture personnel. 

Although there is a very small warehouse in the Washington. D.C. area, Granite 
City is the primary operation for all of the Department of Agriculture. In addition, the cost of 
moving this operation would be prohibitive. and the disruption of service would be significant in 
that there is no other location to accomplish their mission while they relocate. 

The Department of Agriculture feels the central location permits the warehouse to 
provide excellent service. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FEMA uses CMPSC as a staging area for it's mobile homes coming from other 
regions. It uses a 320,000-square-foot area of open air space. During the "Great Flood of 1993," 
FEMA used the area as an operations center and a site for deployment of teams. If closed, 
FEMA would have to find a site for an emergency operations center. Their current policy at 
unsecure locations is to hire security at a cost of $45,000 per quarter in addition to an average 
$5,000 dollars for space. Another concern is where to go. The area needs to be close to major 
highways and large enough to support the constant movement of mobile homes to operation 
sites. Also, it needs to have enough space to support an operations center. FEMA has no 
intention of leaving CMPSC unless it is closed. 

2. Discussion of the availability and condition of facilities. 

Enclosed facilities at CMPSC are fully utilized, and there is a waiting list of 
Department of Defense activities who have established a requirement for space at CMPSC. 
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Facilities range from World War I1 (1 942) era construction to the modem military family 
housing units completed in 1990. Facilities have been well maintained and are adequate to the 
needs of using units. The industrial facilities in use by Reserve Force units as both distribution 
centers and training sites are extraordinarily well suited for the use being made of them. 

Quality of Life 

Military Familv Housing 

CMPSC provides 164 military family housing units for military personnel 
stationed in the St. Louis metropolitan area, particularly those stationed in "in-town" St. Louis 
installations such as ATCOM, ARPERCEN, etc. This housing is the only military-owned 
housing within a reasonable commute distance for these personnel. One hundred of these units 
are very new, modem homes constructed in 1988- 1990 at a cost of $9.8 million dollars. A 
number of the units date back to the late 1940s and 1950s. All have been well maintained and 
are hlly occupied. The current wait for a soldier and family to get into a unit at CMPSC is 
greater than one year. Although St. Louis is rated as one of the lower cost of living areas of the 
20 major metropolitan areas in the United States, the expense of living off post in the city is still 
a financial hardship for most enlisted personnel and junior officers. 

The Charles Melvin Price Support Center also offers a full range of facilities and 
services to the families who live at the Center as well as to the active and retired military 
population of the St. Louis Metropolitan area. The Center which is located only a few miles 
from downtown St. Louis has a modern Commissary and Post Exchange, library, education 
center, child care center, bowling alley, nine hole golf course, auto and craft shop, and physical 
fitness center. All of these facilities are well used by the local military population. There are no 
other military facilities within a reasonable commute distance for the soldiers and families 
stationed in St. Louis. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The area surrounding the Price Support Center has been economically depressed 
for a number of years. The communities most affected have suffered a population loss averaging 
over 25% during the 1970-1 990 time frame. These same communities reflect a median family 
income that is more than 35% less than the US average according to the 1990 census data. This 
equates to an median family income of $23,000 compared to the US average of $35,225. 
Closure of the Charles Melvin Price Support center would have a devastating effect on this 
already depressed area and must be avoided. 
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SUMMARY: 

The Charles Melvin Price Support Center is a unique military installation which 
fulfills a vital role in the overall defense posture of the United States. The installation is host to a 
wide variety of active and reserve component units. A large number of the reserve units are 
Contingency Force Pool designated and as such are among the first units called to active duty in 
times of contingency or war. The CMPSC has proved it's value in recent deployments to Desert 
Storm and Haiti when recalled units were supported in a timely, professional manner and 
provided their deployment gear and equipment on or ahead of schedule. 

The increased reliance upon the reserve components as the active force structure 
is drawn down demands that they receive timely support. Reserve units, unlike their active duty 
counterparts cannot simply be moved. The recruiting and retention of soldiers for those units is 
only possible because they are located near population centers. These units require a military 
installation for their support and training and CMPSC fulfills that role very well. 

The United States Army Reserve, in conjunction with the Illinois National Guard, 
should explore the feasibility of establishing CMPSC as a maior Reserve Force mobilization and 
training facility. There is more than adequate land available to expand and accomodate 
additional training activity with a military field maneuver site at Weldon Spring, Missouri just 30 
minutes away. 
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OCCUPANTS IN ARMY FAMILY HOUSING 

COMMAND 
ATCOM 

PEO 

ARPERCEN 

REC BN 

102D USARCOM 
OTHER 

TOTAL UNITS 

* EXCLUDES 3 UNITS ON ENGINEER HOLD AND 3 VACANT UNITS 
OFFERED TO 1 ARMY (ATCOM), 1 ARMY (ARPERCEN), AND 1 ARMY 
(OTHER) 

SERVICES BRANCH 

ARMY 
AIR FORCE 

NAVY 

MARJNES 
COAST GUARD 

TOTAL UNITS 

Attachment 1 
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NUMBER OF UNITS 

27 

6 

55 

18 

7 

45 

158 

PERCENTAGE OF 
17.09% 

3.08% 

34.81% 

1 1.39% 
, 

4.43% 

28.48% 

100.00% 

NUMBER OF UNITS 
15 1 

0 

4 

1 

2 

158 

PERCENTAGE OF 

95.57% 

0% 

2.53% 

0.63% 
I 

1.27% 

100.00% 



SPACE UTILIZATION BY AGENCY 
U.S. AIR FORCE 

U.S. ARMY 

AGENCY TITLE 

375TH AIRLIFT WING 

375TH AIRLIFT WING 

SPACE USED (sq ft) LOCATION 

15,000 WAREHOUSE #3 

1 1,000 WAREHOUSE #5 

Attachment 2 
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AGENCY TITLE 

AMC SIMA 

ARPERCEN 

ATCOM (Longbow Project) 

ATCOM (ALSE) 

ATCOM (CASMO) 

ATCOM (MOP) 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

ILLINOIS NTNL GRD 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

INFO SYST RADIO RPR 

84TH DIVISION 

86TH ARCOM 

86TH ARCOM (CSF) 

102ND ARCOM (CSF) 

102ND ARCOM 

329TH S&S BN 

892ND TRANS CO 

226TH TRANS CO (USAR) 

226TH TRANS CO (USAR) 

CID - DEFENSE 

520TH MAINT BN 

SPACE USED (sq ft) LOCATION 

10,000 WAREHOUSE #3 

43,000 WAREHOUSE #I 

25,000 Building 33 1 

800 WAREHOUSE #3 

1600 HANGER (BLDG #346) 

19,700 HANGER (BLDG #444) 

12,000 BLDG # 594 & 595 

400,000 OPEN AREA - 
325 WAREHOUSE #3 

2,450 BLDG #203 

800 WAREHOUSE #3 

43,200 WAREHOUSE #1 

43,200 WAREHOUSE #2 

172,000 WAREHOUSE #3 

40,000 OPEN SHED (BLDG 

22,490 HANGER (BLDG #344) 

40,000 OPEN AREA 

52,155 Bldg #203 

5,760 Bldg #2 13 

926 Bldg #221 

17,914 Bldg #333 



U.S. MARINES 

U.S. NAVY 

AGENCY TITLE 

3RD BN, 24TH MARINES 

SPACE USED (sq ft) 

8,000 

AGENCY TITLE 

NAVY AIR WAR CTR DET 

NAVY AIR WAR CTR DET 

NAVY AIR WAR CTR DET 

OTHER US GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 

LOCATION 

BLDG # 593 

SPACE USED (sq ft) 

43,200 

80,000 

86,400 

AGENCY TITLE 

DLA (HILL AFB) 

DLA (HILL AFB) 

DLA (HAMMOND DEPOT) 

DLA (HAMMOND DEPOT) 

DLA (RED RIVER DEPOT) 

DRMO (SCOTT AFB) 

DRMO ( S C O T  AFB) 

Attachment 2 
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LOCATION 

WAREHOUSE #5 

OPEN SHED (BLDG #568) 

OPEN SHED (BLDG #569) 

DEPT OF AGR (FHA) 

FEMA 

2ND COAST GUARD 

2ND COAST GUARD 

2ND COAST GUARD 

2ND COAST GUARD 

USCG MARINE SFTY OFC 

SPACE USED (sq ft) 

86,400 

40,000 

120,000 

120,000 

259,000 

43,200 

100,000 

LOCATION 

WAREHOUSE #5 

OPEN SHED (BLDG #569) 

OPEN SHED (BLDG #572) 

OPEN SHED (BLDG #573) 

WAREHOUSE #4 

WAREHOUSE #I 

OPEN SHED (BLDG #568) 

95,834 

320,000 

26,450 

6,000 

22,490 

6,337 

8,367 

WAREHOUSE #2 

OPEN AREA 

WAREHOUSE # 1 

WAREHOUSE #3 

HANGER (BLDG #343) 

BLDG #331 

BLDG #332 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
EXECUTIVE C'HkYBRR 
GEORGE E . PATAKI , CiOVERNOR 

Press Of f l c:c 
518-474-8418 
u-P17:2l2C;-- ..- .- -, 

FOR RELEASE: 
IMMZDIATS, T ~ ~ * K S D A Y  
Feb?-~ra~-y 23, 1995 

Governsr George k. T a t s k i  today snnoucced t h e  approval of up 
to 5 2 . 2  million i?: ctate f u r d ~  for t h a  establishment and croakion 
of t h e  New Y ~ r k  S t a t e  Thchnclogy Entarpriee Corporation (NYSTEC) ,  
a act - f o r - p r o f i t  osrganizaklt  n t h a t  will utilize the regoulrcefi of 
.Lime Lahoratsry 1 t h e  dev! : lopent  ~ i ~ d  promotisn of ''d~lal-t?sa'~ 
t ~ c h i ; ~ l o g i e s  hy New Yo?-k e o m ? a x i e ~  anj, the f e d e r a l  government. 

I 
'.. . '  

"New Ygrk .L;'tate I:as ;; tl,err,~ndoua resource in Rnme Lah, one of 
only f ou r  C.S. A Force ' [=per '  laboratories ir. the country, lr  

3cvtrmr TazakF said, !lXorki:g together with Rome Lab and lclcal 
leadel-s from t h e  Ho:?svik V a i l t i y ,  WQ have formed NYSTEC as s. rnear.6 of 
he lp in - j  hach New Vork compl~~iics ar.d military or - j an iza t ions  to 
commarcizliz~ tech-,lnyits dt!veloped sr. t h e  Lab, thereby ensuring 
? c : ~ g - t e r m  wconomic: grnwt.';! acI.c.Es o u r  sr -a te .  

Cornmiss~oner of Zconomic 3eveiopnent Charlea A .  Gargano  aid 
f ~ n r l i n g  w n B  approved ! : d a y  hy the Execu:lvo Cammittae o f  t he  
Science and Tachnology Fcsnda :ion Board of D i r e c t c r s  . Xr . Gargano 
also servee as Chairman of t k 3  Foundar.ibfi. 

The Executive Comrni tcse i ~ u t h o r i z e d  the Science ~ n c i  Technology 
Pounclatior5 PO nt3gct i~t .e  and executs a ccctract with Syracuse - ~ .eeearch  Cforporntiz;~ (SRC1 f c r  operaticn of NYSTEC. SlPC, a n o t -  
f o r -p r c f  it, organizarion, wau anong seven firms to submit final 
propoeala an resgot?se to a Feqtrest f a r  Progosaia. issued by the 
Foundation l a u t  October. The y r ~ p o e a i s  were reviewed by a t eam cf 
senior foundation s t a f f  and p::ivate-sector exa~utlvea. 

~ l n d e r  terms af t h e  cont ract, SRC will be required to work 
directly with Rome Ilahorator) management t o  build t h e  t ecb ica l  
eupport neceaaary f 3 ~  collaboration with zcn-military industries 
and t h e  d e v m l o p m e ~ ~  of d u a l - u ~ s  technblogiee, 



Crucial elements of t h e  cont rac t  w i l l  i n c lude  the hiring ok 
scientists and engineers  f c r  NYSTEC, who will assist in th 
development of non-xilitary and commercial technologies. 
addi'zion, a comprehensive marketing plan will ba implemented b 
NYST3C in ardez to identify €merging needs in commercial i n d u s t r  
azd g&vernnent which Rcae Lat is prezared to address. 

I 
* 

I 
\'In the post cold-war c:ra, the national trend of mil i ta t -  

downsizi~g has o f t e n  meant pl l infu l  econonic consequences for He 
York State, a long-tixe home to major rni1ikar-y bases and defens 
con t~ac tozs , "  ~ommissioaer Gargano s a i d .  "New Yark is respondi 
to t h i s  significant change by forming NYSTEC, an organization whic 
w i l l  gransfer t k e  m i l i t a r y  az?srtise of Rome La5 to the  public a 
private sectars ,  crerking now econoxic opportunities i n  the Woha 
V a l l e y , "  

I 
1 
The funding appro-rad for NYSTEC i s  part of $6 m i l l i o n  in s t a t 5  

support allocate4 this year :or the preservation of Rome Lab, th 
p r i n d p a l  remaining A i r  F o r c ~  facility at Griffirr Air Force 3as 
and w.a which is th rea tenec!  wit:? c losu re  in t k e  next round o 
f e ~ e r & l  5ase c l o s i n g s .  G9ve rnor P a t a k i  is rnee2ing with federe,  E 
officials in FIJashlngtori D.C. >r, ~ r i d a y  to argue in favor of saving 
tke 23me Lab. I 

R0ir.e Lab is responsible lor the adva~cement and application 
inforkation tecknology for t k e  A i r  Torte, Taehnologies develop@ 
at the Lab are  use", in botlt military ar.d conmercial products 
inclu$ing: 

I 
I * 3-D o~tical xemory used fcr nessiva stsrcga of d i g i t &  

datg 
speech r ecagn i t l oc  systems 

0 r e x r  processing software esed to retrieve in fomat i0  
frcm l a rge  databasc s 

J optical devices tha : pres i se ly  rceasure the eye % cczrnea 1 
and used i n  correct i v s  s x r g e r y  f o r  myoaia. r 

i 
NYSCSC will be lscated a l  Griffiss A i r  force B a s s ,  ad jacent  tk 

Rome Laboratory ,  and w i l l  be evaluated periodically on 
t h l  attainmext of goals  ard its ccntribctions to the developnent of the 

n a n - i n i l i t a r y  industry i n  New York. 
! I 

I The d e v e l o m e n t  of t h e  not-for-profit corporation will bp 
s e p e n t e 2  into threa phas 2s. Phase X will include thE establishment of the i n i t i a :  project  team, i nc lud ing  a projech 
director and cear staff. Pht se Li will include the completion OF 
a business plan, and the do~elop3ent of one-year and five- yea^ 
operational plans. The f inal  phase includes the establishaent oE 
NYOTWC and the commnnc~menk c f it.= Pirut year OP epsrakfon. ! 
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THE W H I T E  H O U S E  

WASHING TO^' 

October 25, 1994 

The Honorable Mario M. Cuomo 
Governor of New York 
New York, Kew York 

Dear Mario: 

Thank you for your recent letter informing ne 
about t h e  formarion of NYSTEC, the  New York State 
Technology and 3nttqrise Corporation. I was pleased 
to learn that the State of New York has pledged its 
support to working with Rome Lab to develop and 
implement dual use tecbology projects. 

As I am sure you a re  aware, since 1980 Consress 
has enacted a series of legislative measures mzndating 
that technology trznsfer be incorporated as  par^ of 
the essential missiocs of the rn i l i taq  services. 14y 
A6ministration has sough= to underscore t h i s  consres- 
s icnz l  imperative by making the promotion oE eual use 
technology an irn~c-wt part of my agenda ior t h e  
retooling of America in the post-Cold War era.  

- ~t is excornaging to hezr that l i ew  York S=ate 
and Rome Lzb are developing such an exciting project . 
I trrrly believ~ t h e t  as the aetion moves forw+rd, t h e  
next generatiox of economic developnent efforcs must 
develop pcjlic-priv~te partnershiss ,  such as N~STZC, 
focused on dual use tecl-nolo5ies. 

Congratulations OE this important project. 
Please  kee? me advised or. your effor=s. 

3est wishes. 

Sincerely, 



CHIEF  OF S T A F F  

UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

WASHINGTON 

22 December 1994 

Dear Senator D'Amato 

Thank you for your kind words of congratulations. 
I consider it to be a great honor to be selected as Air 
Force Chief of Staff. Miss Jane and I look forward to the 
challenge.. . but not without a little trepidation. 

As the Commander of AMC, I was pleased lend my 
support to the Rome Laboratory. Their work is impor- 
tant to the Air Force and the nation. As we become a 
smaller service, technology will play an increasingly 
larger and more critical role, and Rome is at the fore- 
front. 

We are just beginning to build our travel schedule, 
but we certainly will try to visit the Rome Laboratory at 
some point. I and look forward 
to working wit 

General,  US^' 
Chief of Staff 

The Honorable Alfonse D'Amato 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-3202 
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itary Va ue : A vailn bl"li#++y? 'vt ' Land ctnd Facilities 
Cost 

Up front costs for replicating Rome Lab facilities would be 
recovered well into the next century.. 

Previously, the Air Force estimated the cost to relocate to be $135 
- 1 62 million. 

Rome Lab was not part of BRAC '93 Griffiss actions because 
relocation of the Lab ate away at savings attributable to other 
realignment actions. 
Without the advantage of these other savings it makes even less 
sense to relocate the Lab now. 
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itary Va u e : A vcr illz adnfzd and Facilities 
Physical Resources 

Rome Lab has irreplaceable Physical Resources - Uniquely 
situated and instrumented test sites. 

Rurally located in a quiet electromagnetic environment 

Unique capability for high quality radio frequency and antenna 
measurements 

Capacity to perform a wide spectrum of electromagnetic 
measurements 
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February 23, 1995 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

We write to ask your personal involvement in the future 
of Rome Laboratory, the Air Force's center for research in 
the fields of command, control, communication, computers, and 
intelligence. Rome Laboratory's contributions to national 
defense began in the 1950s with the development of radar for 
the DEW line. Rome has since contributed to the development 
of air-to-air and air-to-ground, satellite communications, 
fiber optics, SDI, and numerous other military technologies. 

Today its work in intelligence gathering, improved 
battlefield communications, information processing, and 
stealth technology makes it vital to the future of the Air 
Force and of the Department of Defense. Its work is valuable 
to the other services as well, so much so that 22 percent of 
its budget comes from non-Air Force accounts. - 

Moving Rome Laboratory would cripple this research 
capacity for years to come. It has already been demonstrated 
that the Air Force would not see a return on the investment 
in closing Rome Lab for over 100 years. More important is 
the fact that it would be impossible to replicate the synergy 
of the Lab's location, workforce, and mission. Without Rome 
Lab our ability to maintain our preeminence in high tech R&D 
would be in doubt. The diminution of the service's war- 
fighting capability would be inevitable if Rome Lab were 
uprooted. 

While Rome Lab is vital to the Air Force and the nation, 
it is also very important to New York State. The 1993 base 
closure round was unfair to New York. Griffiss Air Force 
Base, Plattsburgh Air Force Base, and the Staten Island 
Homeport were closed. We are left with one major 
installation, Fort Drum. The only bright spot in 1993 was 
that Rome Laboratory was left intact at Griffiss. It is now 
the linchpin in the base redevelopment effort. The lab has a 
tremendous economic impact on the region. Governor Pataki 
has agreed to continue the State's commitment of funds to 
help keep the operations and maintenance costs low. 



We hope you will ensure that Rome Laboratory is 
considered on its merits, and that the value of stability in 
its research efforts will be taken into account. The Lab 
works best right where it is. And that is where it belongs. 

Sincerely, 

Alfonse M. blAmato Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
United States Sena United States Senate 

Member &t! Congress 



OFFICE OF THE ASSIS:AST S i C i i E T A R Y  

Deputy Assistant secretary 
- of the Air Force (Installations) 

Room'4C940, Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330 

Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conln~ission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlin~ton, Virginia 23209 

Dear Chairman Courier 

This letter is in response to your April 9, 1993 letter concernins the Air Force's future 
plans for Rome Laboratory, specifically: "Does the Air Force plan to close the Rome Laboratory 
in the next five years?'' The Air Force has no plrns to close or relocate Rome Laboratory within 
the next fire yem.  H O W C V ~ ~ ,  the Air Force continues to search for more cost effective ways 
to meet its rcstarch and dcvelopmeni requirsmcnt. 

I hope inis infomarion is cseful. Piease contact me if I can pio\fide additional 
infonation. 

Sincerely 
A 

$Mp, , J A l E S  F. BOXTRIGHT 

~ e ~ u r ~ w s i s t a n r  Secretary of the Air Force 
. , (Installations) 



Congressman Sherwood Boehlert 
23rd Congressional District + New York 
1127 LONCWORIW H.O.B. WASHINGTON. DC 20515  PHONE (202) 225-3665 

94.241 
IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
December 7 ,  1994 
CONTACT: SIOBHAN DUGAN 

202-225-3665 

BOEHLERT, BCBUMER ANNOUNCE DESIGNATION OF ROME LAB AS 
NATIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

Washington -- Rome Laboratory has been designated as a National Law 
Enforcement Technology Center by the National Institute of Justice (NIJ), 
Rep. Sherwood Boehlert, R-N.Y., and Rep. Charles Schumer, D-N.Y., 
announced today. 

"This great news is the result of a lot of hard work on the part of 
the Rome Lab staff, the NIJ, Rep. Schumer, and me," Boehlert stated. 
"Rome Lab is an ideal choice for this project. And in this era of defense 
cutbacks, it's crucial for Rome Lab to expand its mission. The current 
intense interest in reducing crime in this country should result in the 
increasing need for technologies being developed at Rome Lab." 

Boehlert said he convened a meeting on Sept. 26 in Washington, D.C., 
between Rome Lab and NIJ officials "to explore the possibility of a 
mutually beneficial partnership.' Schumer, who served as chairman of the 
House Subcommittee on Crime and Criminal Justice in the 103rd Congress, 
pushed for the designation of Rome Lab and attended a meeting on the 
project last month in Rome. "The new center will serve as a link among 
laboratories, private industry, state and local law enforcement agencies, 
corrections departments, other federal agencies, and Congress," he said. 
"We need all the help we can get in the fight against guns and violence 
in our streets. Rome Lab will be a critical element in this fight." 

According to Boehlert, Rome Lab is ncurrently working on numerous 
military technologies that are helpful to law enforcement officials at 
all levels." Rome Lab's current law enforcement projects include 
development of the Justice Department's Joint Automated Booking Station, 
which has been selected as a National Performance Review project; the 
FBI's DRUGFIRE program; and projects for the Drug Enforcement 
Administration. Designation as a law enforcement technology center will 
result in other projects to be developed at Rome Lab, although final 
decisions have not been made on specific projects, according to NIJ. 

Schumer and Boehlert pointed out that New York State is establishing 
the New York State Technology Enterprise Corporation (NYSTEC), a not-for- 
profit entity co-located with Rome Lab. NYSTEC is charged with developing 
collaborative arrangements between the lab and companies nationwide that 
could benefit from linkages with the lab. 

Specific projects to be developed at Rome Lab are now under review 
at the Department of Justice, according to Boehlert. "We should have word 
on projects and funding within the next few weeks," he said. nIn the 
meantime, I'm delighted with this designation, which is a recognition of 
the high quality of work produced at Rome Lab. The designation is the 
essential first step in building a world-class crime fighting research 
and development capability in Rome." 



C o m p r e h e n s i v e  Reuse  S t u d y  

G R I F F I S S  A I R  F O R C E  B A S E  
R o m e .  N Y  





THE WHITE H O U S E  

WASHINCTOS 

October 25, 1994 

The Eonorable Mario M. Cuomo 
Governor of New York 
New York, Kew York 

Dear Mario: 
. \  

Thank you for your recent letter informing ne 
about t h e  formarlon of NYSTEC, the New York State 
Technology and 3ntt~rise Corporation. I was pleased 
to learn that th2 State of New York has pledged its 
support to working with Rome Lab to develop and 
lmglement dual us= technology projects. 

As I am sure you are aware, s ince  1980 Consress 
has enacted a series of legislttive measares mzndating 
that technology t rasfer  be incoqorated as p a x  of 
the essential missions of the rnil i tazy serv ices .  13y 
A&minlstra=ion has  sough^ to underscore this consres- 
sicnzl imperative by making the promotion of dual use 
technolog-y an im9srlwt part of my agenda for t h e  
retooling of America ic the post-Cold War era.  

- ~t is encoura~ing to hezr t h a t  New York Szste 
and R ~ m e  Ls3 are developing sucb m exciting project. 
I t x l y  believ~ that as the aztion moves forward, t h e  
next generation of economic development efforcs must 
develop pcblic-private g z r t n e r s h i ? ~ ,  such 2s NYSTZC, 

. focused on dual use tec'r-nolo5ies. 

Congratulatioxs or! t h i s  important project. 
Please kee? me aevised or- your effor=s. 

3est wishes. 

Sincerely, 



. . 
CHIEF O F  STAFF 

UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

WASHINGTON 

22 December 1994 

Dear Senator D'Amato 

Thank you for your kind words of congratulations. 
I consider it to be a great honor to be selected as Air 
Force Chief of Staff. Miss Jane and I look forward to the 
challenge.. . but not without a little trepidation. 

As the Commander of AMC, I was pleased lend my 
support to the Rome Laboratory. Their work is impor- 
tant to the Air Force and the nation. As we become a 
s m d e r  service, technology will play an increasingly 
larger and more critical role, and Rome is at the fore- 
front. 

We are just beginning to build our travel schedule, 
but we certainly will try to visit the Rome Laboratory at 
some point. I g, and look forward 
to working wi 

Chief of Staff 

The Honorable Alfonse D'Amato 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510-3202 
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February 2, 1995 

The Honorable ~illiarn Perry 
Secretary 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As you face the daunting and difficult task of making 
recommendations for the closing of military installations to the 1995 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, we, as a delegation are writing 
to express our unified stand for Rome Laboratory and Fort Drum. 

During the last base closure round in 1993, New York State was hit 
and hit hard. With the realignment and closing of the Air Force Bases at 
Griffiss (in Rome) and Plattsburgh, and the closing of the Naval Station, 
New York in Staten Island, New Yorkers were asked to do more than their 
share for defense downsizing. We need not belabor the enormous impact 
that these base closings have on their respective communities. 

ROME LABORATORY 

As you know, Rome Lab was named one of four Air Force Super- 
laboratories - the result of an earlier major consolidation. Moreover, 
during past Department of Defense studies looking at lab consolidation 
across the services, Rome Lab scored at the top of its areas of 
expertise, command, control, communications, computers, and intelligence 
( C 4 I ) .  That excellence will be lost should the lab be relocated. 

The costs to close or relocate Rome Lab were previously judged to be 
too steep (upwards of $200 million) with a recoupment time of over one 
hundred years. In response to allegations that Griffiss Air Force base 
and Rome Lab would be closed in seriatim, the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission was assured by the Air Force that there were no 
Air Force plans to close or relocate the lab within five years. 

Rome Laboratory is responding enthusiastically to the imperative and 
finding-new ways of doing business. While delivering world class 
research and development to the Air Force, the lab is forging ahead on 
partnerships with universities and private companies in technology 
transfer and dual use technologies. Rome Lab contracts out approximately 
80 percent of its annual budget. Last year, that translated into over 
250 contracts worth $132 million for New York State alone. This resulted 
in 3,500 jobs, primarily in small, high technology business: the backbone 
of the American economy in the post-Cold War era. 



Rome Lab provides the Air Force with the right level of in-house 
expertise to make wise choices in contracting and partnering. The number 
of employees at the lab has been steadily declining, while the workload 
and productivity are growing. 

The Rome community, with the full cooperation of New York State, in 
partnership with our great universities and corporations, is building a 
future around Rome Laboratory, trusting we have the five years promised 
by the Air Force to make a stand-alone lab a thrilling success. 

PORT DRUM 

Fort Drum, located near Watertown, New York is home to the 10th 
Mountain Division, an elite Light Infantry Division that has recently 
returned from its latest deployment in Haiti. The base encompasses 
approximately 108,000 acres, of which nearly 99,000 are contiguous 
maneuver and training acres. These training areas are suitable for- 
airborne, armor, mechanized, and infantry training. More importantly, 
Fort Drum maintains the flexibility to serve as a Light or Heavy Division 
base. 

After the assignment of the 10th Mountain Division in 1984, major 
construction programs were undertaken at the base which resulted in a new 
and permanent installation. The design of the installation's facilities 
and infrastructure provide technologies capable of mission sustainment 
well into the next century. Fort Drum has a total of 2.1 million square 
feet of permanent operations, administration, maintenance and supply 
facilities, and holds over 7,500 acres which are available for 
development and expansion. This would serve only to add benefit to the 
most modern maneuver installation in the world. 

Weather conditions at Fort Drum range from temperate to extreme and 
provide an all-weather training environment that familiarizes units with 
weather challenges in the operation of weapons and equipment as well as 
the physiological aspects of survival-challenging operating conditions. 
The unique training provided at Fort Drum has been critical in preparing 
the 10th Mountain ~ivision for recent deployments to the hostile 
operating areas of the Middle East during "Operation Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm,* Somalia for "Operation Restore Hope," and most recently in Haiti 
during noperation Restore Democracy." 

As part of the past base closure actions of DOD and the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, Fort Drum will acquire additional area 
support responsibility encompassing all of New England. Over 35,000 
Reservists were provided support and facilities at Fort Drum for annual 
training during 1994. This serves as evidence of the reliance on Fort 
Drum as the most modern, flexible maneuver and training base not only in 
the region but in the nation. 

In an effort to down-size and streamline the overwhelming 
infrastructure of the Department of Defense, major installations in the 
U.S. have already been recommended for closure and inactivation - with a 
number being drawn from the New England quadrant of the country. 
Considering the age and flexibility of the facilities at Fort Drum and 
the capability to expand and serve as either a Light or Heavy Division 
base, the only viable alternative is continued and expanded use of Fort 
Drum as one of the premier maneuver bases in the force structure - well 
into the next century. 



FORT HAMILTON 

Fort Hamilt~n~located in Brooklyn,is the home of the New York Area 
Command. the U.S. Army Recruiting Battalion. New York City. and the 
Military Entrance Processing Station for New York City. The.primary 
mission of this Command is to provide support for the active military 
personnel throughout the metropolitan area. In addition, Fort Hamilton 
provides public relations and escort and logistic support for the 
Department of Defense in the greater New York Metropolitan area. 

In F Y  94, nearly 9,000 recruits from New York City passed through 
Fort Hamilton on their way to the military services. This installation 
has 500 active duty military personnel and 400 civilian employees. The 
8th ~edical Brigade with over 30 hospitals, companies, and detachments, 
and over 6,700 troops located statewide assigned to this unit. 

A s  you can see, New York State and the nation depend on Rome 
Laboratory, Fort Drum, and Fort Hamilton to ensure the U.S. maintains it 
technological and readiness advantage in defense. We thank you for your 
attention to this matter and hope we can count on your support in the 
days and weeks to come as you prepare your recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

t 

lf onse D ' Amato D. ~atrickofoynihan . S. Senate U.S. Senate 

Susan Molinari 
U.S. House of Representatives 
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February 2, 1995 

The Honorable William Perry 
Secretary 
Department.af Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-1000 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As you face the daunting and difficult task of making 
recommendations for the closing of military installations to the 1995 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, we, as a delegation are writing 
to express our unified stand for Rome Laboratory and Fort Drum. 

During the last base closure round in 1993, New York State was hit 
and hit hard. With the realignment and closing of the Air Force Bases at 
Griffiss (in Rome) and Plattsburgh, and the closing of the Naval Station, 
New York in Staten Island, New Yorkers were asked to do more than their 
share for defense downsizing. We need not belabor the enormous impact 
that these base closings have on their respective communities. 

ROME LABORATORY 

As you know, Rome Lab was named one of four Air Force Super- 
laboratories - the result of an earlier major consolidation. Moreover, 
during past Department of Defense studies looking at lab consolidation 
across the services, Rome Lab scored at the top of its areas of 
expertise, command, control, communications, computers, and intelligence 
( C 4 I ) .  That excellence will beJost should the lab be relocated. 

The costs to close or relocate Rome Lab were previously judged to be 
too steep (upwards of $200 million) with a recoupment time of over one 
hundred years. In response to allegations that Griffiss Air Force base 
and Rome Lab would be closed in seriatim, the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission was assured by the Air Force that there were no 
Air Force plans to close or relocate the lab within five years. 

Rome Laboratory is responding enthusiastically to the imperative and 
finding new ways of doing business. While delivering world class 
research and development to the Air Force, the lab is forging ahead on 
partnerships with universities and private companies in technology 
transfer and dual use technologies. Rome Lab contracts out approximately 
80 percent of its annual budget. Last year, that translated into over 
250 contracts worth $132 million for New York State alone, This resulted 
in 3,500 jobs, primarily in small, high technology business: the backbone 
of the American economy in the post-Cold War era. 



Rome Lab provides the Air Force with the right level of in-house 
expertise to make wise choices in contracting and partnering. The number 
of employees at the lab has been steadily declining, while the workload 
and productivity are growing. 

The Rome community, with the full cooperation of New York State, in 
partnership with our great universities and corporations, is building a 
future around Rome Laboratory, trusting we have the five years promised 
by the Air Force to make a stand-alone lab a thrilling success. 

PORT DRUH 

Fort I;lrum, located near Watertown, New York is home to the 10th 
Mountain Division, an elite Light Infantry Division that has recently 
returned from its latest deployment in Haiti. The base encompasses 
approximately 108,000 acres, of which nearly 99,000 are contiguous 
maneuver and training acres. These training areas are suitable for- 
airborne, armor, mechanized, and infantry training. More importantly, 
Fort Drum maintains the flexibility to serve as a Light or Heavy Division 
base. 

After the assignment of the 10th Mountain Division in 1984, major 
construction programs were undertaken at the base which resulted in a new 
and permanent installation. The design of the installation's facilities 
and infrastructure provide technologies capable of mission sustainment 
well into the next century.. Fort Drum has a total of 2.1 million square 
feet of permanent operations, administration, maintenance and supply 
facilities, and holds over 7,500 acres which are available for 
development and expansion. This would serve only to add benefit to the 
most modern maneuver installation in the world. 

Weather conditions at Fort Drum range from temperate to extreme and 
provide an all-weather training environment that familiarizes units with 
weather challenges in the operation of weapons and equipment as well as 
the physiological aspects of survival-challenging operating conditions. 
The unique training provided at Fort Drum has been critical in preparing 
the 10th Mountain Division for recent deployments to the hostile 
operating areas of the Middle East during noperation Desert Shield/Desert 
Stormtm Somalia for "Operation ~estbre Hope," and most recently in Haiti 
during "Operation Restore Democracy." 

As part of the past base closure actions of DOD and the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission, Fort Drum will acquire additional area 
support responsibility encompassing all of New England. Over 35,000 
Reservists were provided support and facilities at Fort Drum for annual 
training during 1994. This serves as evidence of the reliance on Fort 
Drum as the most modem, flexible maneuver and training base not only in 
the region but in the nation. 

In an effort to down-size and streamline the overwhelming 
infrastructure of the Department of Defense, major installations in the 
U.S. have already been recommended for closure and inactivation - with a 
number being drawn from the New England quadrant of the country. 
Considering the age and flexibility of the facilities at Fort Drum and 
the capability to expand and serve as either a Light or Heavy Division 
base, the only viable alternative is continued and expanded use of Fort 
Drum as one of the premier maneuver bases in the force structure - well 
into the next century. 



FORT HAMILTON 

Fort Hamilton,located in Brooklyn,is the home of the New York Area 
Command, the U.S. Army Recruiting Battalion, New York City, and the 
Military Entrance Processing Station for New York City. The.primary 
mission of this Command is to provide support for the active military 
personnel throughout the metropolitan area. In addition, Fort Hamilton 
provides public relations and escort and logistic support for the 
Department of Defense in the greater New York Metropolitan area. 

In FY 94, nearly 9,000 recruits from New York City passed through 
Fort Hamilton on their way to the military services. This installation 
has 500 active duty military personnel and 400 civilian employees. The 
8th Medical Brigade with over 30 hospitals, companies, and detachments, 
and over 6,700 troops located statewide assigned to this unit. 

As you can see, New York State and the nation depend on Rome 
Laboratory, Fort Drum, and Fort Hamilton to ensure the U.S. maintains it 
technological and readiness advantage in defense. We thank you for your 
attention to this matter and hope we can count on your support in the 
days and weeks to come as you prepare your recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

I 

lf onse D' Amato 
.S. Senate U.S. Senate 

Sh r ood Boehlert 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Susan Molinari 
U.S .  House of Representatives 
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~ c a t e d  in Central New York State, Rome Lab is situated on approximately 200 acres inside the boundaries of the realigned Griffiss Air Force Base. The 
lb's facilities include some of the most sophisticated research and development equipment available today. A total of 850 people are employed within 
he Lab's 3 main buildings. 

The Rome Lab's Mission: 

Advance the science and technology of information for Air Force C3(4)I (Command/Control/Communications/(Computers)/Intelligence) 
Fulfill the needs of its non-AF customer base, primarily other branches of the Department of Defense. 
Promote the transfer of its technology to universities, government agencies and the private sector. 

The Lab's Technological Thrusts: 

Command & Control Surveillance Signal Processing 
Communications Computer Science & Technology Electromagnetics 
Intelligence Photonics Reliability Sciences 

The Lab's Irreplaceable Physical Resources - Uniquely situated and instrumented test sites: 

Rurally located in a quiet, electromagnetic environment 
Unique capability for high quality radio frequency antenna measurements 
Capacity to perform a wide spectrum of electromagnetic measurements 

ClDC * * * * * * *  
Grlffiss Local Dwrlaprnent Corporatton 

153 Brooks Road, Gr~ffirr AFB. NewYork 13441 



r h e  presence of Rome Lab will play a vital role in assuring New York competitiveness in the Zlst Century. 

Numerous R&D company spinoffs, including PAR Technology, Dove Electronics, Land Care Aviation and Oneida Research. 
24 R&D firms directly connected to the Lab. 

2 5 7  contracts generated $132 million for New York State organizations, creating 2,000-2,5000 direct jobs, between 1991 and 1993. 

r h e  lab has attracted widespread support in the regional corporate community. Senior executives at NYNEX, PAR Technologies, Grumrnan, Kaman 
kiences, Hazeltine and Sterling Software have all cited Rome Lab's . . . 

High standard and level of research integrity; 
Staff understanding of corporate interests; and 

I t s  record of "getting the job done" more effectively and more quickly than other labs around the country. 

Rome Lab is also vital to the reuse of a realigned Griffiss AFB. 

'he plan developed by the community depends on steering first-phase development to the sites surrounding the lab; providing open space amenities 
onvenient to the lab; and improving circulation access to and around the lab. The lab is working with Griffiss Local Development Corporation and 
ocal government to identify financial and service delivery options that will further reduce its overhead costs. 

Kome Lab and New York State's Commitment: NYSTEC 

Lesponsible for identifying, developing and transferring dual-use technologies to non-military users, the state-funded New York State Technology 
hterprise Corporation (NYSTEC) will work with the Lab to build needed technical support for dealing with issues of economic development and global 
:ompetitivenesr;. New York State has committed $6 miIlion to the preservation of Rome Lab. 

R o m e  Lab's Contribution to the Area 

Come Lab is responsible for at least 3,000 direct and indirect jobs in Rome-Utica region, generating over $14 million in local and county revenue. Its 
oss would reduce local population by 6,000; increase residential vacancies to 35%; remove 750 students from Rome schools; and cut over $13 million 
rom local city, county and school district revenues. It would also deprive the region of its cornerstone in high-tech economic development efforts. 

ClDC * * * * * * *  
Grlffir5 Local Devclopmrnt Coiporarlon 

153 Brooks Road, Grlifi5r AFB, NcwYi,rk 13441 



t o m e  Lab, supplemented by the individual initiatives of its scientists and engineers, has been stimulating the development of technology and 
roducts which until developed, seem too futuristic to be possible. Among these achievements: 

Compact Disk (CD) Technology 
3-D Optical Memory (two photon absorption) provides massive storage of digital data 
Speech enhancement unit, for use in air safety devices, radios, hearing aids and other voice systems, reduces 
background noises. 
Care-net, a telemedical program that brings together a consortium of university, corporate and high performance computing 
partners in the world's first active effort to create health care systems of the future. 
"Black Box" analysis, the primary method for investigating airplane disasters, which derives from the Lab's work in 
speech algotithms 
Advanced security systems, based on the Lab's work in infrared cameras 

t o m e  Lab is known for efficient Technology Transfer, facilitated by its emphasis on research that relies on commercially available technology. 
his ensures near-term utilization by private industry, including surveillance, communications, command & control, intelligence, signal 
recessing and photonics. It has already developed new technologies in environmental control, virtual reality, speech processors, optical memory 
1d programm,~ble processors. 
1 

. he Lab's work in high-quality optics and complex optical instrumentation developed the technology for the latest generation of large 
,lescopes, including the Texas Telescope; the Air Force Phillips Lab Starfire Telescope; and the telescopes at the Air Force Optical Station in 
laui. 
7 

. he  Lab has also adapted military technology to support the requirements of other government agencies, including the Federal Aviation 
dministration, the National Institute of Justice, and the Federal Highway Administration's effort through the New York State Department of 
ransportation to develop Intelligent Vehicle Highway Systems (IVHS) testbeds. The Lab also oversees the work of two Department of Defense 
Iformation Analysis Centers. 
-4 

. he State Police has used mobile digital terminals developed by Rome Lab. Pending collaborations include forensics (State Police) and a new 
:gional law enforcement technology center sponsored by the National Institute of Justice. 
7 

'uture economic development is already on the drawing boards. NYNET, the Lab's partnership with NYNEX and several universities, has 
eveloped Infclmall, a multi-service/product information network, which among its many other activities will promote growth of High- 
trformance Computing & Communications (HPCC) firms throughout the state. The area of HPCC is projected to become a $100 billion 
ldustry within 7 years, creating 250,000 jobs nationally and 15,000 in New York State. Infomall itself will have a major impact on the future of 
lanufacturing, product design, health care, government, education and home entertainment. 

UlDC * * * * * * *  
Griffiss Local Development Corporation 

153 Brooks Road, Gr~ffirr AFB, New York 13441 



R o m e  Lab i s  a czlstomer 
foczlsed organization as 
evident by their diverse 
czlstomer base. 

Llepartment of Justice 

National Institute of Health 

National Institute of Science 
&-Technology 

Other Military/DOD including: 

*Advanced Research Projects 
A'Pficy 

Central Image y Ofice 

Irreplaceable Synergy of  Place and People 

The loss o f  Rome Lab would equal: 

The loss of C3(4)I technological advances 
The loss of Air Force pre-eminence 
Disruption of inter service teams led by Rome Lab 
Dilution of military capability 

Rome Lab's established cadre o f  professionals: 

850 total employees at Griffiss Air Force Base with average 17 years C3(4)I 
experience. 
Two-thirds of these employees are scientists and engineers, 61% of whom have 
advanced degrees. 
740 employees (87%) are civilians. 
All technical employees participate in continuing training programs. 

A i r  Force experience indicates that less than 200/0 of civilian employees relocate. 
Generally, those who possess expertise and experience that make them most desirable do 
not relocate, choosing instead to find employment in the private-sector. This would 
cause an irretrievable loss of valuable contacts, status and efficiencies. The Air Force 
might never regain its C3(4)I expertise if Rome Lab is relocated. 

42% of the lab's funding is from agencies other than the Air Force. This strong inter-agency support is a result of the relationships and 
reputations of key individuals, not just of the facility. Lab employees have, for example, built up strong relationships with the Intelligence 
Community over a long period of time that are extremely sensitive, and are not likely to be replicated by others. 

Previously, the Air Force has estimated that the relocation cost could by $135-162 million. The time horizon for this investment to break even is 
well into the next century. 

Privatization & The Smart Buyer: The Best of Both Worlds 

Rome Lab already outsources over 80% of its projects to private research corporations and 
institutions. Outsourcing minimizes investment in permanent facilities and personnel, 
and enhances corporate and university capacity to conduct research in militarily critical 
areas. In-house capabilities are still maintained in areas where specific military expertise is 
needed. In this way, Rome maintains expertise necessary to assert control over the work 
that is being done. This "technology spin-on" conforms with DOD's latest policy to 
adapt and build on the best of commercially available technology for military use. 

Rome Lab is also a low overhead organization. Only 8% of FY'93 revenues represented 
institutional support provided by the S&T program. 

ClDC *******  
Griffisr Local Development Corporation 

153 Brooks Road, Griffiss AFB, New York 13441 
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I n  each uf the two world 
wars of this century, new 
technologies debuted that 
revolutionized the way we 

fought . . . The revolution 
occurring today is in  
C3(4)1. " 

General John A. Shalikashvili, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

February 22, 1994 

C3(4)I: Command/Control/Communications/(Computers)/Intelligence 
C3(4)I: 
Central to the Air Force's future focus. 
i%e spec@ mission of the Rome Lab. 

AWACYs, Joint Stars, Patriot Missile System Support: 
C3(4)1 achievements of the Rome Lab that led to victory in the Gulf War. 
Detection Technology now on the front lines in thejght against cancer. 

Technology for 21st Century Military Superiority 
RSI (Real Time AllSource Intelligence System): 
JSIPS/URS; Common Ground System; Combat Intelligence System 

Responsive Battlefield Surveillance: 
Enhanced All-Source Joint Stars; Users-Focused Multi-Mission Surveillance 

Global Communications: 
Seamless Global Networks; On-Demand Global LPI/LPD Multimedia Communications 

rechnology for 21st Century Living 

'echnology Transfer may be the primary mechanism to enhance the competitiveness of American corporations in the new global marketplace. 
leation & retention of American jobs will depend upon the ability of government, industry and academia to research, develop and share the 
~ext generation of high technology applications. 

Rome Lab: The National Leader in Technology Transfer 
Over 35 active Cooperative Research Development Agreements, more than any other Air 
Force Lab. Perennial winner of the Federal Laboratory Consortium's aware for Excellence 
in Technology Transfer. 

Photonics: Rome Lab's Thrust in Hyperfast Data Processing 
Specific applications of this technology include optical pattern recognition, automated 
optical target recognition, optical 3-D memory, optical disk storage, high-performance 
analog fiber optics links and fiber optics switching. Experts project that photonics will be 
used by every type of company in the future, from the board room to the shop floor. 

NYNET: Rome Lab's Contribution to the National Information Infrastructure 
In partnership with NYNEX and with several major universities, including Columbia, 
Cornell, Syracuse and Brooklyn Polytech, Rome Lab is developing an experimental 
broadband communications network utilizing wideband fiber optics, programmable 
hardware and Asynchronous Transfer Mode switching technology. It will link Rome Lab 
with labs at Brookhaven and Cold Spring Harbor, with universities, and with research 
centers at NYNEX and Grumman, all of which will benefit from enhanced access to super 
computing facilities, ready-made environments for collaborative research and a testbed for 
developing applications. NYNET will further serve as a demonstration project for 
applications in education, telemedicine and law enforcement. 



Document Separator 



KEN CALVERT 
4 3 ~  DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 
SUBCOMMllTEES 

NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS 
AND PUBLIC LANDS 

OVERSIGHT A N 0  INVESTIGATIONS 
NATIVE AMERICAN AFFAIRS 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, 
SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 

SUBCOMMITTEES --- 

SPACE 
TECHNOLOGY, ENVIRONMENT, 

AND AVIATION 

WASHINGTON OFFICE: 

1 5 2 3  LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. DC 205 15-0543 
(202)  225 -1986  

DISTRICT OFFICE: 

March 14, 1995 

Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA. 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon, 

I am writing to formally request that the 1995 Base Realignment and CIosure 
Commission consider altering the redirect of certain Marine units that was requested 
by the Department of Defense. The communities now planning the reuse of 
excessed portions of March Air Force Base and I would welcome BRAC exploring 
the inter-service option of receiving the helicopter and related forces from El Toro 
and Tustin at March. It would seem that the requested redirect of helicopter forces 
from Tustin and associated units opens the door for BRAC to consider additional 
options which are less costly and operationally superior. I understand that in 
testimony the Air Force spoke approvingly of this idea. 

I believe that if questions regarding operations, cost and desirability of a 
March scenario are put to the Marines in the field, at El Toro and Tustin, and here 
in Washington the facts will speak for themselves. And when one thinks of 
readiness, capability, and the federal budget -- the citizedtaxpayer is the winner: 

- Real defense dollars are both saved and maximized; 
- A recently refurbished March is put to maximum military use; 
- Operational capability is enhanced at both March and Miramar; 
- Previous BRAC decisions are built upon and enhanced; and 
- The taxpayer still gets a bang for the buck from previously spent MilCon 

funds at March and funds that never have to be spent at Miramar. 

If I may be permitted, a word on community support. As you can see from 
the enclosed letter, the March AFB Joint Powers Authority, which is empowered to 
plan the reuse of excess property and facilities at the base, has endorsed the option 



of the Marines coming to March. The community has a long and distinguished 
history of supporting the Air Force and other forces that have passed through the 
base. I am sure that these elected and civic leaders would welcome an opportunity 
to testify before your Commission should you consider the redirect of Marine 
helicopter forces to March AFB. 

Also enclosed are other correspondence and most importantly, some 
preliminary cost and prolcon scenarios that I had previously requested from Marines 
here in Washington and in southern California. I have not yet received from DOD 
the cost-scenario comparisons requested in the last paragraph of the enclosed letter to 
Secretary Perry. 'I will forward to you that information and any other data I receive 
regarding this request. 

Thank you for considering this proposal. My community, the Air Force and 
the Marines are poised to prove that the BRAC process is not merely a play in four 
acts to do what it was thought that Congress wouldn't -- close bases. As necessary 
as closing bases is, this final BRAC commission can be remembered as the one that 
consolidated the work of previous rounds into a creative, coordinated whole. 
Marines at March is good for the country, the treasury, the Marines and California. 
I look forward to working with you on this proposal. 

/ Ken 'Calvert 

cc: BRAC Commissioners, Navy Team, Congressional Liaison 
March AFB Joint Powers Authority 



February 1 5 ,  1995 

William Perry, Secretary 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washingtoc, D,C. 20330 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

The purpose of this l e t t e r  is to convey the support of t h e  March Jo in t  
Powers Commission, which is t h e  governing body of the  March Joint  Powero 
Authority, for continued active duty military missions a t  March A i r  
Force Base. We fully reaiize you will not be revisiting the drawdown of 
t h e  active duty Air Force at March; however, o t h e r  military operations 
f o r  March may exist which would strengthen o u r  na t ional  defense and 
receive support f r o m  our aeighbaring communities. 

We believe t h e  March facilities are f a r  superior to thaee found a t  many 
military installations and are eas i l y  adaptable for use by other 
services. Specifically, we have done some preliminary inquiries related 
to the Tustin Marine Corps move to Miramar NAS scheduled t o  occur in the  
next f e w  years.  It may well be possible that changing the destination 
base from Miramar to March may r e s u l t  in much greater effectiveness far 
the Marines and wirh greater economy than the proposed plan.  

W e  think it would be in our national intereet and the interest of our 
region to explore opportunities that can maximize military efficiency. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

~ o j .  D! 
March Join!  

? f enhj(ugh, ~ha@oman 
t P o w e r s  Commission 

cc:  President Bill Clinton 
Members, the California Congressional Delegation 
Allen Dixon, Chairnan ~~ ~ 

1995 ~ a e e  Realignment and Closure  Ccrnmission 
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1 Miramar aircraft mix: Too close for comfort 
A 11 the collective intellect, logic and professionalism 

resident a t  the Nnvy Department, the Marine 
Corps Headquarters and the Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission have failed to develop a cogent 
plan for the relocation of West Coast Marine Corps Cured 
wing and rotary wing aircraft. Most of the aviation assets 
from Marine Corps air stations a t  El Toro, Tustin and Ka- 
neohe Bay are to be sent to Naval Air Station Miramnr, 
with some of the redeployed helicopters going to Camp 
Pendleton and Okinawa. 

Combining so mnny fast-moving, fucd-wing aircraft and 
relatively slow-moving helicopters together on a base the 
size of Mirarnar is an invitation to disnster. Almost since 
the dawn of the helicopter, agencies hnvicg responsibility 
for traffic control (the Federal Aviation Administration 
and the military services) have consciously separated heli- 
copter and fued-wing operations. This was due solely to 
safety and ease of operations. Yet the Navy and the Ma- 
rine Corps now are planning to amass a higher concentra- 
tion of these disparate types of aircraft on one base than 
hm ever been attempted. 

Miramar has only two parallel runways. It  is d i f fh l t  to 
see how extensive helicopter operations can be melded 
snfely and efficiently i n b  the existing runway configura- 
tion a t  Miramar. It is also safe to predict thnt the risk of 
midair collisions between the two types of aircraft will be 
unacceptably increased. Operational tempo will have to be 
severely curtailed to avoid these risks. 

The infrastructure facilities at Miramar and Camp Pen- 
dleton are inadequate to accommodate the planned moves. 
New shops, warehouses, hangars, oflices and military 
housing will have to be constructed a t  both sites. The cost 
will be staggering. If the purpose of base closures and/or 
realignments was to save money, the planned "solution" 
is a strange way to go about it. 

Along with sending most of the displaced helicopters to 
Miramar, several will be relocated to Camp Pendleton. 
This can only be done, however, after excessively high ex- 
pmditures for milim, rmslndjrm.. 

What's overlooked is that the airfield at  Camp Pendleton 
lies in a flat valley h~rely above sea !eve!. Have olir leaders 
already forgotten the devastating floods at the Camp Pendle- 
ton airfield in 1992 that caused about $17 million in damage 
to helicopters and facilities? The entire airfield and associat- 
ed aircraft were again put a t  risk during the most recent 
siege of flooding in Southern Cnlifornia. This alone refutes 

basing even more helicopters at Camp Pendleton. 
For years, Mnrine officials a t  I'ustin and El Toro hnve 

been on the receiving end of numerous civilian noise com- 
plaints and safety concerns over flight operations. At 
times, both bases hnve had to curtail or drastically alter 
operntion to appease the surrounding communities. 

Miramar is bordered on two sides by a high-density con- 
centration of residences and businesses, and the Navy hns 
had to deal with numerous complaints fro111 civilians. Yet, 
Nnvy flight operations a t  Miramnr do not begin a t  present 
to approach the operational tempo thnt would result from 
the planned intake of even more Marine fued-wing air- 
craft than the Navy has been operating. Adding a large 
number of helicopters will only compound the problem, 
then wait until the Marine fixed-wing and helicopter flight 
operations a t  Miramnr build up  to full tempo. 

March Air Force Base in Riverside, Calif., is just up the 
road from Camp Pendleton. Riverside wuld be the most 
viable solution to the Marine Corps dilemma. March is 
scheduled to be downgraded from full Air Force Base sta- 
tus to a n  Air Guard and Air Force Reserve operation, 
mostly on weekends. The only other mejor tenant will 
continue to be the U.S. Customs Service. 

Immediate steps should be taken to have March trans- 
ferred to the Marine Corps for redesignation as Mnrine 
Corps Air Station Riverside. All Marine helicopter assets 
from El Toro, Kaneohe, and Tustin should then be relo- 
cated there. 'Chose attack nnd utility helicopters currently 
based at  Camp Pendleton should also be considered for re- 
location to March. Air Guard and Air Force Reserve units 
and the U.S. Customs facility could remain ns tennnts. 
Marine Corps fixed-wing units a t  El Toro and Knneohe 
should continue to be relocated to Miramnr. 

March boasts a solid infrastructure. It  also has a run- 
way longer thnn 10,000 feet, which would accommodate 
Marine transport logistical flights, Little, if any, construc- 
tion would be needed to nccommotlate this move. In addi- 
tion, there is considerable affordable housing available in 
surrounclin~ colnmunitir~n ifl tbK c l r ~ : t m ~  )iru~qinq, y:wpPe 
inadequate in number. 

Miramar Iles close to several airports in the Snn Diego 
area (e g., Montgomery Field, Lindbergh International Air- 
port, North Island NavJ Air Station and Gillespie Field.) 
March, on the other hand, doesn't face this congestion. 
The nearest airport is about five miles away. 

Another ontstnnding fenture al~out March is the rrlntive 

lack of civilian encroachment on its boundaries. Thus, the 
frequency of noise complaints and safety concern would 
be dramatically less than at  present. 

March lies almost midway between Twentynine Palm+, 
Marine Base and Camp Pendleton. Big savings in flight o p  
erations would accrue from having the helicopters based a t  
March thnn at  Miramar. Helicopters departing March for 
Twentynine Pnlms would have to travel onlj. 75 nautical 
miles vs. 102 nautical miles if departing from Miramar. 

A flight from March to Camp Pendleton is about 42 
nautical miles compared with 34 from Miramar to Camp 
Pendleton. But that longer flight would occur over mostly 
sparsely settled areas, thus reducing noise complaints and 
snfety concerns. 

Canceling the move of Marine helicopters to Miramar 
and Camp Pendleton would negate spending considerable 
military construction funds. Some construction would still 
be needed to accommodate the influx of Marine futed-wing 
units a t  Miramar, but considerably less than if helicopters- 
and their associated personnel were included. The num- 
ber of Rircralt a t  Miramar, furthermore, would be much 
more manageable. 

This writer spent 31 years in ground combat wmpo- 
nents of the Marine Corps and Marine Corps Reserve - 
mostly in Southern Cdifornia. In addition, 11 years were 
spent in the region as a commercial helicopter pilot with 
the U.S. Customs Service and Drug Enforcement Adminis- 
tration. Numerous flights were made in and out of the 
bases in question. 

Tnking over operntion of March Air Force Base for most 
of its West Coast helicopter fleet would allow the Mari3e 
Corps to adopt a much more cost-effective solution to the 
present dilemma. Maj. Gen. Drax Williams, commander of 
Marine Air Bases West, was quoted last summer as saying. 
"The train already left the station [for Mirarnar] and 
we're on it." 

' =n 
That may very well be true, but it  should still not be too 

late to divert the train onto a more acceptable track. All it 
t n k r ~ %  is. 6~ y3n~,!31>!, h i t ,  e viFJ& nod?, 
or that a better solution has been developed since the 1993 

' 

base closure hearing. To do otherwise and continue the 
current, head-long dash of all the fixed-wing and helicop- 
ter assets to Miramar would be a tremendous waste of 
scarce budget dollars. 

Bob MeDaniels is a retired master gunnery sergeant in 
'/," M,,,.;,,,, p,, ,.., R,,",, .... -. ... 1." I :  I ..r I ' . . - 
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February 24, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICE: 
3 4 0 0  CENTRAL AVENUE 

SUITE 2 0 0  
RIVERSIDE. CA 92506  

Honorable William Perry 
Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Secretary Perry: 

I am writing to you with an urgent request regarding the Department of Defense's 1995 BRAC report. 
A particular, inter-service, opportunity has come to my attention. Because this is an inter-service matter, I feel it 
can best (and properly) be handled only at your level. 

As a result of BRAC '93, Marine forces at Tustin and El Toro are to consolidate at Miramar. These 
moves will require substantial MilCon funds. Recently, cost estimates requested by me show large savings if the 
helicopter forces are redirected to March AFB. The scenarios I have seen demonstrate savings of at least $31 1 
million or more. 1 feel that this is significant enough to merit your attention. The reports also indicate that 
March is a better operational choice. Additionally, a pro/con analysis of this proposal, which primarily addresses 
issues other than cost, was provided at my request by USMC Legislative Liaison. 

I request that you pursue both of these documents in the hope that the evidence they present will affect 
DOD's BRAC '95 reporl. If the savings and enhanced military value of this proposal are substantiated by your 
inquiries, I hope that DOD's submission to BRAC would request this redirect. If you are not able to include this 
in your submission due to the fast-approaching deadline, then I request that you "leave the door open" for the 
BRAC Commission to investigate and consider this redirect. Either your report and testimony, or perhaps the 
testimony of the service chiefs on March 6 and 7, could be a vehicle for the Department to ask the Commission 
to actively pursue this proposal. At this time of budget restraint, and considering that BRAC '95 represents a 
singular framework for inter-service creativity, I hope that you will seize this opportunity. 

I also request that you provide me with an official analysis of a redirect of helicopter and related units 
now slated for Miramar under BRAC '93 to March AFB. Please include cost as well as other, military value, 
considerations. Considering that some of this information is available "off the shelf," I would need this analysis 
prior to the opening of the service chiefs testimony on March 6. 

Thank you for your attention to this request. Please have your staff contact David Ramey (225-1986) 
with any questions. I look forward to working with you on this and other issues in the 104th Congress. 

&W 
~ e h b e r  of Congress 

cc: Gen. Carl Mundy, Commandant USMC 
Hon. Alan Dixoh, Chairman BRAC 95 
March AFB Joint Powers Authority 
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Congreee of the mniteb &ate$ 

. February 3, 1995 

General Carl Mundy 
Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps 
Head Quarters Marine Corps 
#2 Navy Annex 
Washington, D.C. 20380-1 775 

Dear General Mundy, 

I am writing to request your assistance in a matter regarding the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission and the redirect of some Marine units now stationed at El Toro and Tustin. I 
represent western Riverside County in southern California, a district which includes March Air 
Force Base. March will become an Air Force reserve base in early 1996. The "availability" of 
March with its housing, recent infusion of MilCon funds, two runways, proximity to other Marine 
assets and unparalleled community support presents a tremendous opportunity for the Marine Corps. 

The communities now planning the reuse of excessed portions of the base and I would 
welcome BRAC exploring the inter-service option of receiving the helicopter and related forces 
from El Toro and Tustin at March. It would seem that the requested redirect of helicopter forces 
from Tustin and associated units opens the door for BRAC to consider additional options which are 
less costly and operationally superior. Analyses regarding a March option which I requested from 
USMC Congressional Liaison and from Marine forces in Southern California support this idea. 

Now that the door seems to be open for BRAC to take a look at this option, some 
affirmative sign by you andlor the Secretary of the Navy that you are not averse to BRAC 
evaluating this option would be most welcome. Perhaps Monday's hearing before the BRAC 
commission could be used to give such a sign. If not in an exchange between you and the BRAC 
commissioners, then perhaps staff inquiries from BRAC could be positively received. 

The Marine Corps was very helpful in the last round of BRAC when the Air Force 
recommended the realignment of March as a reserve base. Marines from Camp Pendleton were 
most forthright in asserting their expectations of the Air Force for deployment from March. I 
appreciated then the accuracy and speed of the information provided. Marine concerns voiced to me 
helped turn a very poor deployment scenario into a tolerable one. I realize that a cross-service 
redirect may seem problematic. However, at this time of budget restraint, and considering that 
BRAC '95 represents a singular framework for inter-service creativity, I hope that you will seize 
this opportunity. Thank you for your consideration of thi roposal. 

en Cal e 



SCENARIO tt2A 
MAG-16, MCG-38,  
MWSG-37,SDMAW 13Q, 
COMCABWEST at March AIB. 
MAG 11 (to inelad6KC-130's) remain at 
Miramar. March becomes MCAS. 
Miramar remains an NAS. 

MILCON: 
1. Well maintained base with recent 

~o hundred million dollar facilities 
improvements. Excellent 
infiastruc ture. 

2. Communications Center has modem 
capabilitias in place at Mar& sod 
wodd support ounsnt and future 
requirements at lower cost 

3. Atlows Navy to remain at 
Mirpmy saving Lemoore MILCON. 

4. Excelleat MWR Facilities at Manb. 

PECAL: 
5. March VHA rates are lower than 

San Die~o.  
6. Housing is more affordable near 

USMC 93 BRAC SCENARIO 

TOTAL BIUC 93 TOTAL # 2A 
MILCON COSTS SCENAWO 

COSTS 
T 

9366 7285 
1 

EWRZONRIIENTAL: 
7. W c h  and El Tor0 are under the same & quality distrid 
8, Reduces Aii Compliance criteria at Mirams. 

QPERATIONS: 
9. Deconflicb rotary and fixed wing operations. 

10. We retsin curnot C A L S W  vicinity El Tom for traiDing 
11. Miramar fixed wing siting locates them closer to opedng/&ing areas. 
12. Allows Marine Corps on site embarkation of hclicoptws at I MEF APOEIAPOD. 
13, Reduces commuting time 
14. Reduces transient time to support 29 Plams. Transient to suppo" Camp Pmd remains 

the same. 
15. Reduces loading at Miramar 1;o allow oansientldet deploymeno in support of ---- - fle~tlamphibious opotations. 



CONS: 
1. Like Mjramar, March hangars require some modification to support helos. 
2. ANG occupy March facilities. 
3. Community Reuse Plan i s  actively pursuing rcdwelaprnent of closing portions of March. 

-4.-eIo lighting capabilities. .. ,- -- - .- 
5. No hot refueling capabilities. 
6. No existing fiber optic backbone presently at March (would cost 51 million to install). 
7. Status of c m n t  runway conditions and anticipated required repairs. 
8. Requites an ErS . 
9. Wo assume snvironmentd resp.omibilities for IR clean-up at March. 



SCENARIO #2R 
JUG-16, MACE38, 
MWSG37.3DMAW HQ, 
COMC ABWEST, four 
CH-46 squadtans from 
MCAS Camp Pend to March 
AFB. MAG I I (to include 
KC-130's) remain at 
Mirams. March becomes 
MCAS. Mitarnu remains an 
HAS. 

MILCON: 
1, Well maintained baso 

- with recent two hundred 
million dollar facilities 
improve merits. Excellent 
idrastructure. 

2. Communications Center 

I 

USMC 93 BRAC SCENARIO 

- - 
has modem capabilities 
in place at March and TOTAL BRAC 93 TOTAL # 2.B 

wouid support current MmoN SCENARZO 

and future requiremmts COSTS 

at lower cost. 936.6 625.2 
3. Allows Navy to remain 

at Miramar, saving 
MLLCON from 
Lemoore. 

4. ExceUmt MWR Facilities at Myth. 
5. Will reduu, rnahteamm and supply requirmm~ due tn single sifhtg of aircraft 

FISCAL: 
6. Manh VHA rates are lower than San Diego. 
7. Housing is more affordable at March. 

ENVIRONMENTAL: 
8. March and El Tom arc under the m e  air quality district. 
9. Reduces Air Compliance crite1i.s at Miramar. 

OPERATIONS: 
lo.  Deoonflicb rotary and fixed wing operations. 
11. We retain current C A L S W S  vicinity El Toro for training. 
12. Miramv fixed wing siting locates them closer to operatindtraining areas. 
13. Allows Marine Corps on site embarkation of helicopters at I MEF APOE/APOD. 

Encl ( 6 )  



14. Reduces commuting time. 
15. Reduces transient time to support 29 Plams. Transient to support Camp Pend remains 

the same. 
16. Reduces loading at Mramar to dlow mulsieddet deployments in suppon o f  

flectJamphibious operations, 

CONS: 
1. Like Miramar, March hangars require some modification to support helos. 
2. ANG occupy March facilities. 
3. Community Reuse Plan i s  aciively pursuing redevelopment of closing portions of March. 
4. No helo lighting capabilitiss. 
5. NO hot refueling capabilities. 
6. No existing fiber optic bmkbone presently at March (would cost $1 million to install). 
7. SW of current Nnway conditions and mtioipatd required repairs. 
8, Requires an EIS . 
9. We assumo environmental responsibilities for IR dean-up at Marcb. 
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Srlbj: MARCH AFB AS BASlNG SITE FOR 3D 'MAW HELICOPTERS 

Encl: (1) SOCAL Map 
(2) DISTANCE CH.4RT 

I . 1993 ERAC cammisslon found March !.Kt3 ranked low in &ary value and mom~nended 
renlipent,  basically tuning it into a rwuve base with uther DoD tenents (DEh U.S. 
Customs). BRAC report did not list March APB as one of the bases that MCAS EI Toro 
could rdacrtt to. 

2 ,  An action officer contacted BRAC o f k e  at 131 Toro bascd on Code A request Lo look into 
relocation status in SOCAL, sptciEcaIfy at Mach AFB. The hllawing are notes that relate to the 
March AFB issue; 

CDMCABS West BRAC ~ o m t s  regarding March AFB; March is 1 goad option. Of all ) q 1 5 
local bases hs B U C  oSce has considered March looks the best. COMCAB will conduct a 
morc in-depth sulvey in the next couple of weeks in a~~licipation of questions from BSAT. 
CO ofMarch AF13 considers "1 MEF primary customer". An old basc, h i l t  in 191& it was b d t  d 
well, concrete ~onShuct.~on, MAG-16 would fit cay. MAG1 6 and MAG-11 should fit, Thwe is 
plenly of roo111 for all support squadrons and hadquarters. Beautiful baua! 

P W  - -- Lnww cosr 0f1iyio.g jn RiVer~jde, m y  E.1 Toro Marines already live in that &direction, 
-- Many new f d t i e s  (S200k-f in recent MILCON on hdities] 
- HGrGE krrPgars including ~imulatar spae, 
-I HUGE ramp space 
- New BEQa,  ever term used. 
-- Other BEQs can be occupied as is. s3-+ -- Lwcst oommissary 
-- GQod family h~using, 13Cs 
-- Cweatly 5 0-60 a& going down to 13 reserve KC-- + 1s- c-/&l s 
-- No mare wcroacbed than bhmnar. 
-- Excellent underground refbeling. 

SON'' 8 
-- M,mpower stl-ucture not available to suppomr operakiun of base 

--Hurt Rwervc Air Force unit will not have resident manpower to operate base 
and air field operations 7 days a weekl24 hours a day - Only one runway (13,300') 
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BOB HOPE CHAPTER 257 

1 ,. -; ; '. -:,'lbi; . a I,,. AIR FORCE ASeOClATlON 
An Independent Nonprofit Aerospace Organizat~on 

1 8 February 1995 

Congressman Ken Calvert 
1034 Longworth Bullding 
Washington, D.C. 20515 .a 

Dear Congressman Calvert, 

Rcyrescnting ovcr 1300 members of the Riverside County, Bob Hope Chapter of the Air Force 
Associ~tion, I would like to formally express our concern for the fbture of March Air Force Base 
and reaffirm our support for maintajning it as a military facility and especially as nn active duty 
base if at all possible. 

As veterans of WWJ, WWi, Korea, Vietnam, Desert Storm, Panama, Granada and other milit~ry 
operations, we represent thausands of years of militaxy service, with positions at all levels of 
command and support. 

It is iherefore with the greatest concern that we point out the current administration's apparent 
lack of appreciation for the requirements of a strong defense posture. In the words of Secretary 
Cheney when he was Secretary of Defenm: "Every time we've gone through one ofthese cycles 
we've blown it! We all know that in our haste to take down the forces in the past, we've always 
set ourselves up for trouble down the road." As a veteran of three wars, to that 1 say a big 
"AMEN!" Even during petwetime we cannot afford t o  feel too secure. We must remain 
prepared, and that calls for a renewed commitment to our most strategically critical military 
opcrations. That includes March Air Force Base. The strategic importance of March for 
contingency operations in Latin America and the Pacific Rim cannot be over-emphasized. This 
has been proven over the past few years by the support provided our Marines stationed at Camp 
Pendleton and Twenty Nine Palms in their successful deployments to the Gulf War md Sornalia. 

As March continues through the realignment process, we have been advised that several Marine 
ufiits have expressed interest in relocating t o  March. Some may think that fixcd wing and rotary 
wing operations are not compatible. Thie is not correct. Fixed wing and rotary wing operations 

compatible, and the noise fsct~r  would be less than we now experience at March. I state this 
lkom experience as commander of a wing containing two helicopter squadrons and a fighter 
squadron in Vietnam, operating from single air field. In addition, there were continuous transport 
operations similar to those currently conducted at March. Tho assignment of substantial Marine 

Post Office Box 2413 Riverside, Callfomia 02516 
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units would produce an immediate influx of money and services similar to that being lost by the 
transfer of the current Air Force units and would protect the heritage of March's seventy-seven 
years of service to our country. But more importantly, this would add economy and efficiency to 
our national defense. 

W e  believe the relocation of active duty Marine aviation group6 should be pursucd with peat 
vigor. We appreciate your consideration and support as tfit process of March Realignment 
proceeds. 

Sincerely, 
f- --.\., 

l J J  
Paul E. Bell y. 

CC Ms. Sue A Miles 



Document Separator 



- 103-06 a. 

' 
BRAC 1995 - Defense Base Closure and 

Fn Realignment Commission - 
-4 

COFF: Dec 31,1995 Disposition: Permanent 

0 

0- 



- Greater 

Cheyenne 
Chamber of Commerce 

Tivoli Building - 301 West 16th Street - P.O. Box 1147 - Cheyenne. Wyoming 82003 - (307) 638-3388 

II 
Chairman Alan Dixon 
Base Closure and Re-Alignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Stue 1425 

1 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

Tbe attached summary and supporting documentation dearly sustains the conclusion that F.E. Warren 
AFB and its current mission is essential to our national defense. We the undersigned fully support this 
conclusion. F u r t h m r e ,  should there be additional need for increased or diversified missions we, as 
we did with peacekeeper, stand ready to accept any challenge. 

\ 

h d  & 
.A 

Mary Carroll Mike Sullivan 
President Goveamr 
Chamber of Commerce State of Wyoming 

Leo Pando 
Chairman Mayor 
Laramie County Commissioners City of Cheyenne, WY 

- - ~ - 

President Co-Chair Chairman, 
Air Force Association, .- Civilian Advisory Council Military Affairs 
Chapter 357 Committee 

Y 
h- 
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SUMMARY 

Francis E. Warren Air Force Base 

The Triad of strategic forces - ICBMs, bombers, and submarine launched ballistic missiles 
(SLBMs) - has proven to be our most effective deterrence and has advanced strategic stability. 
America's Triad can and should continue to be relied upon for many years to come. The 
balance that has existed in these weapon systems has produced effective deterrence and served 
our nation well for many years. To continue this balance in the future will provide a hedge 
against technical and political uncertainties facing us from hot spots throughout the world. We 
believe it is especially important at this time for the United States to keep the maximum number 
of strategic deterrent basing options viable. Only in this way can we guard against instability 
in the Far East, the Middle East, and Russia and the uncertainty of reform in Russia and the 
former Soviet Republics. President Clinton's Nuclear Posture Review committee recently 
recommended maintaining 5001450 ICBMs. 

It would appear inappropriate, at this time, to change the mission status of the 90th Missile 
Wing, F.E. Warren Air Force Base, Wy . The 90th Missile Wing not only has state of the art 
Minuteman 111 missiles but of greater importance is the fact they have the Peacekeeper missile 
which is recognized as the most potent and accurate ICBM in the world. In the absence of a 
verifiable reductionlelimination of similar weapons possessed by the former Soviet Union states, 
it can only be in our best interest and in the best interest of the world that the United States 
maintain this nuclear ICBM superiority. 

One only has to look at the unrest in the various former Soviet Union states, particularly the 
Ukraine and Chechnya, to realize it will probably be many years before economic stability is 
achieved by the former Soviet Union states. It also is important that those states possessing 
nuclear capability not only sign treaties and ratify the agreements but demonstrate the 
reduction/elimination of those weapons. In the meantime, it is imperative to our national 
defense to maintain the missile systems at F.E. Warren Air Force Base. This is further 
supported by the possibility of the use of nuclear missiles by such countries as North Korea, 
Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya and possibly several others. These countries continue to pursue efforts 
to secure nuclear capability. Additionally, terrorist activities of the Middle East countries are 
a matter of record. One can only have grave concerns should these countries attain nuclear 
capability. To further substantiate this there have been numerous reports regarding the transfer 
of people and nuclear technology from previous USSR states to the Middle Eastern countries. 

We believe it is prudent on the part of the United States to maintain the ICBM mission capability 
at F.E. Warren Air Force Base. Indications are that F.E. Warren Air Force Base and its current 
mission may well be the most cost effective, long term means to prevent the further proliferation 
and use of nuclear weapons. 

The attached documentation clearly supports this summary. 







MILITARY VALUE 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational readiness on 
the Department of Defense's total force. 

A. The Triad of strategic forces - ICBMs, bombers, and submarine launched ballistic 
missiles (SLBMs) - has proven to be our most effective deterrence and has 
advanced strategic stability. F.E. Warren Air Force Base is a key player in the 
Triad. It has a proven excellence and cost effectiveness in a variety of missions. 
Its importance to the stability of the Triad cannot be overstated. (See Civilian 
Advisory Council White Paper, Appendix A.) 

B. F.E. Warren Air Force Base, as host to the 90th Missile Wing, is one of three 
ICBM bases that have a common minuteman weapon system design in support of 
a future force of 450-500 missiles and is the first base (wing) that will have all 
Minuteman III Launch Control Centers equipped with the Rapid Execution and 
Combat Targeting System (REACT). The military deterrent value of maintaining 
this particular system in the future, given the uncertainties of potential nuclear 
instability from unsettled political entities and terrorists, is basic to prudent 
national strategy. (See 60 Minutes script, "The Ugly Face of Freedom" October 
23, 1994, Appendix B.) 

C. F.E. Warren Air Force Base maintains 99 percent-plus state of readiness in the 
defense of our nation as a vigilance for peace. 

D. At F.E. Warren Air Force Base, the MAFs and LFs for the Peacekeeper and 
Minuteman systems in Wyoming, Nebraska, and Colorado are in the most 
favorable locations in the country for these types of facilities for two reasons: 
structural stability and hardness. Structural stability is the ability of the 
structure to remain intact and functional over time and is based upon construction 
of the structure itself and its foundation. Hardness is the measure of a structure's 
ability to absorb energy (i.e. from a nuclear explosion or high energy blast). 

Structural stability and hardness are dependent on three factors: 1) topography, 
2) depth of groundwater, and 3) soils/geology. 
1) Topography - the topography in Wyoming, Nebraska and Colorado area is 
ideal because of its hillylrolling nature. This prevents blast overpressure from 
a nuclear denotation from affecting launch capability. 
2) Depth of Groundwater - in general, depth of ground water in Wyoming, 
Nebraska and Colorado is 150' to 200' or greater which precludes any leaking 
into the silo's causing structural damage and electrical problems. Since the 
silos are not in the water table there is no possible chance for damage due to 
hydraulic shock waves from close proximity detonations. 



3) SoilsIGeology - The alluvial material (sands and gravels laid down by water) 
in the Wyoming area is ideally suited to missile sites. This is due to the fact that 
they are structurally stable (no appreciable amounts of expanding clay material) 
and do not readily transmit blast shock waves to the silo. 

E. F.E. Warren Air Force Base is the headquarters for the Twentieth Air Force, only 
170 miles from Space Command Headquarters and only 495 miles from Strategic 
Command Headquarters, all accessible by interstate highway. 

F. F.E. Warren Air Force Base is home to the Peacekeeper missile system which 
according to current treaty status will remain on alert through the year 2003 or 
longer. 

G. F.E. Warren Air Force Base Iron Eagle Foods produced 600,000 foil packs from 
1 October 1993 to 30 September 1994. This foil pack operation provides meals 
(three packs per meal) to all missile wings. The average number of meals 
produced was 5,000 per day, with additional capacity up to 15,000 per day. 

H. F.E. Warren Air Force Base is at a north-south and east-west intersection of the 
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. This is one of only 
approximately 50 such interchanges in the nation with complete four directional 
access. It has direct access to Interstate 25 at three gates and is accessible 
directly to Interstate 80 via a fourth gate. Please review the enclosed Department 
of Transportation letter for details. (See letter from Wyoming Transportation 
Department, Appendix C .) 

I. F.E. Warren Air Force Base has a north-south rail line (Burlington Northern) 
through the base with immediate access to major east-west (Union Pacific) rail 
lines. Union Pacific has a long history of serving military requests during peace- 
time and war. 

Today, an average of 70 Union Pacific trains pass through Cheyenne. The use 
of modem technology has eased switching and car transfers with the Burlington 
Northern line, which runs through to F.E. Warren Air Force Base. The main 
line system of Union Pacific provides a logical transportation route with access 
to key intermodal facilities and to major ports important to the movement of 
military equipment and supplies. (See letter from Union Pacific Railroad, 
Appendix D.) 

J. The Cheyenne Airport serves F.E. Warren Air Force Base through a joint use 
agreement between Cheyenne Airport Board, F.E. Warren, and Wyoming Air and 
National Guard to provide runway, taxiway, and general airfield services. The 
entities recently entered into a new five-year joint use agreement that sets the 
operating requirements for that time period. This new agreement represents a 
continuing tradition of cooperation that truly is a "win-win" situation. 



The Cheyenne Airport has superb infrastructure to support a l l  of the existing and 
future flying requirements of F.E. Warren Air Force Base. The airport's main 
Instrument Landing Service runway is 9,200 feet long and 150 feet wide. This 
runway will be further extended in 1997 to 9,700 feet in length. The airport's 
secondary runway is 6,700 feet in length and 150 feet wide. The airport has a 
full service Fixed Base Operation (FBO) and an active transient alert operation 
is in place. Through the joint use agreement, the Wyoming Air National Guard 
provides Index "C" Aircraft Response and Fire Fighting Service from 6:00 a.m. 
until 10:00 p.m. The state headquarters of the Wyoming Air National Guard has 
eight C-130 "H" model aircraft and the Wyoming Army National Guard has 13 
UH-1 helicopters based at the airport. Because of this type of military presence, 
there is excellent support for F.E. Warren Air Force Base existing and for 
potential future operation. As an example, through the years the airport has 
served LOGAIR operations with scheduled DC-9 and 727 service. 

The Cheyenne Airport is also served by an FAA staffed air traffic and control 
tower. This tower is expected to receive full radar service in July 1995 through 
a joint DOD service expansion and new mission project. 

Additional airport services include the state headquarters of the National Weather 
Service (including new NEXRAD radar operation), a full service avionics 
business, a full service aircraft interior business, a 200-student aircraft and 
powerplkt maintenance school, three rental car operators, and other associated 
airport terminal facilities. (See letter from Cheyenne Airport Board, Appendix 
E.) 

K. F.E. Warren Air Force Base is located within the 105th Meridian Satellite 
window that allows for the best reception and transmission of satellite information 
to and from anywhere in the world. This is in the same geographic satellite 
reception band as Falcon Air Force Base and Cheyenne Mountain, both located 
in Colorado Springs, Colorado. 

In reference to F.E. Warren Air Force Base and Cheyenne being ideally located 
on the 105th Meridian Satellite window, we would only add that from that 
perspective, this community is situated similarly to Denver, Colorado. 
Obviously, that lends itself to the many satellite companies having satellite farms 
in the community, especially South Denver. The fact that Echo Star has chosen 
Cheyenne for its new location highlights this very well. (See Denver Post article 
of November 25, 1994, Appendix F.) 



Cheyenne is fortunate to have a "point of presence" for all three major interstate 
telecommunications carriers, namely AT&T, MCI and Sprint. In addition, Wiltel 
Communications, currently being purchased by LDDS, has a presence just south 
of Cheyenne near the Wyoming-Colorado state line directly off Interstate 25. 
AT&T has a significant amount of buried fiber optics in Wyoming, as does 
Sprint. Both of these companies have major routing through Cheyenne. AT&T 
also has significant routes of transcontinental cable buried across Wyoming. The 
MCI Corporation uses digital microwave systems for the bulk of their 
transmission through Wyoming, including connections to Cheyenne. 

On an intrastate basis, US WEST Communications has buried a significant 
amount of fiber optics along with a significant amount of other digital facilities, 
i.e., cable and microwave. Cheyenne also is a key facility for US WEST 
Communications. 

One should be mindful of the fact that the Minuteman Missile Project required 
the military to provide "hardened cable" facilities to all of the missile facilities 
throughout the entire area surrounding Cheyenne (approximately 100 miles north, 
east, and south of Cheyenne). In addition, the telephone company was required 
to provide three single lines to each launch control facility throughout that same 
area. 

Telecommunications has always been important to Cheyenne, because the city is 
the seat of three levels of government and is one of the two largest Wyoming 
communities. As the National Information Infrastructure (NII) is connected, 
Cheyenne will necessarily be part of that picture. (See letter from Wyoming 
Department of Administration - Telecommunications Division, Appendix G.) 

M. The above-noted transportation and information highway system characteristics 
would logically have a positive operational impact on various potential future base 
missions such as a missile maintenance depot operation or increased command 
capabilities. It would seem obvious that logic would dictate maintaining a facility 
that possessed all of these characteristics. 



2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace at both the 
existing and potential receiving locations. 

A. F.E. Warren Air Force Base currently has ample land space to accommodate 
future expanded or alternative missions. F.E. Warren Air Force Base currently 
is comprised of 5,866 acres on the main base and 483 acres at the missile sites 
spread among three states. Of the 5,866 acres on the main base, 3,900 acres is 
available for expandedlalternative missions and uses. This 3,900 acres does not 
include 143 acres currently dedicated to the Peacekeeper Weapon System. 

B. F.E. Warren Air Force Base has a significant amount of space in existing 
buildings that are in good condition and adaptable to a wide range of military 
requirements. More than 200 of these facilities are on the National Register of 
Historic Places and make up a Historical District, designated in 1969 under the 
provisions of the 1966 Historic Preservation Act. In 1976 the historic value of 
this district was further recognized and declared a Historic Landmark under the 
provisions of the Act, making it a one-of-a-kind national asset. 

The federal government has made a considerable investment in F.E. Warren Air 
Force Base during the last 10 years with the addition of new facilities planned and 
designed to sustain a long economic life. Investment in the Peacekeeper 
processing facilities, a supply complex, an operations building, a transportation 
complex, the Carlin housing complex, a maintenance training facility, a hazardous 
waste minimization facility, a base entrance and guard facility, and family support 
facilities, and their associated infrastructure of roads, utilities, and site 
improvements will appreciate in value far beyond their $103 million initial 
investment costs as replacement costs continue to rise. 

In addition to new facilities, the federal government has invested considerable 
resources in the remodeling of many of the historic base structures as well as the 
base infrastructure in general (water, sewer, gas systems, and roads). This 
investment not only increased the monetary value of these structures, but their 
long-term functional value as well. Evidence of this is seen in the extensive 
remodeling of Building 34, the historic base hospital and subsequent Security 
Police Group Headquarters facility and the remodeling of Building 65 to house 
Twentieth Air Force Headquarters. The $12 million investment in these and 
other remodeling projects will reap a considerable return on the federal 
government's investment in years to come. 

E. The current $21 million investment that F.E. Warren Air Force Base is making 
in 210 new housing units will enhance the value of the installation for decades to 
come. 



F. The fact that F.E. Warren Air Force Base 'is home to a military cemetery with 
significant historical background and potential for additional growth demonstrates 
the broad functiond utility that this base possesses in satisfying the myriad of 
needs of the federal government. 



The availability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force 
requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

A. Community acceptance of expanded roles for the military has been proven many 
times with the changing missions of F.E. Warren Air Force Base. Most recently 
this was expressed most clearly when Cheyenne and Wyoming were the ONLY 
city and state that would readily accept the MX missile system and aggressively 
encouraged its implementation at this location. 

B. F.E. Warren Air Force Base has shown through the many varied missions that 
have been active that it can accommodate a wide variety of missions. F.E. 
Warren Air Force Base has strong community support plus a local cooperative 
working relationship with the Air and Army Guard to effectively handle many 
missions. 

C. On more than one recent occasion, Strategic Air Commanders noted that 
Cheyenne was being considered as the model for base-community relations. Both 
General Chain and General Butler were noted as saying that Cheyenne-F.E. 
Warren Air Force Base relations are the best they'd seen between any base and 
the local community. A National Vice President of the Air Force Association 
states, "It's never been a secret that Cheyenne does the town-base relationship 
better than anyone else--anywhere." (See AFA letter, Appendix H.) 



4. The cost and manpower implications. 

A. F.E. Warren Air Force Base maintains on alert 150 Minuteman missiles and 50 
Peacekeeper missiles and operates and maintains the entire base facility for a cost 
of $159,574800 dollars (including military payroll of $92,5 17,700). 
Approximately $100,000,000 is also budgeted for depot level repairables. Land 
based ICBMs are the lowest cost of the Triad to maintain. 

B. As the most southern of all missile bases, F.E. Warren Air Force Base has the 
mildest weather conditions. This provides milder working conditions and less 
cost. 

C. The 90th Medical group has staffed a plan, now at U.S. Air Force Staff level, to 
expand the sharing agreement with the local Veterans Administration Medical 
Center to see F.E. Warren Air Force Base emergency room patients from 10:OO 
p.m. to 7:30 a.m. Monday through Friday and from 4:00 p.m. to 10:00 a.m. 
Saturday and Sunday. This arrangement is projected to accommodate 700-800 
additional clinical appointments, and would make F.E. Warren Air Force Base 
more efficient as it saves the Air Force $260,000 per year in emergency room 
costs. 

F.E. Warren Air Force Base serves an estimated 4,857 retirees in the immediate 
impact area with hospital, commissary, BX, and other services guaranteed to 
them because of their prior service. It is believed that most military retirees who 
live in western Nebraska, Wyoming, and Northern Colorado use F.E. Warren Air 
Force Base more than any other DOD installation for their customer needs. Since 
the closing of Lowry Air Force Base in Denver, the military personnel office has 
served 25 percent more retiree customers per month (a jump from 150 to 200). 
F.E. Warren Air Force Base serves nearly 10,000 retiree customers (retirees 
and their survivals or family members) per year. 





RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, including the number of years, 
beginning with the date of completion of the closure or realignment, for the savings to 
exceed the costs. 

A. F.E. Warren Air Force Base is one of the most attractive bases in the Air Force 
due in part to the buildings and its historic district. This gives the military 
community a great sense of heritage and pride. Maximum use of these historic 
structures gives maximum return on the military investment. 

B. The ability to place the wide variety of base facilities into productive private 
sector use that would provide a reasonable return to government is doubtful. 





IMPACTS 

6. The economic impact on communities. 

A. F.E. Warren Air Force Base is the single largest employer in Laramie County 
with a 1993 employment of 4,146. Add to this indirect jobs of 4,063 and the 
base conservatively generates a total of 8,209 jobs. There were approximately 
46,200 county jobs in 1993, and thus F.E. Warren Air Force Base accounted for 
17.8 percent of all jobs in the greater Cheyenne area. Earnings in 1992 for the 
military sector were reported at $98,505,000 and accounted for 1 1.6 percent of 
all wage and salary income for the county. 

A shutdown of this facility would be a crushing blow to the area's economy. 
Recovery from such an event would take a great deal of time due to the fact that 
Cheyenne's economy is not well diversified. In 1992 total government 
employment accounted for 31.6 percent of all jobs (45,624) in Laramie County 
which is abnormally high. Nationwide, all government employment accounts for 
15.4 percent of total employment. Presently and for the foreseeable future, there 
are no other local economic sectors capable of stepping forward and generating 
enough jobs or income to replace the loss of F.E. Warren Air Force Base. 

B. Since 1867 F.E. Warren Air Force Base has played an integral role in the defense 
of the nation and at this time and for the past 49 years has been the only military 
base in Wyoming. It has been continuously operated military installation since 
its establishment as Fort D. A. Russell and is now the Air Force's oldest 
continuously-operated military installation. 

C. The impact of F.E. Warren Air Force Base is not restricted to a single state. 
This base has missile sites that include ongoing operations and deployment of 
personnel to Colorado and Nebraska in addition to Wyoming. Expenditures 
directly into the local economies of those areas for electricity, road maintenance, 
snow plowing, and extra maintenance expense totals $843,179 in northeast 
Colorado and $1,183,578 in western Nebraska. 



7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' infrastructure to 
support forces, missions, and personnel. 

A. Cheyenne has grown to accommodate local as well as military needs for the 127 
years that both have existed. The city of Cheyenne adapted to accommodate 
more than 25,000 people at F.E. Warren Air Force Base during its peak as a 
training base for WWII. The community has in the past and will continue to 
support new and/or different missions at the base. 

B. A study completed in 1991 for the City of Cheyenne indicated that well over 96 
percent of its citizens wanted Cheyenne to grow. Over 60 percent of the citizens 
would support the growth necessary to accommodate any different mission or 
missions for F.E. Warren Air Force Base. (See Forum 1999 study report, 
Appendix I.) 



8. The environmental impact. 

F.E. Warren Air Force Base has significant long-term environmental concerns that will 
require significant expense and federal presence for a number of years. By agreement 
with the State of Wyoming, the Air Force, and the Environmental Protection Agency, 
the concerns on F.E. Warren Air Force Base are being addressed in an orderly manner 
that will require significant time and attention. 





Warren Air Force Base 

Civilian Advisory Council 

THE STRATEGIC TRIAD, ICBMS, AND F. E. WARREN AFB 

1. Triad. The Triad of strategic forces--ICBMs, bombers, and submarine launched ballistic 
missiles (SLBMs)--has proven to be our most effective deterrence and has advanced strategic 
stability . America's Triad can and should continue to be relied upon for many years to come. 
The balance that has existed in these weapon systems has produced effective deterrence and 
served our nation well for many years. To continue this balance in the future will provide a hedge 
against technical and political uncertainties facing us from hotspots throughout the world. We 
believe it is especially important at this time for the United States to keep the maximum number of 
strategic deterrent basing options viable. Only in this way can we guard against instability in the 
Far East, the Middle East, and Russia and the uncertainty of reform in Russia and the former 
Soviet Republics. 

2. WAFB Vital. Warren Air Force Base, with its 50 Peacekeeper and 150 Minuteman 111 
missiles is a vital part of the land-based leg of our Triad. The n~issiles based in Wyoming, 
Colorado, and Nebraska are the most advanced in our inventory today. Additionally, our launch 
facilities are deployed in some of the most geologically stable areas of the country. F.E. Warren's 
dispersed launch facilities are the most hardened and survivable sites in our ICBM fleet. The 
condition of our facilities and community support are unrivaled. 1;. E. Warren AFB is the flagship 
of our missile fleet and provides a service to this nation we must protect 

3. Costs. The cost to maintain and operate the ICBM weapon systems is significantly less than 
the cost to keep SLBMs on alert. The existing ICBM force is more economical to upgrade than a 
comparable SLBM force. The Air Force has filly knded 500 Minuteman 111's (with single 
warhead) including service life extensions. Government Accounting Ofice estimates a cost of 
$16 billion to modernize, operate, and maintain a de-MIRVed Minuteman force of 500 missiles 
through the year 2020. This price tag includes the cost of all currently planned modifications. In 
contrast, the cost to upgrade and extend the life of aging C-4 SLBMs alone would exceed $14 
billion. The cost to replace the C-4 with D-5 SLBMs would reach $18 billion with another $1 
billion required for flight testing. The cost to modify existing sea-based launch platforms is also 
extremely high. Modifications required to extend the life of the eight Trident I submarines in the 
inventory to the year 2020 would exceed $8 billion. 

The cost to modify 500 Minuteman 111s compared with the cost to 111odifL 8 Trident 1's and their 
compliment of SLBMs would result in a defense budget savings of $1 1 billion. 

Comparing costs to rehrbish the existing 500 Minuteman I11 missiles with costs to complete the 
remaining 432 Trident D-5 acquisition would result in even greater savings. The GAO cost 
estimate for extending the Minuteman 111 program to 2020 is $16 billion. ~ o k e v e r ,  the costs 



remaining for the Trident IID-5 program is estimated to be $58 billion. Per missile costs through 
2020 are $32 million for each Minuteman I11 versus $134 million for each D-5. 

Alert Minuteman I11 costs are $32.3 million per missile compared with $201 million for each "at 
sea" D-5. Likewise, the $32.3 million cost for each Minuteman alert warhead compares favorably 
with the $51 million comparable cost per warhead for each Trident alert warhead. Each 
Minuteman 111 missile will carry a single warhead in its post-START configuration while each D-5 
missile will carry four to six warheads. 

ICBMs are significantly less costly to maintain than are SLBMs. One wing of 150 Minuteman I11 
missiles costs approximately one-third less to operate than an equivalent number of SLBMs 
warheads on alert. Compare $160 million for a 150 warhead Minuteman 111 wing with $167 
million per year for 192 SLBM warheads on two Trident I submarines. This SLBM figure does 
not include all unit costs that go into the Minuteman figure. The comparison of the same unit cost 
in both systems shows a Minuteman figure of around $80 million per year with approximately 
$200 million per year for two submarines. 

This comparison is in no way intended to denigrate the impo~tant role SLBMs play in our 
deterrent effort. Rather, it is intended to illustrate the significant cost issues involved in discussing 
Triad forces. 

4. Reliability and Invulnerability. As the treaty implementation process moves us toward single 
warhead missiles, ICBMs no longer provide such an inviting target for preemptive attack. The 
MIRVed SLBMs on the other hand will invite ever-increasing attention as an object of anti- 
submarine warfare. The 18 September 1992 report of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
(Executive Report 102-53) noted concerns about the vuinerabilities of submarines. The anti- 
submarine warfare as an object of anti-submarine warfare. The 18 September 1992 report of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee (Executive Report 102-53) noted concerns about the 
vulnerabilities of submarines. The anti-submarine warfare capabilities of the Russians has 
improved markedly in recent years. The increased vulnerability of our submarine fleet could 
subject the United States to political blackmail as we cut back bomber fleets and ICBM programs. 
Potential technical problems for the Trident submarines or their missiles give additional credence 
for the United States maintaining a Triad of strategic forces. 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles have a much higher alert rate (99%) than do SLBMs (66% at 
sea). Land-based ICBMs are more reliable weapon systems. They have secure, redundant land- 
line communication while submarines rely on less certain radio and satellite transmissions. As 
weapon systems are de-MIRVed in accordance with the START Treaty, the survivability of our 
land-based ICBMs will increase. This increase in survivability will negate much of the advantage 
SLBMs have had in this area is recent history. Taking average alert rates into account, 768 total 
warheads on sea-based platforms would provide 514 on alert warheads. This is substantially the 
same as would be provided by our 500 ICBM fleet with a 99 percent alert rate. 

Submarines are incapable of providing the same secure two-way communication capability as are 
commonplace in ICBM launch control and launch facilities. This secure communication provides 



the ability for our ICBM crews to acknowledge receipt of critical command and control messages 
and retargeting directions. These factors ensure more certain target coverage by our ICBM force. 
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles have per missile action links to preclude unauthorized launch-- 
no such safety feature is available in SLBMs. 

5. Flexibility. ICBMs offer greater flexibility since they can be retargeted more rapidly than 
SLBMs. Single-weapon systems are also more flexible in that only one target needs to be found 
in a given area. Minuteman I11 are effective against a wider target base than Trident Is. 

\ 

6. Strategic Stability. Single-warhead ICBMs offer less attractive targets for than MIRVed 
SLBMs. By affording a less attractive exchange ratio under a START I1 regime, ICBMs enhance 
deterrence and thereby increase strategic stability. Including a balance of mixed forces also 
complicates an opponent's attack planning and contributes to risk reduction. Another nation must 
attack sovereign soil of the United States of America to render its ICBM force ineffective. This is 
not the case with SLBM. This fact has significant political implications. 

7. Environmental Concerns. ICBMs have been accepted in Wyoming for many, many years 
with minimal political controversy or environmental concerns. Unlike nuclear powered 
submarines, ICBMs generate no radioactive wastes. We currently have no certain, safe storage 
facilities for spent nuclear hel. Relying on the sea-based leg of the Triad to a greater extent than 
is done currently will generate more radioactive waste. This generation brings with it additional 
costs for nuclear reheling overhauls and nuclear waste disposal. 

8. Safety. The Drell Panel on Nuclear Weapons Safety clearly demonstrates why ICBMs are far 
superior to the SLBMs with regards to nuclear weapons safety. The panel recommended six 
safety features for nuclear weapons. Of the six specific recommendations, Minuteman I11 already 
incorporates four: clear deck warhead platform configuration, permissive action links to prevent 
unauthorized launch, a less volatile propellant, and an enhanced warhead detonation safety 
feature. The SLBMs include only the warhead safety feature. 
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MORLEY SAFER: I 

In the flower garden square, in the city of Lvov, just about 

every day of the week the sounds of freedom can be heard..... 

Men and women giving voice to their particular view of how the 

new independent Ukraine should be governed ...... They disagree 
about plenty, but do have two things in common, their old 

enemy, Russian Communism, and their old, old enemy, the 

Jews.. . .. 
Y ~ C O O V  Bleich left the United states five years ago to take 

over as the Chief Rabbi for the Ukraine. 

RABBI BLEICH: 

There is, obviously, a lot of hatred in these people that are 

expounding these things and saying, you know, obviously if 

someone, you know, screams I1let1s drown the Russians in Jewish 

blood," there isn't much love lost there. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

The Jews of Lvov have reason to be concerned. These are the 

kinds of scenes theylve been seeing lately, Ukrainian Ultra 

Nationalist parties, asserting themselves, now that Soviet 

Communism is gone. 

(TORCHLIGHT MARCH) 
! 
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MORLEY SAFER: 

Their chants and banners mimic another more fearsome time.... 

The place they're marching in was once called Adolph Hitler 

Square. 

(OLD FILM) 

The same square greeted Hitler's troops fifty years ago, as 

liberators. Thousands of Ukrainians joined the SS and marched 

off to fight for Naziism. In the process, they helped round 

up Lvov's Jews; helped march more than 140,000 of them to 

extinction. .... virtually every Jew in Lvov. Among those who 

watched in horror, was a young man who was to become the 

world's number one Nazi hunter, Simon Wiesenthal. Now living 

in Vienna, he remembers that even before the Germans arrived, 

Ukrainian police went on a three-day killing spree. 

SIMON WIESENTHAL: 

. . . .And in this three days, in Lvov alone, between five and 
six thousand Jews was killed. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

I get the impression from people that the actions of the 

Ukrainians, if anything, were worse than the Germans. 

SIMON WIESENTHAL: 

About the civilians, I cannot say this. About the Ukrainian 

police, yes. 
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MORLEY SAFER: 

Many of the Ukrainian men of Lvov, who marched off as 

members of the SS, never returned; killed fighting for Hitler. 

But last summer a good number of the survivors, Veterans of 

the SS Galician division, did return for a reunion laid on by 

the Lvov City Council. Ukrainian SS Veterans, now living in 

Canada, the United States and Ukraine. Nowhere, certainly 

not in Germany, are the SS so openly celebrated. 

And for this reunion Cardinal Lubachivsky, head of the 

Ukrainian Catholic Church, gave his blessing, just as a 

predecessor did to the SS more than fifty years ago. 

Did you not hold a ceremony here for the Galician SS? 

CARDINAL LUBACHIVSKY: 

Yes. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

For the men who fought with the Germans? 

CARDINAL LUBACHIVSKY: 

Yes. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

And they-- you had the mass for these people? 

CARDINAL LUBACHIVSKY: 

No see, we didn't fight anybody here. We fought against the 

Russians in Austria and Yugoslavia. And we were under 

Germans. They had to do whatever they want to do. We could 

not-- we couldn't do anything that we want ourselves, really. 
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MORLEY SAFER: 

But even before the Germans entered Lvov.... 

CARDINAL LUBACHIVSKY: 

Yes. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

.... the Ukrainian militia, the police, killed 3,000 people in 
two days here. 

CARDINAL LUBACHIVSKY: 

It is not true. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

It's horribly true to Simon Wiesenthal. Like thousands of 

Lvov Jews, his mother was led to her death by the Ukrainian 

police. These are remnants of a film the Germans made of 

Ukrainian brutality. The German high command described the 

Ukrainian behavior as 'praiseworthy.' - - 

SIMON WIESENTHAL: 

My wife's mother was shot to death because she could not go so 

fast. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

She couldn't keep up with the rest of the prisoners? 

SIMON WIESENTHAL: 

Yes. She was shot to death by a Ukrainian police man because 

she could not walk fast. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

It was the Lvov experience that compelled Wiesenthal to seek 

out the guilty; to bring justice. 
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SIMON WIESENTHAL: 

Because I feel guilty that I survived. Why you and why not 

the others? Was people that was better than you; they was 

more intelligent than you. They could give the society more 

than you are doing. And this complex was so that I must 

speak-- speak, in the name of this people that cannot speak 

more because they was murdered. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

The names Aushwitz, and Belsen, and Buchenwald may be better 

known, but this place, the Janowska Road Camp, in the city of 

Lvov, barely a mile from the Opera House, has its share of 

infamy . Two-hundred thousand Jews in the city and 

surrounding communities were killed here. Today it serves as 

a prison for common criminals. Nothing marks what happened 

here. 

There is a stone next door to the camp. This was a place 

called The Sands, a killing ground where 200,000 bodies were 

dumped into a ravine. It's been filled in and is now used as 

a school..... for training police dogs. 

In Western Ukraine at least, Hitlerf s dream had been realized. 

It was Juden-frei, free of Jews. In the fifty years since 

Jews have drifted in from other parts of the old Soviet Union, 

about 7,000 now in Lvov. For some Ukrainians, that's 7,000 

too many. 



-6- 

RABBI BLEICH: 

Yeah well, that's not a secret. They're saying that they want 

the Jews out. They want the Jews out and they want the 

Russians out. And they want everybody else out that's not an 

ethnic Ukrainian. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

The group marching is UNA UNSO, a political party whose motto 

is "force and order. Three of its members, including the man 

shouting orders, were elected members of Ukraine's national 

Parliament. A sister party, the Social Nationalists, calls 

for the need to liquidate certain people .... 
Most of the parties had their own newspapers. The most 

popular, and the only daily, is called "For a Free Ukraine." 

It blames the Jews for Ukraine's current economic condition. 

The Editor in Chief says his paper is not anti-semitic, but he 

also says: 

EDITOR IN CHIEF: 

Ukrainian villagers who represent the spirit of the Ukraine 

have long considered the Jews to be exploiters. And this is 

reflected in jokes and anecdotes. In terms of the Soviet 

Union, which is abbreviated SSSR, that stands for three kikes 

and one Russian. 



RABBI BLEICH: 

An article that came out just two weeks ago, where they tried 

to prove that Lennin was really Jewish and his real name was I 
really Heim Goldman. But there was an article by Cherbatuk, 

calling for mass murder and extermination of all Jews or 

Russians who donft leave the country by a certain time. I 
People here have been trained to believe the press. So, I 
they'll believe that Lennin was Jewish and they'll believe I 
that, you know, anything else that they're told, because they I 
read it and they saw it in print. So they are frightening. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

The message is clear to Lvovls Jews. They're leaving as 

quickly as they can get exit permits. There have been 

incidents. ~abbi' Bleichls apartment was fire-bombed. 

RABBI BLEICH: 

There have been a number of physical attacks. In a small 

town, two elderly Jews were attacked at knife point and 

stabbed because they are Jews and because of the myth that all 

Jews must have money hidden in their homes. The same thing I 
was in West Ukraine, the Carpathian region. These are very, 

very frightening facts, because itls-- again, that stereotype I 
that we mentioned before, when that leads someone to really-- I 
to stab an older couple, and leave them helpless and you know, 

they left them for dead, that means that we have serious I 
problems. 
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MORLEY SAFER: 

As troubling to Jews as nasty incidents and verbal abuse, are 

the heroes and symbols chosen by this new nation.. Street 

names have been changed. There is now Petlura Street. To 

Ukrainians Simon Petlura was a great general. But to Jews, 

he's the man who slaughtered 60,000 Jews in 1919. 

Roman Shukeyavitch is also memorialized. He was Deputy 

Commander of SS Division Nightingale. And then there's 

Stephan Bandera. To Ukrainians, Bandera is the father of the 

modern state. Peace Street in Lvov has been renamed Bandera 

Street. He's considered a great patriot, even though the Jews 

remember him as the leader of a notorious army of murderers. 

RABBI BLEICH: 

Now when someone puts up as his hero, someone who we consider 

a murderer, and you respect them, even though you understand 

you're not respecting him because he was a murderer, however, 

that does send shivers down, you know, down your spine. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

The Western Ukraine is fertile ground for hatred. 

Independence only underlined its backwardness. Uneducated 

peasants, deeply superstitious in possession of this bizarre 

anomaly. Nuclear weapons capable of mass destruction 

thousands of miles away; the soviet legacy. Western Ukraine 

also has a long dark history of blaming its poverty, its 

troubles on others. 
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EDITOR IN CHIEF: 

Kikes have better chances here than even the original 

population. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

Than the Ukrainians. 

EDITOR IN CHIEF: 

Yes. This newspaper considers the government's chief task 

should be the well-being of the Ukrainian population first and 

foremost. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

The Cardinal's deputy, Monsignor Dacko, denies traditional 

anti-semitism in the Ukraine, but in his next breath, he tries 

to explain it. 

MONSIGNOR DACKO: 

That the Jews in our history, predominantly identified 

themselves, the ruling class. For example, in the city of 

Lvov itself, before 1939, one-third of the population was 

Jewish. And practically the entire businesses were in their 

hands. And in the eyes of the peasants, to some strong 

extent, the Jews was looked upon as an exploiter of this 

population. Nevertheless, Ukrainian-- Ukraine, as a political 

force, never had the means or the strength -- if I could put 
it brutally -- to combat, or to even to persecute the Jews. 



Lvov . 
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MONSIGNOR DACKO: 

What happened during World War 11, is a sad history. And 

there were also Ukrainians who were guards or perhaps-- or 

persecuted the Jews, but identifying the Ukrainians as a 

strictly anti-semitic society, is an injustice. 

MORLEY SAFER: 

The church and the government of Ukraine have tried to ease 

peoplefs fears, suggesting that things are not as serious as 

they might appear; that Ukrainians, despite the allegations, 

are NOT genetically anti-semitic. But to a Jew living here, 

or to one who only remembers the place with horror, such 

statements are little comfort among the flickering torches of 

Not to believe.. . 
MORLEY SAFER: 

Whatls your reaction to this? 

SIMON WIESENTHAL: 

They have not changed. 
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5300 BISHOP BOULEVARD (82009) P.O. BOX 1708 CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82003-1708 

1 
December 1, 1994 

1 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Committee 

rJ 
Subject: Ease of Access to Interstates from F.E. Warren 

1 Air Force Base 

It's important to note that F.E. Warren Air Force Base has an 
advantage by virtue of its access to ground transportation 

1 facilities. 

Access to the base is readily accessible from Interstate 25 at 

1 Exit 10 (km 17), the Missile Drive Interchange for Gate 2; 
Exit 11 (km 18), the Randall Avenue Interchange for Gate 1; and 
Exit 12 (km 20), the Central Avenue Interchange for access to 
Gate 5. 

d In addition, the base is readily accessible from Interstate 80 at 
Exit 359 (km 578) to Interstate 25 and the base access road on 
the west side intersects 1-80 at milepost 357 (km 575). The 

1 Colorado and Southern Railroad bisects Warren Air Force Base, and 
Union Pacific Railroad is just south of Interstate 80 and is 
accessible from the base. 

d In conjunction with the base's proximity to Interstates 25 and 
80,  it has been designated a safehaven for vehicles transporting 
radioactive materials especially those destined for Hanford, 

4 Washington and for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near 
Carlsbad, New Mexico. The bases's proximity to Interstate 
highways has been readily apparent and advantageous for the 

1 
movement of ordnance and personnel, exemplifying the importance 
of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. 

If additional information is required concerning the availability 

1 of ground transportation to F.E. Warren Air Force Base, please 
contact the undersigned at the letterhead 

address don', h?tY-? 

1 
secretary 
Wyoming Transportation Commission 

KR: kso 

1 



RICHARD M. HARTMAN 
SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE 

ROBERT E. PIKE 
ASSISTANT TO 
SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 
LAW DEPARTMENT 

2424 Pioneer Avenue,Suite 301 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 

(307) 635-8585 
(307) 778-3359 

December 9, 1994 

Mr. Bob Rowland 
Military Affairs Committee 
Greater Cheyenne Chamber of Commerce 
P. 0. Box 1147 
Cheyenne, WY 82003- 1 147 

Dear Bob: 

In response to your interest concerning rail service to F. E. Warren Air 
Force Base and other military installations, Union Pacific Railroad is one of the top 
shippers of military equipment in the United States. Throughout our twenty-one state 
system, Union Pacific provides direct service to major military bases, installations, and 
National Guard units. Union Pacific has a long history of serving military requests during 
peace time and war. 

Today, an average of 70 Union Pacific trains per day pass through 
Cheyenne. The use of modern technology has eased switching and car transfers with the 
Burlington Northern line, which runs through to F. E. Warren. The main line system of 
Union Pacific provides a logical transportation route with access to key intermodal 
facilities and to major ports important to the movement of military equipment and 
supplies. 

The Union Pacific looks forward to continuing the important role we play in 
serving F. E. Warren Air Force Base. Thank you for your interest and let me know if I 
can be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

\ 

Richard M. Hartman 



GOVERNMENT 

First in war, first in peace. 

Union Pacific's dedicated team of 
markehg and transportation experts 
specialize in shipxnentr for the 
government. 

The Government Team handles a 
variety of commodities xangins from 
military hardware, a(Picultural 
surpluses, SOWS ra lions to solid 
rocket motors for NASA 

Union Pacific's cxpdencd team 
possess a thorough knowledge of the 
government's transportation 
procuremat process, and are skilled 
in meeting the bn$portation 
requirements for the Dcparhmt of 
Defense. 

Our National Amunt Manager 
for govemmcnt traffic is stratcgidy 
located in Washington D-C. to 
facilitate the communication p r m  
d ' i y  with our government 
ctstomers. 

Union Pacific has played a 
significant role in the history of 
America's n a t i d  defense- Even 
today, we are a major citmer for the 
mowt ion  and deployment of 
equipment during times of national 
conflicts, such as Desert Storm. 

We serve a majority of the 
military facilities west of the 
Miissippi River, all key Gulf and 
West Coast ports, including COMord 
Weapons Station st Port Chica80, 
California. In addition, we have 
access to the National Training Center 
at Fort Irwin, California, from our 
yard locatCd at Yenno, California. 

Shipments of alI sizes and shapes 
can be shim safcly and quickly to 
meet your competitive ncteds. We can 
assist you in finding the right 
equipment to meet your needs, or if 
neesay ,  modify existing to handle 
your specific requirements. 

In addition ta C L ~ S ~ P ~  
equipment, Union Padfic maintains a 
large, wellconditioned fleet of 
chain-tie-down flatcars dedicated to 
government use, pius certifkd Class 
A boxcars for ammunition shipments, 
and up to 45 foot tmikrs/containers 
for intermodal shipments. 

It dl adds up to smoother, more 
efficient transpoxtation. 

Union Paci6c's total capabilities 
give you the opportunity for one call 
service for all of your transportation 
needs. We offer innovative 
transportation alternatives and 
aca tive logistics to @ve you cost 
savings more important than ever in 
an increasingly competitive and 
budget conscious marketplace- 

Union Pacific has the resources, 
equipment, fkxiile programs, and 
makrials to help you manage your 
logistics We're committed to 
delivering the most reliable and 
cost-e.ffective  ports st ion sewice in 
the industry. To find out more about 
what U.P. has to offer you, please taik 
to your Union Padfic sales 
representative. 

As a result, Union Pacific 
coNistentIy ranks as one of the largest 
carriers for the Department of 
DetmK, in terms of volume and 
m u + .  
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1 
December 9, 1994 

Mr. John Steil, Chairman 
Military Affairs Committee 
Cheyenne Chamber of Commerce 
301 West 16th Street 
Cheyenne, WY 82001 

Dear John : 

This correspondence is in response to your request for information 
about the Cheyenne Airport and our relationship with F.E. Warren 
A.F.B. as it relates to the Base K*a.l.ignment and Closing Commission 
(BRAC) current study. 

The Cheyenne Airport serves F.E. Warren A.F.B. through a joint use 
agreement to provide runway, taxiway and general airfield services. 
The Airport is approximately two miles from the A.F.B. boundaries. 
The Cheyenne Airport is owned by the Cheyenne Airport Board, an 
independent government agency, with the sole purpose of operating 
the city and county residents regional airport. The relationship 
between the Cheyenne Airport Board, F.E. Warren, Wyoming Air and 
National Guard has never been better. The aforementioned entities 
recently entered into a new five year joint use agreement that sets 
the operating requirements for that time period. This new 
agreement represents a continuing tradition of cooperation that 
truly is a "win-win" situation. 

The Cheyenne Airport is served by two air carries, Continental 
Express and United Express, providing 13 daily departures to Denver 
that connect with all the major banks of Continental and United 
flights in Denver. Fly Cheyenne, Inc., a non-profit organization 
promoting air service in the co~mi~nlty, has worked with the local 
SAT0 travel agencies to insure that appropriate military air fares 
are bid on and available in Cheyecnc .  

The Cheyenne Airport has superb inlrastructure to support all of 
the existing and future flying requirements of F.E. Warren A.F.B. 
The airport's main Instrument Landinq Service runway is 9,200' long 
and 150' wide. This runway will be further extended in 1997 to 
9,700' in length. The airport's secondary runway is 6,700' in 
length and 150' wide. The airport h2s a full service Fixed Base 
Operation (F.B.O.) and an active transient alert operation is in 
place. Through the joint use agreement, the Wyoming Air National 
Guard provides Index "C" Airzxaft Response and Fire Fighting 
service from 6:00 A.M. until 10:00 P L h i .  The state headquarters of 



the Wyoming Air National Guard has eight. C-130 "H" model aircraft 
and the Wyoming Army National Guard has 13 Hewey Helicopters based 
at the airport. Because, of this type of military presence, there 
is excellent support for F.E. Warren existing and potential future 
operations. As an example, through the years the airport has 
served LOGAIR operations with scheduled DC-9 and 727 service. 

The Cheyenne Airport is also served by an FAA staffed Air Traffic 
and Control Tower. This tower is expected to receive full Radar 
Service in July of 1995, through a joint DOD and DOT service 
expansion and new.mission project. 

Additional airport services include: the state headquarters of the 
National Weather Service (including new NEXRAD radar operation); a 
full service avionics business; a full service aircraft interior 
business; a 200 student aircraft and powperplant maintenance 
school; three rental car operators and other associated airport 
terminal facilities. 

In closing, I am confident that through the BRAC process the 
Cheyenne Airport/F.E. Warren relationship will prove to be one the 
better and more cost effective operations for the government. We 
are ready, willing, and able to continue to provide the type of 
service F.E. Warren currently requires and are constantly preparing 
our facility for future military opportunities. 

If you need any additional information regarding this matter, 
please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

&d4/& 
Gerald K. Olson, A.A.E. 
Cheyenne Airport Manager 
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Corridor solidz~es Denver claim 
I 105th meridian 
/ gatewav to cable 

support companies, monthly lun- 
cheons where executives try out ideas 
on each other and an ample supply of 
skilled technicians. 

. 
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' 

, 
, 
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Now, U.S. cable companies are ex- 
panding worldwide - they are buying 
equity stakes in foreign systems, par- 
ticularly in Britain, and selling pro- 
gramming almost everywhere. And 
they are finding that the low-cost 
links they get to markets in East Asia 
and Europe are a major new plus. 

By Thomas Heath 
The Wash~ngton Post 

From his seat in a window-lined 
computer room just a few miles south 
of central Denver, cable TV engineer 
Doug Greene has a view that stretches 
from Hong Kong to Frankfurt. 

His secret is the 105th meridian, a 
north-south geographical corridor 
whose one-of-a-kind view of global 
satellites is solidifying Denver's spe- 
cial status in the world's cable TV in- 
dustry. 

"It's the gateway to the cable net- 
work and information highway," says 
Greene, who works for cable giant 
Jones Intercable Inc. 

Giant cable companies such as 
Tele-Communications Inc., Jones and 
Hughes Communications 1nc.Y Di- 
recTV are plopping down big white 
dishes and hundreds of millions of in- 
vestment dollars on the plains here to 
take advantage of Denver's unusual 
view into space. 

Cable networks make heavy use of 
satellites to distribute programming 
to local companies that put it on ca- 
bles to homes. In Denver, the net- 
works can aim dishes a t  high-tech 
birds floating 22,500 miles above the 
Atlantic and Pacific oceans to send 
programs to Europe and East Asia. 

Meridians are mapmakers' imagi- 
nary lines circling the globe from pole 
to pole. Any company outside the 
105th meridian can generally hlt only 
one satellite or the other. Denver's lo- 
cation is like being in the middle of a 
curved tunnel with a view of both 
ends. Stray a few steps either way, 
and you lose one of the views. 

The city has since become a sort of 
world capital for cable television, em- 
ploying more than 3,000 people, ac- 
cording to the Colorado Cable Televi- 
sion Association. It's got the industry's 
maln research lab, a host of small 
- -- 

Greene and a handful of other engi- 
neers scattered around the Rocky 
Mountains are space-age sharpshoot- 

Cable networks make 
heavy use of satellites 

programming to local 
companies that put it 
on cables to homes. 

ers. They slant their dishes toward in- 
visible satellites just above the hori- 
zon and - with a ping - rebound the 
latest Harrison Ford movie into Hong 
Kong or Madonna video into Frank- 
furt. 

They can as easily reach Australia, 
South America 'and Africa. "We're 
able to see six continents because of 
this central location in the United 
States," said Philip Allen, vice presi- 
dent of IntelCom Group Inc., which 
provides local telecommunications 
links in competition to the local phone 
company. That is, every continent ex- 
cept Antarctica. 

Other advantages to ~ e n v e i ' s  loca- 
tion include its mile-high elevation 
and its dry climate. Dryness means 
that rainfall rarely plays havoc with 
transmissions. That also gives it a bet- 
ter view of domestic satellites, which 
also makes for better signals. 

These advantages have helped 
drive a wave of investment in the re- 
gion. - 

TCI has built a $100 million state- 
of-the-art transmission facility to 
push its 300 television channels across 
the world. DirecTV has built a $110 
million facility in Castle Rock, a half 
hour south of Denver, that electroni- 
cally compresses television program- 
ming for digital transmission over do- 
mestic satellites to people's homes. 

But because high-end technology 
doesn't require swarms of people to 
operate it, the effect on jobs has been 
less than seismic. For example, the 
DirecTV facility only requires 150 
people to operate its high-tech equip- 
ment. 
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L December 9, 1994 

Mr. Larry Atwell 
Executive Director 
Cheyenne Chamber of Commerce 
301 West 16th Street 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 

Dear Larry: 

Cheyenne is fortunate to have a "point of presence" for all three major interstate 
telecommunications carriers, namely AT&T, MCI, and Sprint. In addition, Wiltel 
Communications, currently being purchased by LDDS, has a presence just south of Cheyenne 
near the Wyoming-Colorado state line directly off Interstate Highway 1-25. LDDS is beginning 
to aggressively expand their marketing focus in our area as a long distance service provider. 
Significantly, Williams Telecommunications (Wiltel) buried fiber optics following various natural 
gas pipeline routes into much of Wyoming in the late '80s and early '90s. AT&T has a 
significant amount of buried fiber optics in Wyoming, as does Sprint. Both of these companies 
have major routing through Cheyenne. AT&T also has significant routes transcontinental cable 
buried across Wyoming. The MCI Corporation uses digital microwave systems for the bulk of 
their transmission capability through Wyoming, including connections to Cheyenne. 

On an intrastate basis, U S West Communications has buried a significant amount of fiber 
optics along with a significant amount of other digital facilities, i.e., cable and microwave. 
Cheyenne also is a key facility for U S West Communications. 

Also, it might be noteworthy to be mindful of the fact that the Minuteman Missile Project 
required the military to provide "hardened cable" facilities to all of the missile facilities 
throughout the entire area surrounding Cheyenne (approximately 100 miles north, east, and south 
of Cheyenne). In addition, the telephone company was required to provide three single lines to 
each launch control facility throughout that same area. To my knowledge those facilities are still 
in place and utilized on a regular basis. However, for planning purposes, it might be well to 
continue to be aware of these as important when looking at the infrastructure. 

The State of Wyoming has implemented an extensive leased "digital" transmission 
capability to meet the needs of state government throughout much of Wyoming. Much of that 

EMERSON BUILDING - ROOM B-1 - CHEYENNE, WY 82002-0060 
TELEPHONE: 307-777-7111 FAX: 307-777-6725 



Mr. Larry Atwell 
December 9, 1994 
Page Two 

service is also connected to the state's institutions of higher learning and local governmental 
entities. 

Telecommunications has always been important to Cheyenne, because Cheyenne is the 
seat of three levels of government and one of the two largest Wyoming communities. As the 
National Information Infrastructure (NII) is connected, Cheyenne will necessarily be part of that 
picture. 

The Cheyenne business community should continue to benefit from these current facilities 
and will be in a good position with the planned expansion of the telecommunications capabilities 
to the surrounding smaller communities within the next two to three years. 

In reference to F.E. Warren and Cheyenne being ideally located on the 105th Meridian 
Satellite window, I would only add that from that perspective, this community is situated 
similarly to Denver, Colorado. Obviously, that lends itself to the many satellite companies 
having satellite farms in that community, especially South Denver. The fact that Echo Star has 
chosen Cheyenne for its new location highlights this very well. 

Should more specific information be desired, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

- 
L. H. Stolz, Administrator 
A&I Telecommunications Division 
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22 May 1994 

ril Mr. John A. Steil, P.L.S. 
Chairman, Military Affairs Council 
Cheyenne Chamber of Commerce 

1 
c/o Steil Surveying Services 
1102 West 19th Street 
Cheyenne, WY 82001 

PIease Reply to: 

WILLIAM D. CROOM,  JR. 

NATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION 
7 2 2 0  BIG VALLEY COURT 
COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO 8 0 9 1 9  
H: ( 7  19) 5 9 3 - 9 6 6 0  

o: ( 7 1 9 )  - q73-GzzL 
FAX: (7 19) 5 9 3 - 9 6 6 5  

9 Dear John : 

It was certainly a pleasure getting to know you Friday and Saturday 

J 
at the Armed Forces Awards Dinner and Health Care Symposium. Itfs 
never been a secret that Cheyenne does the town-base relationship 
better than anyone else--anywhere. I am also very pleased to see 
the way the Chamber and the AFA Chapter work so well together for 

Ill the benefit of all. Thanks for all you do to make it all happen. 

I believe it would be educational--and great fun--for our two 

1 Military Affairs Councils to exchange visits in the future. If you 
still agree, perhaps the best way to open constructive dialogue 
would be for you to write Major General (Ret.) Ralph Spraker, our 

1 
chairman, and propose this. Please mention my name, and that we 
discussed tthome-and-homet8 visits in alternating years as the going- 
in position. Ralph's address is: Chairman, Military Affairs 
Council, Colorado Springs Chamber of Commerce, P. 0. Drawer "Btl, 

1 Colorado Springs, CO, 80901. I will provide follow-up to your 
letter by discussing it with Ralph. 

I Thanks again for your wonderful hospitality. I look forward to 
seeing you soon. 
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STATISTICAL SURKEY FINDINGS 1999 M i n g  a ri im 

Respondents were asked what they felt to be the Tdeal" size for Cheyenne. Values were not offered as a point in time ideal size for 
Cheyenne, but instead were aqsumed to be the respondents sense of ideal size for Cheyenne regardless of date. As can be seen, 40% 
of those responding were interested in seeing Cheyenne gmw to a size of over 75,000 people, while over 60°h of respondents were 
interested in seeing Cheyenne grow to at least 65,000 to 75,000 resident. A significant finding in light of the confusion that has 
existed in the past in identifying the wishes of the publie on @s topic 

"IDEAL" SIZE FOR CHEYENNE 

Than 60,000 
4% 

v 
CHEYENNE FORUM 1999 STATISTICU. S U R W  RESULTS U 
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- DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

- ESTABLISHED IN LAW 

- FOUR CYCLES: 1988,1991,1993,1995 

- DBCR COMMISSION 

- - 8 MEMBERS APPOINTED BY PRESIDENT 

- - DEVELOP PROPOSAL FOR PRESIDENT 

- - ALL OR NONE 



PRESIDENT 
SIGNS INTO LAW 

PRESIDENT 
APPOINTS DBCR 

COMMISSION 

SECDEFMAKES 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

TO DBCR COMMISSION 

LL' DEAD /I 
CONGRESS 

APPROVES/DISAPPROVES 
DBCR COMM MAKES 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

PRESIDENT TO THE PRESIDENT 

APPROVES/DISAPPROVES 

I 15 JUL I I  SEPI r- 



Pease, NH England, LA Carswell, 7'X MacDill, FL* Kl Sawyer Newark, OH 
Castle, CA 

George, CA Myrtle Beach, SC Grissom, IN 

Eaker, AR Bergstrom, TX R. Gebaur, MO 

Wurtsmith, MI Rickenbacker, OH 

Williams, AZ Homestead, FL 

Chanute, IL 

Mather, CA 

= BRACI = BRACII = BRAC Ill *PARTIAL CLOSURE (?) 



- TRANSFER ALL 108 F-16's TO MODERNIZE OTHER UNITS 

- TERMINATE AIRFIELD OPERATIONS AND TRANSFER 
AIRFIELD TO DOC NATIONAL OCEANIC AND 
ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA) 

- CONTINUE TO OPERATE MACDILL AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT BASE FOR USCENTCOM, USSOCOM, AND 
OTHER TENANT UNITS, AS DIRECTED 
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HOUSING UNITS 
MOBILE HOME SLOTS 
DORMITORY ROOMS 
LODGING ROOMS 
GOVT VEHICLES 
GOVT COMPUTERS 
HOSPITAL BEDS 
RV CAMP SLOTS 
RESTAURANTS 
PAVEMENTS (SQ YDS) 
BUILDINGS (SQ FT) 
GOLF HOLES 
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(Dm mm 
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TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 
$2,214,871,900 

TOTLA JOBS SUPPORTED 
71,627 

DIRECT IMPACT OF OPERATIONS $220,061,000 
DIRECT AND INDUCED IMPACTS OF OPERATIONS $499,864,800 
TOTAL IMPACT OF OPERATIONS $71 9,925,800 

JOBS SUPPORTED 24,085 

DIRECT IMPACT OF RETIREE'S PAYROLL $0 
INDIRECT AND INDUCED IMPACTS OF RETIREE'S PAY $1,494,946,100 
TOTAL IMPACT OF RETIREE'S PAYROLL $1,494,946,100 

JOBS SUPPORTED 

SOURCE: USF CEMR FEB 95 







DEDICATED AIR FORCE 
PROFESSIONALS 

SUPPORTING COMBAT FORCES 
AND 

OPERATING A WORLD CLASS 
AIR BASE 

FOR AMERICA'S PREMIER 
WARFIGHTING COMMANDS 

AND THE MACDILL COMMUNITY 



INTEGRITY- WE ARE COMMITTED TO HONESTY AND TRUST. OUR 
COURAGE TO DO WHAT IS RIGHT HELPS ACHIEVE THE HIGHEST STANDARDS 
OF PROFESSIONAL, ETHICAL, AND MORAL CONDUCT. 

COMPETENCE - WE IMPROVE OUR SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE THROUGH 
TRAINING AND EDUCATION. DOING THE JOB RIGHT THE FIRST TIME, EVERY 
TIME, IS OUR GOAL. 

PATRIOTISM - WE ARE PATRIOTIC - - WE DEDICATE OURSELVES TO OUR 
COUNTRY, AND EMBRACE IT'S VALUES, LEADERSHIP, AND HERITAGE. 

SERVICE - WE PROVIDE A CARING AND CUSTOMER - FOCUSED 
ENVIRONMENT FOR ACTIVE AND RETIRED SERVICE MEMBERS AND THEIR 
FAMILIES. 

TEAMWORK - WE ARE TEAM PLAYERS COMMITTED AND LOYAL TO THE 
CONCEPT THAT NO INDIVIDUAL IS MORE OR LESS IMPORTANT THAN ANY 
OTHER TEAM MEMBER. 

DEDICATION - WE ARE DEDICATED TO EXCELLENCE IN EVERYTHING WE 
DO - - THIS DEDICATION NURTURES A SPIRIT OF TRUST, TEAMWORK, AND 
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT. 
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+ SECOND BUSIEST COMMISSARY IN DOD 

+ LARGEST OUTPATIENT PHARMACY VOLUME IN USAF 

+ LARGEST CHAMPUS COST IN USAF 

+ TOP VOLUNTEER PROGRAM IN USAF 

+ ONLY SCHOOL AND DEPLOYMENT CAPABILITY FOR MOBILE FUELS IN USAF IN CONUS 

+ BEST LODGING OPERATION IN USAF IN 1994 

+ MOST GENERAUFLAG OFFICERS (16) ON ANY ACC BASE 

+ LARGEST MEDICAL BUDGET IN ACC 

+ BEST SUPPLY SQUADRON, EDUCATION OFFICE, GOLF COURSE, OFFICER'S CLUB 
IN ACC IN 1995 

+ LARGEST ID CARD ISSUE IN USAF 
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KIRTLAND AFB 
R E A L I G N M E N T  

Report From the Community 
April 1995 
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Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico 



.c ' 4  -. 
Report From the Community 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense announced the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) candidates. Kirtland Air Force Base was identified for major realignment actions including the 
following: 

(a) Relocate the 58th Special Operations Wing to Hollornan AFB, NM. 

(b) Relocate the Air Force Operational Test arid Evaluation Center to Eglin AFB, FL. 

(c) Relocate the Air Force Security Police Agency to Lackland AFB, TX. 

(d) Relocate the Air Force Inspection Agency and the Air Force Safety Agency to Kelly AFB, TX. 

(e) Relocate Defense Nuclear Agency to Kelly AFB, TX. I 
(f) Deactivate the 377th Air Base Wing and close other activities and facilities at Kirtland AFB 

including medical services and family housing. 

(g) Retain Phillips Laboratory and the 898th Munitions Squadron in cantonment (a small, 
secured location within the base). 

The Kirtland AFB Task Force was formed in response to the Department of Defense announcement to 
realign Kirtland. The proposal would result in the loss of 6850 direct jobs and 5066 indirect jobs (USAF 
estimates). The proposal went to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission on March 1st. 

The Task Force consists of volunteers from the affected community of Albuquerque, New Mexico, as 
well as the surrounding area and the state. The Mayor of Albuquerque nominated the original members. 
Later, the NM Congressional Delegation named a Steering Group to coordinate the Mayor's Task Force 
with other in-being and soon-to-be-formed groups. 

The Steering Group and Task Force have reviewed the DODIUSAF proposal for mission impacts, 
consistency with BRAC criteria, cost impacts, and community effects, including potential reuse. This 
report expresses the results of that review. 

Leo Marquez, Lt. Gen., USAF, Ret. Charlie Thomas, Col., USAF, Ret. I 
Hanson Scott, B. Gen., USAF, Ret. 

V Bob Francis, Col., USAF, Ret. 

Sherman McCorkle 

John Vuksich, LTC, USA, Ret. 

I April 1995 



C - 4  -C Report From the Community 

.I Bottom Litre 
Serious mission concerns are raised if this realignment occurs. The BRAC should review those concerns 
and the costs involved. Using the revised one-time costs of $525.7M and annual costs of $12.7M (see 
next page) would result in no Return on Investment (ROI). This fact should eliminate the original 
Kirtland realignment proposal from further consideration. 

w 
I11 April 1995 
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CHAPTER 1 KIRTLAND AFB REALIGNMENT: WHY? WHY NOT? 1 

1.1 History 
1.2 AF Questionnaire 
1.3 BRAC Considerations 

CHAPTER 2 COST CORRECTIONS TO THE USAF ESTIMATE 9 

2.1 Recurring Cost Omissions 
2.2 One-Time Cost Omissions 
2.3 One-Time Disagreements 

CHAPTER 3 MILITARY VALUE - MISSION CONCERNS FOR NUCLEAR SURETY 13 

3.1 Nuclear Surety 13 

C CHAPTER 4 MILITARY VALUE - UNITS MOVING FRORI KIRTLAND AFB 17 

58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) 17 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 2 1 
Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA) 24 
Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) 25 
Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) 26 
San Antonio Air Logistics CenterINuclear Weapons Integration 
Division (SA-ALCINWI) 27 
Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 27 
Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility (TACCSF) 28 

5.1 Phillips Laboratory (PL) 29 
5.2 150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard (ANG) 3 1 
5.3 Department of EnergyISandia National Laboratories 32 
5.4 Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 33 
5.5 Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) 34 

i April 1995 



C - h A Report From the Community 

w The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC). the parent organization for the Phillips Lab (PL) and the 
377th ABW, the host unit, is proposing to realign Kirtland to divest itself of a large cost in a location 
where its mission interest is small. Thus, it places Kirtland in the Laboratory and Product Center 
subcategory for assessment in the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, yet PL has only 5% 
of the worker population at Kirtland. Then, after examining it in this questionable category, the AF goes 
along with the Joint Cross-Service Group high score for PL by recommending to keep PL. Then it 
proposes to remove the support unit. If the lab scored well, why not keep the support in place? 

1.2 AF Questionnaire 

As part of the BRAC process, all installations must complete a questionnaire. The completion of the AF 
questionnaire on Kirtland was not comprehensive, leaving gaps in information needed to decide the 
future of Kirtland. There seemed to be great difficulty in rating this Air Force Base when taxiways and 
runways are owned by the City of Albuquerque. What should have been a plus (maintenance and 
upgrade of runways would be paid for by non-DOD money) became a negative (no credit was taken for 
airfield capabilities since someone else owned them). The analysis reviewing the questionnaire point by 
point is at Appendix C. 

It is interesting to note a major change to the percentage of facility space rated at condition code one 
occurred during the process of evaluation. That change was so significant that it dropped the overall 
Facility Condition rating for Kirtland. (The summary chart for these changes is at Appendix D). 

w 
1.3 BRAC Considerations 

1.3.1 Consolidation Objective 
A stated objective of the BRAC is to consolidate a variety of activities and to provide support via a 
single service. That is exactly the case at Kirtland where over 150 activities are supported by the US Air 
Force. Kirtlartd is a rnodel BRAC base rather than one that should be considered for realignment. 

1.3.2 Costs arzd Reuse 
Another major point of inconsistency in proposing a realignment of Kirtland is the cost impact. The 
BRAC process is designed to identify higher cost installations for realignment or closure. The best way 
to accomplish savings is to completely close the installation. This also makes reuse much more 
beneficial to the local community. In the case of Kirtland, the proposed realignment leaves major 
cantonment areas (PL, ANG, DOEISNL) that occupy approximately 95% of the land area. In addition, 
over 60% of the work force is still in place (and needing support). Thus, the claim of significant savings 
and reuse possibilities are greatly diminished. A major installation will still be in place even after the 
realignment. See map at Appendix A. 

BRAC criteria includes an analysis of the implementation costs, annual savings, and return on 
investment (ROI) for each closure or realignment. At Kirtland, there are major impacts to the units 
remaining who need to support themselves. For example, the additional annual costs of support for 
major activities remaining are estimated at $30.6M annually for DOEISNL. 

Although some costs for PL and ANG are included in the AF analysis, DOE costs are not. The DOE 
costs of $30.6M should be deducted from the AF claimed savings since: 

3 April 1995 
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w threshold of 100 tons is applicable to non-attainment and maintenance areas. If a federal action will 
provide 100 tons or more of CO, as determined by a specific applicability analysis, then a more detailed 
site specific analysis using intersection modeling techniques becomes necessary. 

In a CO non-attainment area without current violations like Bernalillo County or in a maintenance area 
such as Bernalillo County will become upon redesignation, this second level of analysis requires the 
federal agency to demonstrate that the proposed action will not cause or contribute to a violation of the 
NAAQS for CO. This is a significantly easier test to meet than that required for a CO non-attainment 
area experiencing violations where the federal action is not allowed to exacerbate an existing violation, 
cause or contribute to a new violation or delay attainment of the standard. By way of further 
comparison, the most difficult demonstration of conformity would be in an ozone non-attainment area 
where actions exceeding the 100 ton per year threshold are required to mitigate or offset emissions to no 
net increase. 

It is important to note that should such an analysis for a specific proposal indicate a violation of the CO 
standard, the expansion would not necessarily be precluded. Moreover, the federal agency would not 
have to bring net emissions increase down to zero or even 100 tons per year. Rather, the agency would 
have to mitigate the actions' impacts so that the action did not cause or contribute to a violation. 
Federal installations like Kirtland are in a uniquely advantageous position in terms of mitigating CO 
emissions associated with vehicle travel and traffic congestion. In general, an Air Force base is capable 
of exercising a much greater impact on the commuting habits and on-site activities of its employees and 
tenants than other employers. 

r) The City Air Pollution Control Division has reviewed the March 1. 1995, Preliminary Conformity 
Analysis for Kirtland, prepared by Radian Corporation and concurs with the generally conservative 
approach taken. The City also agrees with the study conclusion that the emissions cap would allow for a 
20% growth at Kirtland by the year 2005. 

In contrast, the Air Force conformity analyses appear to be oversimplified at best, resulting in incorrect 
conclusions. In his letter of March 15 to Senator Bingaman, Col. Bull accurately lists the numerous 
requirements of general conformity and states it would have been unwise for the Air Force to proceed 
with an action where a positive conformity determination was in doubt. Nowhere in said correspondence 
is it stated that such a conformity analysis was conducted specific to Kirtland, much less what 
assumptions or baseline data were used. 

However, two statements made to Senator Bingaman's office raise serious questions about the purported 
conformity analysis. The first assertion in question is that a move of 2600 personnel to Kirtland would 
result in 450 tons of CO and that this would violate the SIP. This tonnage is less than 1 and 113 tons of 
CO per day or an insignificant 3% of the 1996 headroom. How does 450 tons of CO per year violate the 
SIP? We can only surmise that the Air Force failed to take into account the implementation year of the 
action, and, thus, the headroom in the emissions budget that would have been available. 

A related issue is the AF's statement that they had to use MOBILE4.1 due to federal law. In actuality 
EPA guidance even prior to the release of MOBILE5 was that 1990 inventories would need to be redone 
using MOBILES. Moreover, while the preamble to the transportation conformity rule allows for a one 
year grace period from November 24, 1993, to November 24, 1994, this grace period was put in place to 

(I allow Metropolitan Planning Organizations more time to update their transportation conformity 
demonstrations. This grace period is not applicable to Albuquerque/Bernalillo County since both the 
1994 and 1995 Transportation Conformity Demonstrations were done using MOBILE5a and a 
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(11 1.3.4 Base Status 
In previous BRAC cycles, Kirtland was exempt from consideration. It is interesting that Kirtland was 
a last minute change after years of being a "core" base for the AF. The BRAC should determine what 
changed; the last minute look at air quality appears to have caused this change (BCEG minutes in 
Appendix E). The Air Force reasoning was wrong. 

1.3.5 Economic Impact 
Realignment of Kirtland would produce the largest job loss of all AF BRAC 95 proposals; it is 
the second largest on the DOD BRAC 95 proposal. Impacts on the Albuquerque, NM area 
include the loss of: 

6850 direct jobs 
5066 indirect jobs 
$223M in payroll 

A thorough discussion of economic impact is provided in Appendix F. 

1.3.6 Reuse by Local Commurzi@ 
It is BRAC policy to expedite the transition of property and facilities to the local community to soften 
the blow of a realignment or closure. In the case of Kirtland, the cantonment areas around the PL, ANG, 
and DOEJSNL activities leave approximately ninety-five percent (95%) of the property occupied, 
greatly hindering any reuse. The majority of the available facilities will include housing. Although the 

1(1 housing may be of some benefit to the community, there is no fostering of economic activity when 
housing encompasses most of the reusable facilities. This lack of viable reuse potential violates the 
plan unveiled in July 1993 by President Clinton to revitalize communities affected by base closure. 
With essentially nothing but housing being in excess, reuse options that can generate jobs are 
nonexistent. 

Return for 

installation size. 

(approx. 40,000 acres) \ 

.I 
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'CI CHAPTER 2 
COST CORRECTIONS TO THE USAF ESTIMATE 

Chapter Overview 

The USAF cost estimates have serious omissions that result in false conclusions regarding the potential 
cost savings to the Department of Defense. These omissions occur in both categories of recurring cost 
savings and one-time costs to realign Kirtland AFB. Less seriously, there are disagreements with some 
one-time costs within the USAF cost estimates. The USAF projects an annual recurring savings of $62 
million. Considering the omissions, that figure should be an annual cost of $12.7 million. Similarly, the 
USAF projects a one-time cost of realignment to be $277.5 million. Considering omissions and 
disagreements, that cost should be $525.7 million. 

2.1 Recurring Cost Omissions 

2.1.1 Base Operatirtg Support Fzcnds for Non-Air Force Urtits 
The USAF has overstated a cost savings for BOS by $10.6 million. Of the $62 million that the USAF 
projects as recurring savings, $52 million is due to personnel reductions within the 377th Air Base Wing 
(ABW) of 1375 "excess" support personnel. Under the realignment, the USAF has retained support 
personnel for USAF units at a rate of 9 .66  of the authorized strength of the supported units. The USAF 
did not retain support personnel for non-USAF units. Since none of the non-USAF units at Kirtland are 
being disbanded, the necessity for the support those units currently receive from the USAF remains. 
What the USAF has done is merely pull the support provided to the non-USAF organizations and 
claimed a savings without identifying that there will be a replacement cost to someone else within the 
DOD. If the non-USAF organizations are provided BOS at the same rate of 9.6% as USAF units are 
provided support, an additional 209 personnel should be retained from the pool of 1375 "excess" 
personnel eliminated by the USAF. Using the personnel cost data from the COBRA model, the annual 
BOS cost of $10.6 million is determined by multiplying the number of support personnel by the annual 
cost of a person. 

2.1.2 Security for the 898th Murtitiorzs Support Squadron 
The USAF has not provided a security force to replace the military policemen currently performing the 
security mission for the 898th MSS, which reflects an omission of $8.2 million annually. Currently, the 
377 Security Police Squadron provides the security function to the 898th MSS. This organization is 
eliminated as part of the 1375 "excess" support personnel from the 377 ABW discussed above, and the 
USAF cost estimate does not include the costs for the establishment of a replacement organization.' The 
Government Accounting Office was informed by the USAF that the security force includes 
approximately 175 personnel. Using the personnel cost data from the COBRA model, the annual 
security force cost of $8.2 million is determined by multiplying the number of guards by the annual cost 
of a person. 

'while the USAF cost estimate includes personnel for the 898th MSS security mission. these personnel are not accounted for correctly in the 

(I COBRA model to reflect they are a new organization. resulting from a BRAC action. 

9 April 1995 



. ..a Report From the Community 

QU 2.3 One-Time Cost Disagreements 

2.3.1 Milcon for Simulator BuiMiitgs at Hollornaiz AFB 
The USAF has not provided sufficient funds for MILCON for simulator buildings for the 58th SOW, 
reflecting a one-time cost of $3.8 million. The stated requirement by the USAF for MILCON for the 
flight simulators is 12 simulator bays. The USAF included cost estimates for four bays and stated that 
the 6 bays currently scheduled for construction at Kirtland AFB would be reprogrammed for Holloman 
AFB. The USAF estimate is two bays short of the stated requirement. The cost of $3.8 million is 
determined by a proportional factoring of the USAF cost of the four bays to six bays. 

2.3.2. Milcort for the USAF Safety Certter artd Inspection Agency 
The USAF cost estimate proposes to renovate World War I1 buildings for the Safety and Inspection 
Centers at a cost of $1.4 million. The USAF decision to renovate the proposed facilities is not 
supportable. The Corps of Engineers provided the cost of the current facilities, recently built for these 
organizations for $15 million. The one-time cost of $13.6 million reflects the difference in the cost of a 
new facility beyond the funds allocated by the USAF for a renovation. 

2.3.3 Milcoit for the Defense Nuclear Agency 
The USAF has understated the cost of MILCON for DNA by $1 1.6 million. USAF cost documents 
reflect requirements for classrooms, light SCIFs, and a library whose costs were not included in the 
USAF cost estimates. The $1 1.6 million cost for these facilities was determined by proportional 
factoring on a square foot basis with similar facilities that were costed by the USAF at Holloman AFB. 

1(1 2.3.4 Milcort for the NCO Acnde~ny 
The USAF has understated the cost of a new NCO academy by $7.4 million. COBRA model input 
shows a requirement for a new 5 1400 square foot facility, with an estimated cost provided of $2 
million. This cost is clearly unreasonable. A cost of $9.4 million was determined by proportional 
factoring on a square foot basis, with similar facilities that were costed by the USAF at Holloman AFB. 
The cost understatement is the difference between the $9.4 million and the USAF $2 million. 

2.3.5 Rarnp for "Unaritlzorized" Aircraft of the 58th SOW 
The 58th SOW has additional aircraft beyond their authorized number: four each C-130, two each MM- 
53 and two each UH- I .  The USAF plans to authorized strength; however, these aircraft will require, at a 
minimum, a parking space. By proportional factoring on a square yard basis with the cost of the ramp 
cost provided in the USAF estimate, the additional cost for ramp of $7.2 million is determined. No other 
facilities are provided for these extra aircraft. 

2.3.6 Housirtg for Hollornan AFB 
Housing construction is understated by $75.6 million. The USAF shows a requirement for 648 sets of 
quarters but provides costs for only 100 units. By proportional factoring of the USAF cost for 100 units, 
a cost understatement of $75.6 million is determined. Clearly, the number of quarters required is a 
subjective determination. However, Holloman AFB has a housing shortage and also is located in a rural 
area of New Mexico. There simply are not hundreds of extra homes in the Holloman AFB area to absorb 
the relocation of the 58th SOW without imposing hardships on military personnel. 

Y 
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Chapter Overview 

Kirtland has a 50 year history in nuclear surety. The Department of the Air Force (DAF) realignment 
proposal may have unwittingly underestimated the crucial operational requirements of the joint 
Department of Defense (D0D)lDepartment of Energy (DOE) nuclear weapons mission at Kirtland Air 
Force Base. The team of DODIDOE military and civilian organizations, scientists, engineers, executives, 
technicians, and specialists who develop and manage the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile cannot be 
broken up without jeopardizing the safety and surety of that stockpile. Air Force Safety 
AgencyIDirectorate of Nuclear Surety(AFSA/DNS), the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA), Field 
Command Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA), Nuclear Weapons Integration Division (NWID), the 
Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division Detachment (NAWCWDD), and the Navy Liaison Office 
(NLO) should remain located as near to other members as possible to continue co-developing and co- 
managing the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile. 

The consolidation of Kirtland, Sandia Base, and Manzano Base support functions in 1971, resulted in 
major savings. The termination of consolidated base support will result in major additional support 
costs. In addition. DAF only considered the value of the consolidated base to itself, not its value to all 
federal agencies. Much of the savings claimed are actually transfers of costs and responsibilities for 

1(1) support to other bases and other agencies, primarily DOE and DNA. Kirtland should remain fully active 
with all the existing tenant organizations remaining in place. 

3.1 Nuclear Surety 

3.1.1 History/Missiort 
The United States' first nuclear weapons were developed by a joint military-civilian team called the 
Manhattan Project. The military provided security and base support while the civilians developed, 
constructed, and tested the first weapon. After the war, the government began taking extraordinary 
precautions to be sure that our nuclear weapons would always be extremely well designed and 
manufactured; be safe to transport, survive an accident and store; be safe and secure aboard ships, 
aircraft, and missiles; never fall into the wrong hands; be secure from unauthorized use; and would 
work. That effort, known as "Nuclear Weapons Surety," remains top priority with the team that today 
manages the nation's weapons. 

In 1946, the Congress passed the Atomic Energy Act to put our nuclear weapons under civilian control 
and split the Manhattan Project team into two agencies: one civilian, the Atomic Energy Commission 
(AEC), and the other military, the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP). Together, they 
develop and manage the nuclear weapons stockpile. The two established separate headquarters in 
Washington, D.C. for liaison with the President, the Congress, and the military department's 
headquarters. That same year, the two agencies began construction of Sandia Base in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, a single base operated by AFSWP for both agencies where they could co-develop, co-manage, 
and co-accomplish the field work necessary to provide the safest and surest nuclear arsenal on Earth. 
One of the first facilities constructed was Sandia Laboratory. The people of Sandia Laboratory, 
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w c. Administering the Unsatisfactory Report (UR) System whereby all deficiencies in weapons, 
manuals, test and handling equipment, and joint test assemblies (JTA) are reported to 
FCDNA as a central clearing house. FCDNA is responsible for resolving the deficiencies 
through coordination with SNL and others and for coordinating and distributing the answers 
to the Services. 

d. Organizing and chairing conferences of Service and SNL officials to coordinate 
development of alterations and retrofits to nuclear weapons. Since complicated design, 
engineering, and special equipment is required, in-person coordination by FCDNA, SNL, 
and Services counterparts is essential. 

e. Conducting Nuclear Weapons Effects Tests (NWET), which simulate various nuclear 
detonation effects including blast, thermal, electro-magnetic pulse, and ionizing radiation 
effects on Service designed equipment and facilities. Most of these tests are conducted at 
expensive, permanent FCDNA facilities at Kirtland or White Sands Missile Range. 

f. Operating the Interservice Nuclear Weapons School, which conducts general training for 
senior officers and other personnel from the Department of Defense, the Services, and other 
government agencies, in particular, the Department of Energy. Of critical importance are the 
Flag Officer, Senior Officer, and Nuclear Emergency Team nuclear accident response 
courses. 

Currently, at Kirtland, there are eight training sites, five active and three inactive, that were established 
in the late 1950s and early 1960s under special AEC permits. These sites were "seeded" with radioactive 
thorium to provide realistic training to designated response team members. The sites contain wreckage 
of aircraft and vehicles that simulate possible nuclear weapons accident scenarios. Team members don 

r) protective gear and masks and perform surveys of the accident sites where they map the area and 
identify the potential "hot spots" of radioactive contamination that could occur during an actual accident. 
This is done under the strict supervision of highly qualified instructors who ensure no radioactive 
exposure occurs to the students or to themselves. These sites at Kirtland are the only such sites in the 
United States. With new environmental requirements, it is doubtful that other such sites could be opened 
anywhere. The sites are "grandfathered," being established before environmental legislation passed in 
the late 1970s and 1980s. These sites are invaluable for realistic nuclear accident response training. 

Hopefully, the United States will never have another nuclear weapons accident, but there have been over 
30 incidences in our history. If another one occurs. the responding personnel need to be well trained in 
advance. No time exists for "on the job training." Instant communication from television, radio and the 
press will put a constant strain on the response team members. Training on the four active radioactive 
sites is the only way to do this with realistic conditions. The Department of Defense cannot afford to 
lose these irreplaceable assets. 

Breaking up and scattering FCDNA nuclear weapons support operations would be contrary to the 
primary objective and final recommendations in a 1994 assessment of DNA functions directed by 
Congress (Public Law 103-1 39, November 1993) and conducted for the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) by the National Defense Research InstituteIRand Corp. (ie, consolidation of all agencies 
reporting to a single OSD executive). ("An Assessment of Defense Nuclear Agency Functions - A 
Pathway Toward a New Nuclear Infrastructure for the Nation," The Rand Corp., 1994, ISBN 0-8330- 
1545-1). Most of the nuclear weapons support functions proposed for organizational consolidation are 
already geographically consolidated at Kirtland. 

.I FCDNA has been planning and managing nuclear effects tests and simulations at numerous remote 
locations from its offices at Kirtland since the 1950s. Previous efforts to break up and relocate these 

15 April 1995 



. .' Report From the Community 

MILITARY VALUE - UNITS MOVING FROM KIRTLAND AFB 

Chapter Overview 

This chapter focuses on the primary units proposed to move from Kirtland: 

58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 
Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA) 
Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) 
Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center, Nuclear Weapons Integration Division (SA-ALCINWI) 
Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 
Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility (TACCSF) 

The 58th receives a lot of attention because of potential mission degradation and cost to move. The 
potential receiver site, Holloman AFB, has limited infrastructure. The proposal would cost about twice 
the Air Force estimate. 

(I AFOTEC, FCDNA, AFIA, AFSA, and AFSPA are moves "for the sake of moving" in order to reuse 
Base Operating Support at Kirtland. Mission impacts are addressed in this chapter and in Chapter 2. 

AFIA and AFSA were moved into a new $14M building at Kirtland as part of BRAC 93. 

TACCSF is one example of a significant small tenant being overlooked. 

4.1 58th Special Operations Wing 

4.1.1 History 
The 58 SOW takes its lineage from the 1550 Aircrew Training and Test Wing assigned to Kirtland AFB 
in 1976. It was the Air Force's Formal Helicopter and Rescue HC- 130 Training School under the 

command of the Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Service (ARRS). 
Rescue Forces recovered 3883 people during the Vietnam Conflict. 
Towards the end of the war, Search and Rescue began to explore a 
new concept of operations due to increasing threats. From the search 
and rescue task force (consisting of armed escort, helicopters and HC- 
130 tankers controlled by an Airborne Mission Control), the Air Force 
began to explore night, low-level, single ship, clandestine operations. 
The first successful recovery was made using these specially equipped 

aircraft, and Kirtland and the 1550th began to develop and refine follow-on equipment and procedures 
that would change rescue operations in a higher threat environment forever. 

By March of 1979, the first production model Pave Low HH-53H with unique nighttime, terrain 
followinglterrain avoidance, low-level, adverse weather capability was rolled out of the Naval Rework 
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(Ip) Special Operations Forces Training and Mission Rehearsal was complete. The first MH-53 J Pave Low 
Helicopter (an upgraded version of the Pave Low HH-53H developed at Kirtland) was delivered in 
November of 1987. Special Operations training systems along with appropriate construction have 
been designed, developed, and installed at Kirtland. These systems combine and interface to 
provide the world's most technologically advanced and sophisticated training and the only mission 
rehearsal data base development system within DOD. 

4.1.2 Missiort 
The 58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) is a USAF formal school for the training of special operations 
aircrews for Air Force Special Operations Command and air rescue aircrews for Air Combat Command, 
Air Force Materiel Command, Air Mobility Command, Theater Commands, Air Force Reserve, and Air 
National Guard. Training is also conducted for pararescue specialist and combat controllers. There are 
83 separate courses, providing combat training for 1000 plus students per year. Training is provided for 
aircraft qualification, mission qualification, and annual refresher training in the UH- IN, MHIHH-60G, 
TH-53A, MH-53J, HC-130, and MC- 130 aircraft. Training encompasses academics, flight simulators, 
field exercises and aircraft. The unit has 33 assigned aircraft to include six UH-is, six H-60s, ten H-53s, 
six HC-130, and five MC-130s. There are currently six high fidelity aircraft simulators, and four 
lowlmedium fidelity procedure trainers, building to fifteen simulatorltraining devices by FY97. The 
simulators are housed in large specialized facilities requiring unique air-conditioning, mechanical, 
electrical, and space requirements. The highest fidelity simulators are capable of six degrees freedom of 
motion and incorporate advanced visual displays. These devices are supported through contracts with 
Lockheed Martin, Hughes, and Loral. 

58th SOW flight operations are primarily at night and are 
conducted at low altitudes. Very specific types of terrain and 
flight operations are required, which are ideal in the Kirtland 
area but are marginal in the Holloman area. For example, 
there are a lack of low-level training routes in the Holloman 
area suitable for the types of aircraft flown by the 58th. Most 
of the terrain-following and terrain-avoidance routes are 

obstructed by wilderness areas and spotted owl habitats. In fact, some training may have to be done by 
flying up to Kirtland and using the current routes, at greater fuel expense and degraded training time. 

The unique ability to support mission rehearsal is provided to the Department of Defense by the 58th 
SOW. These missions support critical national objectives, most of which are classified. This one-of-a- 
kind facility has generated over one million square nautical miles of visual data bases covering major 
"hot spots" of the world. This mission rehearsal display generation capability is unique to the 58th SOW 
in support of the DOD. The operating budget for 1994 was approximately $25.5M. The additional 
budget for unique special operations requirements was approximately $22.5M. 

4.1.3 Costs of Realignment 
4.1.3.1 Costs to Move 
The Air Force proposal moves the 58th SOW to Holloman. Holloman does not have enough water, 
electrical power, or overall infrastructure. It is not widely known, but the 58th operates a power and 
water intensive operation for their flight simulators and the associated computer complex, which is quite 
extensive. The excellent infrastructure now at Kirtland is virtually nonexistent at Holloman (fiber 

II optic lines, water mains, ramp space, hangers, simulator space, on and off base housing, etc.). 
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4.1.4 Surnrnary Points 

OPERATIONAL ADVANTAGES OF MOVING: 

Air Force dedicated runway 

OPERATIONAL DISADVANTAGES OF MOVING: 

Extensive range restrictions for flying in and about Holloman vs. Kirtland 
Disruption of training profiles; Kirtland provides immediate access while Holloman requires 
circumnavigating extensive restricted areas to reach training areas. (Note: all flying 
activities stop when mission profiles are active) 
Rebuilding a mission ready status 
Cost and difficulty of moving simulators 
Disruption of mission rehearsal capability for prolonged period of time 
Disruption of unique one-of-a-kind facility for real world mission rehearsal 
Disruption of training pipeline (6 to 12 months) 
Current shortage of qualified operational crewmembers will increase 
Impact overseas short tour/CONUS balance 
Manning turmoil at gaining units as tours are extended 

COSTS: 

1 Our estimate of the one time construction cost to move the 58th SOW is about two times the original AF 
estimate. Differences in cost estimates are in the cost summary. Additional information on the 58th 
SOW is at Appendix D. 

4.2 Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 

4.2.1 History 
The Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center was formally activated on January 1, 1974 at 
Kirtland. Originally named the Air Force Test and Evaluation Center (AFTEC), AFOTEC was chartered 
to be an independent organization, separate from the Air Force commands which develop, procure, and 
use Air Force weapons and subsystems. The headquarters was located at Kirtland as an adjunct to the 
Air Force Test and Evaluation Systems Program Office (TESPO). The decision to locate at Kirtland was 
influenced by the fact that no significant system development or developmental test activity was taking 
place at Kirtland. AFOTEC achieved initial operational capability in April 1974 with full operational 
status following in October 1974. Prior to AFOTEC's creation, the translation of users needs into 
contract specification was without focus or structure, frequently resulting in a product that failed under 
operational conditions. With the advent of AFOTEC, the developmental test results were called into 
question. As a result, the decision was made to not subject AFOTEC to the pressures of being a tenant 
unit on a base where the host activity was a key developmental tester. 

4.2.2 Missiorz/Mannirzg 
In accordance with DOD policy, AFOTEC is an Operational Test Agency aligned independently from 
organizations that develop, procure, and use any of the equipment to be tested. The operational units 
which employ the systems are AFOTEC's most important customers. AFOTEC is the agent responsible 
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2. Availability and conditions of land, facilities, and associated airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. Of these items, only facilities applies to AFOTEC. The facilities 
currently occupied by AFOTEC at Kirtland have recently undergone significant upgrades. The 
facilities are in very close proximity to each other--a requirement for the significant dialogue and 
interaction between AFOTEC personnel. In addition, AFOTEC currently has specialized facilities 
including a SCIF, several vaults, a presentation centerlauditorium, a computer operations center, a 
classroorn/training center, and a computer preparation area. These facilities must be replicated at the 
gaining location for AFOTEC's overall mission accomplishment. According to reliable sources, 
existing facilities meeting these requirements do not currently exist at Eglin AFB. The absence of 
SCIF at Eglin will significantly hamper the AFOTEC mission. This necessitates construction of 
new facilities. 

3 .  Ability to accommodate contingency mobility and future total force requirements at both the 
existing and potential receiving locations. This question is not applicable to AFOTEC. 

4. Cost and manpower implications. From AFOTEC's standpoint, operating costs will be the same at 
Eglin AFB as they are at Kirtland AFB. The size of AFOTEC is not expected to change appreciably. 
The current Base Operating Support paid by AFOTEC to the 377th ABW is approximately $3.5 
million. A relocation to Eglin AFB would not result in any significant change in the amount of BOS. 
Facilities at Eglin AFB comparable to the facilities currently occupied by AFOTEC at Kirtland, are 
not available. New military construction will be required for a move to Eglin AFB, including 
the construction of a SCIF for AFOTEC's Special Test activity. 

The relocatiort of AFOTEC to Eglirt AFB will also result irz a significant increase in the 
orgartizatiort 's anrrcral operating bzrdget cazrsed by increased travel costs. The increased travel 
costs result from the location of Eglin AFB as compared to the destinations of most of AFOTEC's 
travel. Travel in and out of the Eglin AFB area is high cost because Eglin is not a major airline hub. 

A manpower implication with potentially significant impact on the overall mission accomplishment 
of AFOTEC deals with the portion of the civilian workforce unwilling to relocate to Eglin AFB. 
Recent szrrveys within the organizatiort indicate that as many as 25% of tlie civiliarts will cltoose 
rtot to relocate. If tlzis 25% ltappens to be made zip of a sigrtifcant rturnber of the senior civilians 
witltirt the organizatiorts, serious rnissiort degradation could occur. In addition to relocating 
government personnel, AFOTEC has approximately 130 person-years of contractual support. Costs 
to move them may be passed on to the government. 

B. RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

5. Extent and timing of potential cost savings including the number of years beginning with the 
date of completion of closure or realignment for savings to exceed costs. Data for AFOTEC 
associated costs contribute to the overall return on investment figure, but specific data for AFOTEC 
is not available. However, it should be noted that the relocation costs from Kirtland to Eglin AFB 
are not small. Because of one-time costs for MILCON and for government personnel 
relocation, there are no net savings in support costs for AFOTEC as a result of the proposed 
relocation. 
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w Field Command's work requires close coordination with all the military services and daily contact with 
the Department of Energy's Albuquerque Operations Office, Sandia National Laboratories, and all other 
Nuclear Weapons Support organizations on the base. Field Command is an integral element of the 
worldwide nuclear support structure that helps maintain the validity of our nuclear deterrent. 

4.3.1.1 Costs to Mo~ve 
The move of FCDNA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The only 
reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 

4.4 Air Force Inspection Agency 

4.4.1 Missio~t 
Air Force Inspection Agency at Kirtland reports to The Inspector General, Office of the Secretary of the 
Air Force. AFIA, comprised of four inspection directorates, is charged with assessing Air Force fighting 
capability and resource management effectiveness and making appropriate recommendations for 
improving Air Force mission capability. The agency also conducts special reviews and inquiries as 
directed by the SECAF, chief of staff and The Inspector General. There are currently 191 personnel 
assigned to AFIA. 

As n result of BRAC 93, AFIA alorlg rvitl~ AFSA ntolfedfr-onl Nortorz AFB, CA to Kirtlarzd in July 1993 at 
a total cost of $21.8M. The new location provides AFIA with a modem facility tailored to the agency's 
mission and incorporates state-of-the-art communications and information processing capabilities 

I) designed to improve the efficiency of the organization. 

The Field Inspection Directorate provides independent assessments of USAF capability at MAJCOMs, 
field operating agencies, and direct-reporting units. In addition, field inspectors accompany MAJCOM 
IG teams to maintain contact with field units. The inspectors also look into items of special concern in 
accordance with the statutory obligation of the Air Force IG to "inquire into and report upon the 
discipline, efficiency, and economy of the Air Force." 

Two new directorates, Management Inspection and Acquisition Inspection, were formed in late 199 1 to 
execute a new approach to management and acquisition management reviews replacing the functional 
management and system acquisition management inspections. The FMRs and AMRs provide 
assessments of specific aspects of a process or program, rather than the broad-scale program or systems 
analyses done previously. The reviews stress owner responsibility for development and implementation 
of corrective action. 

The Medical Inspection Directorate continues its rigorous oversight of the Air Force Medical Service, 
performing health services inspections of active duty, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard 
medical treatment facilities. Medical inspectors use a new and streamlined approach, emphasizing 
outcome and performance and incorporating data from multiple sources to provide commanders with the 
most effective assessments possible. The directorate has also enhanced its capability to perform medical 
FMRs and conduct more realistic evaluation of medical readiness in conjunction with MAJCOM Quality 
Air Force Evaluations and Operational Readiness Inspections. 

4.4.1.1 Costs to Move 
The proposed move of AFIA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The 
only reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 
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4.6 San Antonio Air Logistics CenterINuclear Weapons Integration Division 
(SA-ALCINWI) 

4.6.1 Mission 
This division, consisting of 78 (16 military; 62 civilian) people is a detachment of the San Antonio Air 
Logistic Center's Directorate of Nuclear Weapons ( S A - A L C N ) .  The division is the Air Force 
technical an71 in the rt~iclear weapons arena. 

There is a compelling argument to keep the division at Kirtland. In addition to working technical nuclear 
issues (weapon program management, safety, compatibility, logistics, analysis, publications, R+D,), NWI 
is tlze Air Force oflcial liaison between DOE and SNL to USAF nliclear rlrtits in the field and to tlze 898 
Mi~nitiorzs Squadron at Kirtland. 

NWI personnel meet at least weekly with SNL on vital nuclear issues such as weapon management, 
weapon compatibility, publications and safety. In addition, NWI writes, in conjunction with DOE and 
SNL, the Technical Nuclear Safety Analysis (TNSA) for the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Systems Safety 
Group (NWSSG). The group meets 8-10 times per year to write nuclear weapons system rules for all Air 
Force nuclear weapons systems (B- 1 ,  B-2, B-52, F- 16, F- 1 1 1, Minuteman 11, I11 and Peacekeeper). The 
TNSA forms the technical backbone for all weapon system safety rules and cannot be written without 
close consultation with DOE and SNL. 

4.6.1.1 Costs to Move: 

I11 The move of S A - A L C N I  is one of the several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. 
The only reason to move is removal of the support wing at Kirtland. 

4.7 Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 

4.7.1 Mission 
The Air Force Security Police Agency reports directly to the Air Force Chief of Security Police, 
Headquarters U.S. Air Force. The agency is the center of expertise for implementing programs to meet 
the needs of Air Force commanders in the protection of vital resources. Guidance is provided to a total 
force of 30,000 security and law enforcement personnel. 

A wide range of programs is overseen by the agency, including air base ground defense, aerospace 
systems security, the U.S. Air Force corrections program, security police training, security education, 
intrusion detection systems, safeguarding national security information, combat arms training and 
maintenance, security police equipment, and the Security Police Automated System. 

The agency also manages the Department of Defense Military Working Dog Program which supports 
civilian law enforcement efforts. It maintains liaison and coordinates with federal, state and local law 
enforcement agencies. 

4.7.1.1 Costs to Move 
The proposed move of AFSPA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The 
only reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 
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MILITARY VALUE - UNITS REMAINING AT KIRTLAND AFB 

Chapter Overview 

This chapter focuses on units approved to remain at Kirtland: 

Phillips Laboratory (PL) 
150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard 
Department of EnergyISandia National Laboratories (DOEISNL) 
Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 
Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) 

Most units remaining at Kirtland will be in three cantonment areas: 1) DOEISNL, 2) ANG and 3) PL. 

Because of continuing operational requirements (especially hazard and safety zones for explosive 
storage and testing) over ninety-five percent (95%) of the Kirtland land area will still be in use. (See 
map inside front cover.) Significant support costs shift from the Air Force to other federal agencies; for 
example, DOEISNL estimates one time costs of $64. IM and annual costs of $30.6M. 

The VAMC loses Air Force medical capabilities currently part of a joint use agreement. This is another 
example of a program that is a national model for cost sharing (a BRAC objective) being dismantled 
($5. IM). 

The AF proposal to "civilianize" the KUMSC workforce and security raises great concern. 

5.1 Phillips Laboratory (PL) 

5.1.1 History 
Newly formed in late 1990 as one of four Air Force "super laboratories," the Phillips Laboratory brings 
a proud heritage to New Mexico. It was formed, in part, from Kirtland resources of the Air Force Space 
Technology Center headquarters and the Weapons Laboratory. 

5.1.2 Requirements 
5.1.2.1 Missioll 
An Air Force scientist helps develop a laser that uses oxygen and iodine to produce a short wavelength, 
high-impact beam. Another researcher is developing microcircuitry that can operate reliably in the 
radiation-rich environment of space. Meanwhile, others are developing trillion-watt microwave devices 
that may be used for future weapons, producing exotic propulsion sources that will allow travel into 
deep space, and studying the effects of the sun on aerospace systems. These are among the more than 
2,000 men and women who make up the Phillips Laboratory. 

Headquartered at Kirtland AFB, Phillips Laboratory is the primary Air Force laboratory for the 

1(1 development of space and missile technologies whose dedicated work force focuses on space- and - 
missile-related geophysics, and directed energy research and development. With more than 1,500 
projects in progress, the Laboratory has an annual budget of more than $750 million. 
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5.2 150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard (ANG) 

5.2.1 History 
The New Mexico Air National Guard's 150th Fighter Group has been stationed on Kirtland since 1947. 
The 150th was called to active duty for the Korean War and its pilots flew 1,413 combat missions in F- 
51 and F-86 aircraft. The unit won the coveted Spaatz Trophy in 1956. The 150th was called to active 
duty again in 1968 and was deployed to Southeast Asia. In 15 months, the 150th flew more than 6,000 
combat missions in the F-100 fighter. In September 1973, the 150th began flying the A-7D Corsair 11, a 
single-engine tactical fighter. The unit was awarded the Winston P. Wilson Trophy in 1979 for being 
judged the most outstanding Air National Guard unit equipped with jet fighter or reconnaissance aircraft. 

In July 1980, the 150th was assigned as the first A-7D unit in the newly formed Rapid Deployment 
Force (RDF), now designated the U.S. Central Command. In November 1980, the unit participated in 
RDF joint task force exercise\Bright Star 81: and achieved a record for A-7D nonstop flight when unit 
pilots flew 11 112 hours from Pease AFB, NH, directly to Cairo West AB, Egypt. The 150th Fighter 
Group also participates in bi-annual Gunsmoke competitions, and was named the best A-7 unit in the 
tactical air forces in 1989 and 1991. 

I .  

Each year, the unit participates in several deployments and 
exercises throughout the United States and overseas. Past 
deployments have taken the unit to Alaska, Hawaii, the United 
kngdom, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, and Central America. 

With a long and proud history as a fighter unit capable of meeting 
any challenge, the 150th was selected to convert from the A-7D to 
the F-16ClD conversion in October 1992. In addition to flying its 
new F-16 mission, the unit also has a unique Defense Systems 
Evaluation Branch, which is involved in testing U.S. Army air 
defense weapon systems at ranges at Fort Bliss, Texas, and White 
Sands Missile Range, NM. 

5.2.2 Requirements 
5.2.2.1 Mission 
The 150th continues to fly F-16 aircraft in support of "Total Force" requirements. 

5.2.2.2 Land 
If the realignment occurs, the 150th would transition to a "stand alone" ANG unit at a commercial 
airport (Albuquerque). The cantonment area is based on the needs of that configuration. (See map at 
appendix A). 

5.2.3 Impacts 
5..2.3.1 Assumptions 
The cantonment area would need security; operations require firefighting and base support. 

5.2.3.2 One Time 
The one-time construction costs to isolate the area, provide security, and add facilities to become a 

u "stand alone" unit are estimated at $7.1M. 

5.2.3.3 Annual Costs 
The annual costs include hiring 86 personnel to replace services formerly provided by the 377th ABW. 
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5.3.3.2 One lime Costs 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland would shift major burdens to the DOE and its contractors 
remaining at the installation. The costs of projects and equipment to make the transition to sole operator 
of the east installation include: 

Utilities projects planned by the AF but not completed, and, 
projects to isolate east installation utilities Total $29.2M 
Infrastructure roads, bridge, fencing, gates Total 19.8M 
Public Safety fire protection, security, and emergency operations Total 15.1M 

Overall Total $64.1M 

5.3.3.3 Annual Costs 
The AF proposal would remove over 2500 people providing support to organizations at Kirtland. 
Although DOE activities have internal support (human resources, accounting, payroll, purchasing, 
communications, and maintenance), additional personnel would be required to replace functions 
provided by the AF. 

DOE estimates that nearly 300 people would be required along with supplies, training, and other 
recumng items. The total annual costs to support the nearly 10000 workers involved in DOE activities is 
$30.6M. 

Overall Total $30.6M 

5.4 Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 

The AF host organization (and its medical component) 
entered into an agreement with the Veterans 
Administration (VA) to provide service through a joint 
medical center in Albuquerque. This arrangement saved 
the AF a replacement hospital at Kirtland AFB. The AF 
is the main provider of emergency service at the center 
and sharing arrangements exist for the remaining variety 
of services in the center. This was the first joint 
militaryNA medical center and is now a model for New AF Outpatient Clinic adjacent to VAMC 

similar arrangements throughout the US. 

5.4.2 Impact 
The AF proposal to realign Kirtland will remove the AF medical presence in its clinics and the joint 
medical center. As a result, the VA would have to provide additional staffing to continue required 
services (emergency) and other existing services. The estimated cost of lost income from breaking up 
the joint-use arrangement is $5.1M to the VA. 

5.4.3 Retirees/Champus 
After a realignment, retirees and their dependents in the area would no longer be able to obtain care at 

(I AF facilities. Satisfying these needs via CHAMPUS or an alternative system would mean additional 
costs subsidized by the government. We estimate these costs at $20.2M based on actual use of AF 
medical facilities in previous years. 
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Why was Kirtland selected for major alignment? We may never know all the factors, but from the Air 
Force perspective, Kirtland is a very large and costly base to operate. Air Force units are in the minority 
on the base, yet the Air Force is the single military Department charged with operating the base. The Air 
Force evaluation is based solely upon a view of the Air Force mission and the cost to support that 
mission. 

Viewed from the National resource perspective, Kirtland is a major federal installation, hosting 
Department of Defense, Department of Energy, and many other governmental activities. The 
consolidation achieved at Kirtland is one of the BRAC objectives; it has been ongoing since the Iate 
1940s. The number and types of facilities and capital investment in specialized buildings, ranges and 
equipment would make it impossible to relocate or rebuild the capability that exists at Kirtland. In fact, 
several units were specifically excluded from the realignment actions because of such facilities and 
missions. 

The Air Force made a major shift in direction during BRAC 95. During previous BRAC rounds, the 
Air Force insisted that Kirtland was "essential in supporting several irreplaceable research and 
testing facilities essential to DOD, DOE, and other government agencies." In fact, Kirtland was 
excluded from evaluations during BRAC 91 and 93 due to these critical support requirements--over 150 

'(I tenant organizations. What has changed? The irreplaceable research and testing facilities will remain at 
Kirtland. However, the Air Force is removing critical support functions and in some cases even parts of 
the irreplaceable research and testing facilities and synergism that has been developed over the last 50 
years. If the Air Force desired to separate the research and testing facilities from the supporting base, 
then it should have done two evaluations. In one case. the lab would be rated high and remain; in the 
other, the support base would rate high against other small aircraft bases or support bases. In fact, 
Kirtland's support base was rated against all major Air Force flying missions and did quite well. 
Therefore, if an appropriate analysis had been done, Kirtland in its entirety would be retained and 
probably expanded. 

The Air Force decided to reduce costs at Kirtland by eliminating the Base Operating Support (BOS). 
The proposal was to move six major tenants and essentially close the base from a military support 
standpoint. Unfortunately, in analyzing the decision, major factors were excluded. First and foremost, 
major non-DOD organizations would be left at Kirtland (Sandia Laboratories, DOE operations) which 
would result in over 10,000 employees still being employed on the base. Required support would be 
shifted to other government agencies. The Department of Energy has estimated additional operation and 
maintenance costs to be $ 30.6 million per year. Secondly, the Air Force identified six major units for 
realignment but neglected the 52 other Department of Defense organizations also on the base. Some of 
those can probably be deactivated but many will have to move and those costs need to be added to the 
Air Force analysis. Lastly, two Air Force units will remain at Kirtland and will require some level of 
support. The Air Force plan is to put a fence around the units (cantonment) and to provide minimal 
support. Because Phillips Lab has numerous facilities and ranges throughout the base, a single 
cantonment concept becomes very difficult to implement. Also, the Air Force proposal to have a civilian 
guard force at the weapons storage area is a radical departure from DOD policy and requires serious 
consideration before destroying the positive military controls on entitled weapons. 
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The maps provided illustrate the cantonment areas emphasizing the point that over ninety-five 
percent (95%) of the land area of Kirtland will still be occupied after a realignment. Equally as 
important, they show the safety areas and buffer zones still active for the remaining activities. 

Shows the size and scope of the 58th Special Operations Wing and reinforces the expense of 
moving with no gain in mission effectiveness. 

An analysis of the AF BRAC Questionnaire for Kirtland showing the difficulties in interpreting 
questions for this "federal" installation. 

Shows critical changes made in Kirtland's facilities condition code ratings during the BRAC 
Process. Apparently, the base was attempting to support future construction requests; the result 
was a lowering of its BRAC rating. 

Is a series of base closure executive group minutes showing that Kirtland was a receiver for the 
proposed closure of Los Angeles AFB until air quality is raised as a criterion for cancellation. 

Is a discussion of the tremendous economic impact on the Albuquerque, NM area, as well as the 
limited reuse potential. 

r 
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On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense announced the 1995 Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) candidates. Kirtland Air Force Base was identified for major realignment actions including the 
following: 

(a) Relocate the 58th Special Operations Wing to Holloman AFB, NM. 

(b) Relocate the Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center to Eglin AFB, FL. 

(c) Relocate the Air Force Security Police Agency to Lackland AFB, TX. 

(d) Relocate the Air Force Inspection Agency and the Air Force Safety Agency to Kelly AFB, TX. 

(e) Relocate Defense Nuclear Agency to Kelly AFB, TX. 

(9 Deactivate the 377th Air Base Wing and close other activities and facilities at Kirtland AFB 
including medical services and family housing. 

(g) Retain Phillips Laboratory and the 898th Munitions Squadron in cantonment (a small, 
secured location within the base). 

The Kirtland AFB Task Force was formed in response to the Department of Defense announcement to 
realign Kirtland. The proposal would result in the loss of 6850 direct jobs and 5066 indirect jobs (USAF 
estimates). The proposal went to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission on March 1st. 

The Task Force consists of volunteers from the affected community of Albuquerque, New Mexico, as 
well as the surrounding area and the state. The Mayor of Albuquerque nominated the original members. 
Later, the NM Congressional Delegation named a Steering Group to coordinate the Mayor's Task Force 
with other in-being and soon-to-be-formed groups. 

The Steering Group and Task Force have reviewed the DODIUSAF proposal for mission impacts, 
consistency with BRAC criteria, cost impacts, and community effects, including potential reuse. This 
report expresses the results of that review. 

Leo Marquez, Lt. Gen., USAF, Ret. Charlie Thomas, Col., USAF, Ret. 

Hanson Scott, B. Gen., USAF, Ret. Sherman McCorkle 

II Bob Francis, Col., USAF, Ret. John Vuksich, LTC, USA, Ret. 
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After reviewing materials provided by the Department of Defense and the US Air Force, the Community 
Steering Group recommends that the proposal to realign Kirtland AFB be withdrawn. Our reasons align 
with the following BRAC criteria: 

Return on Investment 

Cost Impacts 
The Task Force has examined the costs to accomplish the Kirtland realignment (as provided by DOD). 
Our conclusions: 

the one time cost is $525.7M, much higher than the DOD estimate of $277.5M; 
the annual "savings" of $62M projected by DOD are overstated (task force estimate is an 
annual cost of $12.7M; there are 110 savi~tgs); and, 
the DOD should especially have included the one-time and annual cost impacts on DOE, 
since Kirtland is a Federal installation with DOE as a major tenant; a large portion of the 
funds provided to Sandia National Laboratories (DOE contractor) are provided by DOD; 
and, the costs to the taxpayer should be included in BRAC considerations whenever they 
have a significant impact. 

Military Value Concerns 

Nuclear Surety Will Be Dirninislted 
Transfer of activities from Kirtland would have a major impact on the nuclear surety cohesion within the 
DODIDOE. Kirtland has a 50 year history of support to the Nuclear Weapons Program of the United 
States. The intimate technical and professional association among military and civilian staff resident at 
Kirtland, as well as the responsive interchange between organizations such as DOE [and its contractors, 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) and Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL)], and DOD (Field 
Command, Defense Nuclear Agency; the Interservice Nuclear Weapons School, and others), enabled and 
facilitated the development, maintenance and safety of the nation's nuclear stockpile. All these activities 
purposefully gathered at Kirtland over a period of years, e.g., BRAC 93 moved the AF Safety Agency to 
Kirtland to collocate with its Directorate of Nuclear Surety. Diffusion at a minimum would impact the 
efficiency and effectiveness of nuclear surety. 

58th Special Operations Wing Training Will Be Disrupted 
The 58th Special Operations Wing does not need to move. In addition, the infrastructure at Holloman 
does not match what exists at Kirtland. The training mission and people assigned will suffer through a 
transition period of several years. The training pipeline will be disrupted for a period of 6 to 12 months. 
Moving to Holloman will cost more than twice the original AF estimate. 

Air Quality 
The AF should not have removed Kirtland from its receival status. Thousands could move to Kirtland 
without detrimental effects on local air quality. 3 
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Bottom Line 
Serious mission concerns are raised if this realignment occurs. The BRAC should review those concerns 
and the costs involved. Using the revised one-time costs of $525.7M and annual costs of $12.7M (see 
next page) would result in no Return on Investment (ROI). This fact should eliminate the original 
Kirtland realignment proposal from further consideration. 

'II 
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Cost Differences Between A F  Proposal and Community Estimate 
Note: Costs cvere gatlzered frorit rnany soilrces and may be in FY 95, 96 or 97 dollars. No attempt wvas 
rirade to norrirntize the inputs sirzce the corzclilsio~ tvozill not change. 

Recurring 

USAF Claimed Savings $62.OM 

Omissions in AF Proposal (These reduce A F  claimed savings.) 

DOE Infrastructure 
Security for 898th MSS 
BOS for Base X(C0BRA calculation) and FCDNA 
VA Hospital (loss of AF personnel) 
CHAMPUS (impact on retireesldependents) 

New Recurring Savings Total Minus $12.7M 

One Time Costs 

USAF Claimed Costs $277.5 M 

Omissions in A F  Proposal (Tlzese add to claimed costs.) 

DOE 
Phillips Laboratory 
150th FG, ANG 
KUMSC 
Move 58TH Simulators 
Move TACCSF 

Disagreements (Community suggests these as requirements; A F  may disagree.) 

Housing for 58TH SOW 
USAF Safety Center Building 
Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency 
NCO Academy 
Additional ramp (for 58th SOW) 
Simulator Building (for 58th SOW) 

New One Time Costs Total 
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KIRTLAND AFB REALIGNMENT: WHY? WHY NOT? 

1.1 History 

Kirtland Air Force Base is a unique, one-of-a-kind federal installation which encompasses almost 
52000 acres. A "normal" Air Force Base has a primary flying mission and a few organizations that 
support that single mission. Kirtland on the other hand could be compared to a mid-sized community 
that has a variety of businesses and activities that are different but interrelated. The Air Force as the 
host military department provides the support for Air Force units, Department of Defense (DOD) 

agencies, Department of Energy (DOE) organizations, 
including Sandia National Laboratories, and a host of 
contractors who support Air Force and non-Air Force 
missions. In total, there are over 150 on and off base tenant 
organizations supported by the 377th Air Base Wing, the 
host Air Force organization. These tenant organizations 
represent over 18000 people that receive support from the 
Air Force. The 377th Air Base Wing provides their support 
with 2750 people, making the total work force at Kirtland 
almost 2 1000. Kirtland Air Force Base is the largest 
employer in the State of New Mexico. 

Kirtland Air Force Base, as we know it today, was created in 1971 by the consolidation of Sandia Base, 
Manzano Base and the original Kirtland Air Force Base. The original Kirtland Base began in 1939 as a 
refueling station for transient military aircraft on 2000 acres of leased land near the municipal airport. In 
194 1, it became a training site for combat aircrews. 

The original Sandia Base began as a training site for aircraft mechanics. Later, it became an extension of 
the nation's nuclear weapons research and development program when units of Z Division of Los 
Alamos Laboratory and an Army Military Police Detachment moved to the base in 1941. Z Division 
was the forerunner of Sandia National Laboratories; the military detachment was the forerunner of Field 
Command, Defense Nuclear Agency. From a humble beginning in what was described as "a motley 
assortment of prewar structures," the military services established elaborate, interrelated research and 
development facilities for.more advanced work on weapons of the future. 

Sandia National Laboratories was created in 1947, and assumed the responsibility for weapons 
development. It has since been described as the "nuclear ordnance engineer for the United States of 
America." The military departments were the end user of the weapons and in 1947 a joint "Armed 
Forces Special Weapons Project" was established at Sandia Base to handle all the logistical support 
associated with atomic weapons. This organization subsequently became Field Command, Defense 
Nuclear Agency (DNA) and was the forerunner of many other separate but related agencies, 
organizations, and units which came together under the umbrella of nuclear support. 

The Air Force Special Weapons Center was established at Kirtland in 1952, and handled weapons 
related projects, including the planning of nuclear tests. The Air Force Weapons Laboratory was formed 
in 1963, and was a premier research and development organization which formed the nucleus for 
Phillips Laboratory. 
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Although many other atomic or nuclear organizations existed at one time or another, all military services 
and many other governmental agencies recognized Kirtland AFB as the nuclear "headwaters" and have 
participated in activities on the base. By consolidating numerous nuclear related functions at Kirtland, 
the Department of Defense and others have achieved a single source of expertise to handle the myriad of 
technical, developmental, and operational issues associated with nuclear weapons. This "nuclear 
community" is nationally recognized as the source of information, guidance, direction and authority on 
any and all issues related to military weapons. 

The nature of research and development, test and evaluation, and operational aircrew training requires a 
large facility and Kirtland offered adequate space to conduct all missions. Excess space was available 
and Kirtland has been favorably considered for the addition of other missions over the years. The Air 
Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) was established in 1974, to be the single 
manager for operational test and evaluation of new weapons systems intended for Air Force use. 
Kirtland was selected as the home for AFOTEC as a means to separate operational testing and 
evaluation from the Air Force Major Commands responsible for developing and supporting weapons 
systems. An independent location was required to keep functions separated and prevent possible 
influence during operational testing and evaluation. 

The Air Force Office of Security Police was activated at Kirtland in 1978. Security police have a critical 
role in weapons security and a strong connection with the nuclear communi1:y. The most recent additions 
to Kirtland were the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) and the Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) 
which moved from Norton AFB, California in the summer of 1993. Both agencies were displaced by a 
BRAC action which closed Norton AFB, and they moved into a new $14 million facility that was 
specifically designed and built to accommodate them. Both the AFIA and AFSA have important roles in 
the safety and security of military nuclear weapons, which made their new home an ideal addition to the 
nuclear community. 

Kirtland was selected as the focal base for providing centralized training for all Rescue and Special 
Operations Forces in the Air Force. The 58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) takes its lineage from the 
1550th Aircrew Training and Test Wing which was transferred to Kirtland in 1976. The unique 
simulator facilities, diverse terrain, and specialized training areas provide an exceptional capability to 
train aircrews and conduct mission rehearsals for highly sensitive operations. 

Kirtland has been considered a "core" base or a location that has the potentral to receive additional 
organizations or missions. Several units are or were in the process of relocating to Kirtland as part of Air 
Force consolidation efforts. In recent years the Air Force Space and Missile Center was considered a 
candidate to move from Los Angeles Air Force Base to Kirtland; however, that move was predicated on 
closing Los Angeles Air Force Base in one of the BRAC cycles. 

1.2. I US Air Force A fpation 
The US Air Force has provided the support at Kirtland AFB for many years. For decades, the base 
supported flying activities, drawn by excellent flying weather, and weapons research and development, 
drawn by like activities dating back to the post World War I1 years. 

Today, Kirtland has the largest collection of activities at any DOD installation (over 150). The base has 
changed hands many times. The base currently belongs to the AF Materiel Command whose only 
mission activities are the Phillips Laboratory and the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex 
(KUMSC). Support for all activities is provided by the 377th Air Base Wing (ABW), operating through 
a series of host-tenant support agreements. 
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w The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC). the parent organization for the Phillips Lab (PL) and the 
377th ABW, the host unit, is proposing to realign Kirtland to divest itself of a large cost in a location 
where its mission interest is small. Thus, it places Kirtland in the Laboratory and Product Center 
subcategory for assessment in the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, yet PL has only 5% 
of the worker population at Kirtland. Then, after examining it in this questionable category, the AF goes 
along with the Joint Cross-Service Group high score for PL by recommending to keep PL. Then it 
proposes to remove the support unit. If the lab scored well, why not keep the support in place? 

1.2 AF Questionnaire 

As part of the BRAC process, all installations must complete a questionnaire. The completion of the AF 
questionnaire on Kirtland was not comprehensive, leaving gaps in information needed to decide the 
future of Kirtland. There seemed to be great difficulty in rating this Air Force Base when taxiways and 
runways are owned by the City of Albuquerque. What should have been a plus (maintenance and 
upgrade of runways would be paid for by non-DOD money) became a negative (no credit was taken for 
airfield capabilities since someone else owned them). The analysis reviewing the questionnaire point by 
point is at Appendix C. 

It is interesting to note a major change to the percentage of facility space rated at condition code one 
occurred during the process of evaluation. That change was so significant that it dropped the overall 
Facility Condition rating for Kirtland. (The summary chart for these changes is at Appendix D). 

w 
1.3 BRAC Considerations 

1.3.1 Consolidatiorz Objective 
A stated objective of the BRAC is to consolidate a variety of activities and to provide support via a 
single service. That is exactly the case at Kirtland where over 150 activities are supported by the US Air 
Force. Kirtlarzd is a rnodel BRAC base rather than one that should be considered for realignment. 

1.3.2 Costs and Reuse 
Another major point of inconsistency in proposing a realignment of Kirtland is the cost impact. The 
BRAC process is designed to identify higher cost installations for realignment or closure. The best way 
to accomplish savings is to completely close the installation. This also makes reuse much more 
beneficial to the local community. In the case of Kirtland, the proposed realignment leaves major 
cantonment areas (PL, ANG, DOEISNL) that occupy approximately 95% of the land area. In addition, 
over 60% of the work force is still in place (and needing support). Thus, the claim of significant savings 
and reuse possibilities are greatly diminished. A major installation will still be in place even after the 
realignment. See map at Appendix A. 

BRAC criteria includes an analysis of the implementation costs, annual savings, and return on 
investment (ROI) for each closure or realignment. At Kirtland, there are major impacts to the units 
remaining who need to support themselves. For example, the additional annual costs of support for 
major activities remaining are estimated at $30.6M annually for DOEISNL. 

(I Although some costs for PL and ANG are included in the AF analysis, DOE costs are not. The DOE 
costs of $30.6M should be deducted from the AF claimed savings since: 
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they are a direct impact of the proposal, and 
the~majority of funding for remaining DOE activities comes from DOD (through DOE 
Defense Programs). 

1.3.3 Air Quality 
Air Quality Considerations as They Relate to Capacity for Future Growth tzt Kirtland AFB 
Albuquerque/Bernalillo County is currently classified as a low-moderate non-attainment area for the 
criteria pollutant carbon monoxide (CO). However, Albuquerque/Bernalillo County has not exceeded 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
for three years, making the area eligible for 
redesignation to attainmentjmaintenance status. As Dart 
of the formal redesignation procedure, the City's Air 
Pollution Control division has prepared a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for Maintenance of the CO 
standard. The SIP submittal is scheduled for public 
hearing before the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County Air 
Quality Control Board on April 13, 1995. Once 
approved, the SIP submittal will be transmitted to the 
EPA Region VT office by the Governor. EPA has 
committed to take action on the redesignation request by 
July 15, 1995. To date, no adverse public comments 
have been received, and all EPA comments have been 
addressed. 

Phr//@s Laboratory Starfire Optical Range 

Included in the SIP document is a maintenance demonstration which shows that even with significant 
projected increases in population, employment, and vehicle miles of travel, total CO emissions for the 
next ten years (analysis period through 2005) will be significantly lower than the 1993 emissions cap. 
This difference between the 1993 cap and projected emissions in subsequenl. years is the so-called 
"headroom" in the emissions budget. This headroom is generated as the 1993 vehicle fleet is replaced by 
newer, lower emitting vehicles, as well as by an upgraded vehicle inspection program, and the continued 
implementation of the oxyfuel program and mandatory no-burn program. 

The various Air Force/Phillips Laboratory relocation to Kirtland scenarios ranging from an initial 625 
employees to a total of 6000 employees would take up no more than 10% of this headroom and thus 
could be easily accommodated from an emissions cap perspective. In March 1994, Phillips Lab 
completed a conformity analysis which conservatively estimated that the relocation of 625 jobs to 
EOrtland would result in the addition of 85 tons of CO per year to the local airshed. The City's Air 
Pollution Control Division concurred with this estimate. Assuming 6000 relocations would generate 10 
times the emissions or 850 tons CO per year and even rounding up to 1000 tons per year to be 
conservative, this figure is still less than 3 tons per day or less than 10% of the projected 3 1 tons per day 
headroom available in 1996. This percentage would be even less in later, higher headroom years when 
such sizeable relocations would realistically be fully realized. The implementation year of the proposal 
is a critical element of any conformity analysis. 

In addition to the emissions cap and headroom issues, an applicable requirement of General Conformity 
to any proposed expansion at Kirtland involves project or plan specific demonstrations that the action 
will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of a National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). w 
General Conformity rules set specific thresholds of pollutants that apply to federal actions. The CO 
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w threshold of 100 tons is applicable to non-attainment and maintenance areas. If a federal action will 
provide 100 tons or more of CO, as determined by a specific applicability analysis, then a more detailed 
site specific analysis using intersection modeling techniques becomes necessary. 

In a CO non-attainment area without current violations like Bernalillo County or in a maintenance area 
such as Bemalillo County will become upon redesignation, this second level of analysis requires the 
federal agency to demonstrate that the proposed action will not cause or contribute to a violation of the 
NAAQS for CO. This is a significantly easier test to meet than that required for a CO non-attainment 
area experiencing violations where the federal action is not allowed to exacerbate an existing violation, 
cause or contribute to a new violation or delay attainment of the standard. By way of further 
comparison, the most difficult demonstration of conformity would be in an ozone non-attainment area 
where actions exceeding the 100 ton per year threshold are required to mitigate or offset emissions to no 
net increase. 

It is important to note that should such an analysis for a specific proposal indicate a violation of the CO 
standard, the expansion would not necessarily be precluded. Moreover, the federal agency would not 
have to bring net emissions increase down to zero or even 100 tons per year. Rather, the agency would 
have to mitigate the actions' impacts so that the action did not cause or contribute to a violation. 
Federal installations like Kirtland are in a uniquely advantageous position in terms of mitigating CO 
emissions associated with vehicle travel and traffic congestion. In general, an Air Force base is capable 
of exercising a much greater impact on the commuting habits and on-site activities of its employees and 
tenants than other employers. 

'(I The City Air Poll~~tion Control Division has reviewed the March 1, 1995, Preliminary Conformity 
Analysis for Kirtland, prepared by Radian Corporation and concurs with the generally conservative 
approach taken. The City also agrees with the study conclusion that the emissions cap would allow for a 
20% growth at Kirtland by the year 2005. 

In contrast, the Air Force conformity analyses appear to be oversimplified at best, resulting in incorrect 
conclusions. In his letter of March 15 to Senator Bingaman, Col. Bull accurately lists the numerous 
requirements of general conformity and states it would have been unwise for the Air Force to proceed 
with an action where a positive conformity determination was in doubt. Nowhere in said correspondence 
is it  stated that such a conformity analysis was conducted specific to Kirtland, much less what 
assumptions or baseline data were used. 

However, two statements made to Senator Bingaman's office raise serious questions about the purported 
conformity analysis. The first assertion in question is that a move of 2600 personnel to Kirtland would 
result in 450 tons of CO and that this would violate the SIP. This tonnage is less than 1 and 113 tons of 
CO per day or an insignificant 3% of the 1996 headroom. How does 450 tons of CO per year violate the 
SIP? We can only surmise that the Air Force failed to take into account the implementation year of the 
action, and, thus, the headroom in the emissions budget that would have been available. 

A related issue is the AF's statement that they had to use MOBILE4.1 due to federal law. In actuality 
EPA guidance even prior to the release of MOBILE5 was that 1990 inventories would need to be redone 
using MOBILES. Moreover, while the preamble to the transportation conformity rule allows for a one 
year grace period from November 24, 1993, to November 24, 1994, this grace period was put in place to 

(I allow Metropolitan Planning Organizations more time to update their transportation conformity 
demonstrations. This grace period is not applicable to AlbuquerqueIBernalillo County since both the 
1994 atid 1995 Transportation Conformity Demonstrations were done using MOBILESa and a 
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recalculated 1990 Base Year Inventory as per EPA guidance. Consequently, this MOBILE% based 1990 
inventory was documented and available upon request. 

In conclusion, the maintenance of attainment SIP does not significantly constrain future growth at 
Kirtland. It is unfortunate that the Air Force did not request the most current and relevant Air 
Quality information from the local agency before embarking on the purported analysis. Clearly, 
the result has been to unnecessarily penalize an environmentaIly proactive community with an 
award-winning vehicle inspection program, one of the nation's first and most effective oxyfuel 
programs, and the nation's first predictive meteorology based no-burn program. 

Fairly late in its decision process (December 1994), the Air Force ordered a reevaluation of BRAC 
proposals based on air quality impacts. Prior to this time, Los Angeles AFB was a candidate for closure 
with a major portion of its mission moving to Kirtland. Within ten days of the reevaluation request, the 
Los Angeles proposal was withdrawn from consideration and Kirtland became a candidate for 
realignment. (See USAF BCEG minutes at Appendix E). Bernalillo County including Albuquerque and 
Kirtland AFB is in a non attainment status for carbon monoxide only, but has been in compliance for 
three years. As described, efforts are underway to redesignate it to attainment /maintenance status for 
carbon monoxide. The AF should have used current information which would have shown a positive 
impact of moving people to Kirtland. That assessment would have kept Kirtland as a receiving base 
allowing additional missions such as the Space and Missile Systems Center to move from Los 
Angeles AFB. The BRAC should consider that alternative. 

The figure below illustrates the positive results of CO controlled programs in a growing community. 

Exceedarrces of the CU *NAAQS in Albuquerque, NNI 
1982 through 1993 for all sites - 'NAAQS = National Ambient Air Uualtty Standad 
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1(1 1.3.4 Base Status 
In previous BRAC cycles, Kirtland was exempt from consideration. It is interesting that Kirtland was 
a last minute change after years of being a "core" base for the AF. The BRAC should determine what 
changed; the last minute look at air quality appears to have caused this change (BCEG minutes in 
Appendix E). The Air Force reasoning was wrong. 

1.3.5 Ecorzoinic Impact 
Realignment of Kirtland would produce the largest job loss of all AF BRAC 95 proposals; it is 
the second largest on the DOD BRAC 95 proposal. Impacts on the Albuquerque, NM area 
include the loss of: 

6850 direct jobs 
5066 indirect jobs 
$223M in payroll 

A thorough discussion of economic impact is provided in Appendix F. 

1.3.6 Reuse by Local Commurzity 
It is BRAC policy to expedite the transition of property and facilities to the local community to soften 
the blow of a realignment or closure. In the case of Kirtland, the cantonment areas around the PL, ANG, 
and DOEISNL activities leave approximately ninety-five percent (95%) of the property occupied, 
greatly hindering any reuse. The majority of the available facilities will include housing. Although the 

(I housing may be of some benefit to the community, there is no fostering of economic activity when 
housing encompasses most of the reusable facilities. This lack of viable reuse potential violates the 
plan unveiled in July 1993 by President Clinton to revitalize communities affected by base closure. 
With essentially nothing but housing being in excess, reuse options that can generate jobs are 
nonexistent. 

Return for 
Community 
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w CHAPTER 2 
COST CORRECTIONS TO THE USAF ESTIMATE 

Chapter Overview 

The USAF cost estimates have serious omissions that result in false conclusions regarding the potential 
cost savings to the Department of Defense. These omissions occur in both categories of recurring cost 
savings and one-time costs to realign Kirtland AFB. Less seriously, there are disagreements with some 
one-time costs within the USAF cost estimates. The USAF projects an annual recurring savings of $62 
million. Considering the omissions, that figure should be an annual cost of $12.7 million. Similarly, the 
USAF projects a one-time cost of realignment to be $277.5 million. Considering omissions and 
disagreements, that cost should be $525.7 million. 

2.1 Recurring Cost Omissions 

2.1.1 Base Operating Support Funds for Noit-Air Force Units 
The USAF has overstated a cost savings for BOS by $10.6 million. Of the $62 million that the USAF 
projects as recurring savings, $52 million is due to personnel reductions within the 377th Air Base Wing 
(ABW) of 1375 "excess" support personnel. Under the realignment, the USAF has retained support 

.I personnel for USAF units at a rate of 9.6% of the authorized strength of the supported units. The USAF 
did not retain support personnel for non-USAF units. Since none of the non-USAF units at Kirtland are 
being disbanded, the necessity for the support those units currently receive from the USAF remains. 
What the USAF has done is merely pull the support provided to the non-USAF organizations and 
claimed a savings without identifying that there will be a replacement cost to someone else within the 
DOD. If the non-USAF organizations are provided BOS at the same rate of 9.6% as USAF units are 
provided support, an additional 209 personnel should be retained from the pool of 1375 "excess" 
personnel eliminated by the USAF. Using the personnel cost data from the COBRA model, the annual 
BOS cost of $10.6 million is determined by multiplying the number of support personnel by the annual 
cost of a person. 

2.1.2 Security for the 898th Murtitiorts Support Squadron 
The USAF has not provided a security force to replace the military policemen currently performing the 
security mission for the 898th MSS, which reflects an omission of $8.2 million annually. Currently, the 
377 Security Police Squadron provides the security function to the 898th MSS. This organization is 
eliminated as part of the 1375 "excess" support personnel from the 377 ABW discussed above, and the 
USAF cost estimate does not include the costs for the establishment of a replacement organization.' The 
Government Accounting Office was informed by the USAF that the security force includes 
approximately 175 personnel. Using the personnel cost data from the COBRA model, the annual 
security force cost of $8.2 million is determined by multiplying the number of guards by the annual cost 
of a person. 

'while the USAF cost estimate includes personnel for the 898th MSS security mission. these personnel are not accounted for correctly in the 

.) COBRA model to reflect they are a new organization. resulting from a BRAC action. 
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2.1.3 Department of Energy Cost Shift 
As in the case of BOS in paragraph 1 above, the USAF shifted some cost of base support from the 
USAF to the DOE organizations. The Secretary of the Department of Energy has certified an annual 
cost to DOE of $30.6 million. While DOD policy explicitly states that cost shifts to other agencies are 
not to be considered, the bulk of the DOE work at Kirtland AFB is funded by DOD appropriations. 
DOE will merely transfer this added annual cost on to its customer, the DOD. "Costs to the taxpayer" 
should be the measure. 

2.1.4 Veterans Hospital Cost Shift 
The USAF has unilaterally dissolved a partnership arrangement with the Department of Veteran Affairs 
Medical Center in Albuquerque that will result in an increased cost to that hospital of $5.1 million 
annually. The hospital at Kirtland AFB is a prototype, joint hospital between the USAF and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. The VA informally provided information inclicating a cost to them of 
$5.1 million annually when the USAF abandons their obligations. While DOD policy explicitly states 
that cost shifts to other agencies are not to be considered, the cost shift to the VA is covered under the 
DOD exception to that policy. 

2.1.5 CHAMPUS 
The USAF failed to calculate the $20.2 million increase in CHAMPUS cost ,as a result of their 
realignment recommendation. DOD guidance explicitly requires the military departments to include the 
added costs to CHAMPUS that will result from BRAC actions. The USAF ignored that requirement. 
From patient visit data, and from the CHAMPUS per-visit cost data provideti by the USAF hospital at 
Kirtland AFB, an annual cost shift to CHAMPUS of $20.2 million is determined by multiplying the cost 
per visit by the number of visits. This is the method used internally in the COBRA model. This cost was 
corrected to reflect the elimination of an annual $3.4 million dollar liability paid by the USAF to the VA. 

2.2 One-Time Cost Omissions 

2.2.1 Carttonmertt Costs 
The USAF failed to consider costs to organizations remaining at Kirtland AFB that are necessary to 
transition from an active air force base into a cluster of cantonment areas. These one-time costs affect 
Sandia National Laboratories for $64.1 million as determined by the Secretary of Energy; affect Phillips 
Laboratories for $1 8.4 million as determined by the USAF site visit team; affect the 150 FG (ANG) for 
$7.1 million as determined by the USAF site visit team; and affect the Kirtland Underground Munitions 
Storage Complex for $2.8 million as determined by the USAF site visit team. 

2.2.2 Moving the Flight Si~nulators of the 58th Special Operations Wing 
The USAF failed to consider the one-time cost to move the simulators of the 58th SOW for a cost of 
$26.7 million. This cost estimate was generated by the contractor who builds and operates these special 
simulators for the USAF. It is composed of three elements: first, the cost of disassembly and assembly 
of the simulators; second, the cost of packing and transporting the simulators to Holloman AFB ( as 
determined by Mayflower Movers); and third, the cost of relocating the contractor operators of the 
simulator to Holloman AFB in a manner consistent with the requirements of the current contract. 

2.2.3 Move the Theater Air Command aizd Corttrol Simulation Facility 
The USAF failed to consider the cost of moving the Theater Air Command and Control Simulation 
Facility (TACCSF), a large training computer simulation, for a total of $9.9 million. This cost was 
provided by the USAF personnel who would be responsible for its movement. This cost does not include 

w 
any MILCON necessary to house TACCSF. 
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w 2.3 One-Time Cost Disagreements 

2.3.1 Milcon for Simulator Buildings at Hollo~narz AFB 
The USAF has not provided sufficient funds for MILCON for simulator buildings for the 58th SOW, 
reflecting a one-time cost of $3.8 million. The stated requirement by the USAF for MILCON for the 
flight simulators is 12 simulator bays. The USAF included cost estimates for four bays and stated that 
the 6 bays currently scheduled for construction at Kirtland AFB would be reprogrammed for Holloman 
AFB. The USAF estimate is two bays short of the stated requirement. The cost of $3.8 million is 
determined by a proportional factoring of the USAF cost of the four bays to six bays. 

2.3.2. Milcon for the USAF Safety Center and Inspection Agency 
The USAF cost estimate proposes to renovate World War I1 buildings for the Safety and Inspection 
Centers at a cost of $1.4 million. The USAF decision to renovate the proposed facilities is not 
supportable. The Corps of Engineers provided the cost of the current facilities, recently built for these 
organizations for $15 million. The one-time cost of $13.6 million reflects the difference in the cost of a 
new facility beyond the funds allocated by the USAF for a renovation. 

2.3.3 Milcon for the Defense Nzrclear Agency 
The USAF has understated the cost of MILCON for DNA by $1 1.6 million. USAF cost documents 
reflect requirements for classrooms, light SCIFs, and a library whose costs were not included in the 
USAF cost estimates. The $1 1.6 million cost for these facilities was determined by proportional 
factoring on a square foot basis with similar facilities that were costed by the USAF at Holloman AFB. 

2.3.4 Milcorr for the NCO Acaderny 
The USAF has understated the cost of a new NCO academy by $7.4 million. COBRA model input 
shows a requirement for a new 51400 square foot facility, with an estimated cost provided of $2 
million. This cost is clearly unreasonable. A cost of $9.4 million was determined by proportional 
factoring on a square foot basis, with similar facilities that were costed by the USAF at Holloman AFB. 
The cost understatement is the difference between the $9.4 million and the USAF $2 million. 

2.3.5 Rarnp for "Unazrtlzorized" Aircraft of the 58th SOW 
The 58th SOW has additional aircraft beyond their authorized number: four each C-130, two each MM- 
53 and two each UH- I .  The USAF plans to authorized strength; however, these aircraft will require, at a 
minimum, a parking space. By proportional factoring on a square yard basis with the cost of the ramp 
cost provided in the USAF estimate, the additional cost for ramp of $7.2 million is determined. No other 
facilities are provided for these extra aircraft. 

2.3.6 Housing for Hollornan AFB 
Housing construction is understated by $75.6 million. The USAF shows a requirement for 648 sets of 
quarters but provides costs for only 100 units. By proportional factoring of the USAF cost for 100 units, 
a cost understatement of $75.6 million is determined. Clearly, the number of quarters required is a 
subjective determination. However, Holloman AFB has a housing shortage and also is located in a rural 
area of New Mexico. There simply are not hundreds of extra homes in the Holloman AFB area to absorb 
the relocation of the 58th SOW without imposing hardships on military personnel. 
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wlf CHAPTER 3 
MILITARY VALUE - MISSION CONCERNS FOR NUCLEAR SURETY 

Chapter Overview 

Kirtland has a 50 year history in nuclear surety. The Department of the Air Force (DAF) realignment 
proposal may have unwittingly underestimated the crucial operational requirements of the joint 
Department of Defense (D0D)lDepartment of Energy (DOE) nuclear weapons mission at Kirtland Air 
Force Base. The team of DODIDOE military and civilian organizations, scientists, engineers, executives, 
technicians, and specialists who develop and manage the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile cannot be 
broken up without jeopardizing the safety and surety of that stockpile. Air Force Safety 
AgencyIDirectorate of Nuclear Surety(AFSA/DNS), the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA), Field 
Command Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA), Nuclear Weapons Integration Division (NWID), the 
Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division Detachment (NAWCWDD), and the Navy Liaison Office 
(NLO) should remain located as near to other members as possible to continue co-developing and co- 
managing the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile. 

The consolidation of Kirtland, Sandia Base, and Manzano Base support functions in 1971, resulted in 
major savings. The termination of consolidated base support will result in major additional support 
costs. In addition. DAF only considered the value of the consolidated base to itself, not its value to all 
federal agencies. Much of the savings claimed are actually transfers of costs and responsibilities for 

(I suppot? to other bases and other agencies, primarily DOE and DNA. Kirtland should remain fully active 
with all the existing tenant organizations remaining in place. 

3.1 Nuclear Surety 

3.1.1 History/Missiort 
The United States' first nuclear weapons were developed by a joint military-civilian team called the 
Manhattan Project. The military provided security and base support while the civilians developed, 
constructed, and tested the first weapon. After the war, the government began taking extraordinary 
precautions to be sure that our nuclear weapons would always be extremely well designed and 
manufactured; be safe to transport, survive an accident and store; be safe and secure aboard ships, 
aircraft, and missiles; never fall into the wrong hands; be secure from unauthorized use; and would 
work. That effort, known as "Nuclear Weapons Surety," remains top priority with the team that today 
manages the nation's weapons. 

In 1946, the Congress passed the Atomic Energy Act to put our nuclear weapons under civilian control 
and split the Manhattan Project team into two agencies: one civilian, the Atomic Energy Commission 
(AEC), and the other military, the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP). Together, they 
develop and manage the nuclear weapons stockpile. The two established separate headquarters in 
Washington, D.C. for liaison with the President, the Congress, and the military department's 
headquarters. That same year, the two agencies began construction of Sandia Base in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, a single base operated by AFSWP for both agencies where they could co-develop, co-manage, 

.( and co-accomplish the field work necessary to provide the safest and surest nuclear arsenal on Earth. 
One of the first facilities constructed was Sandia Laboratory. The people of Sandia Laboratory, 
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AFSWP's Field Command, and AEC's Albuquerque Operations Office (ALO) were, and still are, a team 
and an extremely valuable pool of military and civilian managerial and technical knowledge and 

w 
experience. The organizations have changed names several times. Today, AFSWP is known as the 
Defense Nuclear Agency, the AEC is the Department of Energy, and Sandia Laboratory is known as 
Sandia National Laboratories (SNL). They still perform the same joint mission at the same location. 
Sandia Base is now part of Kirtland Air Force Base, and the team includes several new military 
organizations. 

During the Cold War, nuclear weapons become far more sophisticated and numerous and Army, Navy, 
and Air Force organizations joined the team at Sandia Base, assuming greater responsibilities in the 
development and management of nuclear weapons. Co-locating nuclear management team members on 
Kirtland ensures daily interaction on classified and sensitive issues, enables a rapid, team response to 
urgent problems, and permits sharing of resource materials, data, and libraries. This is especially critical 
for FCDNA stockpile and nuclear material managers who must rely on daily in-person contact with SNL 
and LANL counterparts to perform their daily duties. Air Force Safety AgencyJDirectorate of Nuclear 
Surety(AFSA/DNS), the Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA), the Air Forcr: Nuclear Weapons 
Integration Division (NWID),the San Antonio Air Logistics Center/Nuclear Weapons Integration 
Division (SA-ALC/NWI), the Naval Air Warfare Center Weapons Division Detachment (NAWCWDD), 
and the Navy Liaison Office (NLO) representatives rely on the same in-person contacts and access to 
SNL data to assure the safety and surety of nuclear weapons systems. Their SNL counterparts rely on 
the same in-person contacts to perform their duties. The need for their inter-organizational coordination 
is far more intense and essential than it was during the Manhattan Project. Breaking up and moving 
FCDNA and USAF members of the team would make such interactions, rapid responses, and sharing 
resources extremely difficult and expensive. w 
Kirtland is the only place in the country where the Department of Energy, Sandia National Laboratories, 
the Department of Defense, and the Air Force come together in a continuous, daily effort to develop and 
to work the vital procedures that have kept our nuclear arsenal safe and secure. The synergy that has 
been created by the co-location of the major players in this effort is a result of years of relationships and 
interaction of a very diverse group of individuals, ranging from scientists, engineers, munitions 
specialists, security specialists, and operations personnel. The result of the national effort has been a 
perfect record - not a single mishap involving nuclear weapons has produced a nuclear yield. 

With the ongoing reduction in numbers of nuclear weapons and no new 
weapons production, the primary emphasis in nuclear stockpile 
management is now on more effective and economical support of the 
remaining stockpile, including surety, safety, and logistical support. It is 
important that all agencies involved be located at the hub of these 
activities. FCDNA is a key organization in managing and providing 
stockpile support. All Service maintenance activities and Joint Nuclear 
Weapons Publications Systems (JNWPS) activities funnel through 
FCDNA, including maintenance manuals, parts manuals, and catalogs. 
FCDNA's nuclear stockpile support duties include, but are not limited to: 

a. Maintaining the national accountability database of the 
national nuclear stockpile and its associated reporting system. 

b. Managing the nuclear weapons material system including limited life components, test and 
handling equipment, spare parts, and supplies from initial provisioning through final 
disposal, including cataloging, standardization, acquisition, and distribution to the Services. 
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c. Administering the Unsatisfactory Report (UR) System whereby all deficiencies in weapons, 
manuals, test and handling equipment, and joint test assemblies (JTA) are reported to 
FCDNA as a central clearing house. FCDNA is responsible for resolving the deficiencies 
through coordination with SNL and others and for coordinating and distributing the answers 
to the Services. 

d. Organizing and chairing conferences of Service and SNL officials to coordinate 
development of alterations and retrofits to nuclear weapons. Since complicated design, 
engineering, and special equipment is required, in-person coordination by FCDNA, SNL, 
and Services counterparts is essential. 

e. Conducting Nuclear Weapons Effects Tests (NWET), which simulate various nuclear 
detonation effects including blast, thermal, electro-magnetic pulse, and ionizing radiation 
effects on Service designed equipment and facilities. Most of these tests are conducted at 
expensive, permanent FCDNA facilities at Kirtland or White Sands Missile Range. 

f. Operating the Interservice Nuclear Weapons School, which conducts general training for 
senior officers and other personnel from the Department of Defense, the Services, and other 
government agencies, in particular, the Department of Energy. Of critical importance are the 
Flag Officer, Senior Officer, and Nuclear Emergency Team nuclear accident response 
courses. 

Currently, at Kirtland, there are eight training sites, five active and three inactive, that were established 
in the late 1950s and early 1960s under special AEC permits. These sites were "seeded" with radioactive 
thorium to provide realistic training to designated response team members. The sites contain wreckage 
of aircraft and vehicles that simulate possible nuclear weapons accident scenarios. Team members don 

.I protective gear and masks and perform surveys of the accident sites where they map the area and 
identify the potential "hot spots" of radioactive contamination that could occur during an actual accident. 
This is done under the strict supervision of highly qualified instructors who ensure no radioactive 
exposure occurs to the students or to themselves. These sites at Kirtland are the only such sites in the 
United States. With new environmental requirements, it is doubtful that other such sites could be opened 
anywhere. The sites are "grandfathered," being established before environmental legislation passed in 
the late 1970s and 1980s. These sites are invaluable for realistic nuclear accident response training. 

Hopefully, the United States will never have another nuclear weapons accident, but there have been over 
30 incidences in our history. If another one occurs, the responding personnel need to be well trained in 
advance. No time exists for "on the job training." Instant communication from television, radio and the 
press will put a constant strain on the response team members. Training on the four active radioactive 
sites is the only way to do this with realistic conditions. The Department of Defense cannot afford to 
lose these irreplaceable assets. 

Breaking up and scattering FCDNA nuclear weapons support operations would be contrary to the 
primary objective and final recommendations in a 1994 assessment of DNA functions directed by 
Congress (Public Law 103-1 39, November 1993) and conducted for the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (OSD) by the National Defense Research InstituteIRand Corp. (ie, consolidation of all agencies 
reporting to a single OSD executive). ("An Assessment of Defense Nuclear Agency Functions - A 
Pathway Toward a New Nuclear Infrastructure for the Nation," The Rand Corp., 1994, ISBN 0-8330- 
1545-1). Most of the nuclear weapons support functions proposed for organizational consolidation are 
already geographically consolidated at Kirtland. 

FCDNA has been planning and managing nuclear effects tests and simulations at numerous remote 
locations from its offices at Kirtland since the 1950s. Previous efforts to break up and relocate these 
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functions were unsatisfactory; therefore, they were returned to their present organization and physical 
location. The FCDNA Interservice Nuclear Weapons School operates in a facility specially designed and 
constructed for that purpose. Previous efforts to relocate the school were unsatisfactory. There is no 
known rationale or justification for moving this FCDNA mission element from its tailor-made facility. 
Over the years, Kirtland evolved into a tailor-made base for developing and ]managing the stockpile (and 
the peripheral activities such as modifications, upgrades, etc.) in one-of-a-lund facilities as the SNL, the 
Interservice Nuclear Weapons School, the Manzano Base munitions area and KUMSC, and numerous 
nuclear weapons effects simulation facilities. AFSWP (now FCDNA) and AlEC (now DOE-AL) jointly 
funded many facilities on Sandia Base; DOE still owns much of the Sandia Base land. 

3.1.2 Discussion 
The nuclear weapons support functions performed by DOE-AL, FCDNA, AI;SA/DNS, AFIA, NWID, 
SA-ALCINWI, NAWCWDD, and the NLO rely on a synergistic and unique mix of corporate knowledge 
and infrastructure. The impact of breaking up and separating these functions would have severely 
adverse impacts, including: 

Dramatic loss of corporate knowledge, 
Loss of daily interaction and awareness of current developments, 
Delay and difficulty in resolving critical problems, and 
Major increases in secure communications and travel costs. 

The proposed realignment will remove FCDNA, and the AFSA from the "nuclear community." They are 
vital players in the surety of the nation's nuclear weapons programs. Members of all agencies within the 
"nuclear community" interact daily on the important time sensitive, classified issues of nuclear surety 
and security. Removing vital players could be detrimental to the future viability of the nation's nuclear 
deterrent posture. The relationships built up over the past 40-plus years cannot continue on a "long 
distance" basis. Fax machines and teleconferencing cannot replace daily interaction of all of the key 
players in the nuclear surety process. 

inclusions 
KUMSC security requirements would be better satisfied as a 
military base than as a DOE contractor operated installation. 
Relocating FCDNA from its facilities, some of which are 
tailor-made for its mission, is not necessary to effect closure 
of Kirtland AFB. It would be a waste of federal funds and 
would seriously impair joint DOD-DOE management of the 
nations nuclear stockpile for no logical reason. 
Maintaining a military base would provide an ideal location for future geographic and 
organizational consolidation of nuclear weapons functions from other locations and 
organizations as recommended to OSD and the Congress in Rand Corporation's assessment 
of DNA functions. 

3.1.4 Recommendations 
Leave Kirtland Air Force Base intact as an active military installation. 
Conduct a joint DOD-DOE study to determine how best to manage and operate the base to 
provide consolidation of the nation's nuclear weapons functions and infrastructure. 
Leave FCDNA, AFSAIDNS, AFIA, NWID, SA-ALCINWI, NA.WCWDD, and NLO in their 
current facilities pending further study of how to best manage and operate the complex 
facilities. 
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MILITARY VALUE - UNITS MOVING FROM KIRTLAND AFB 

Chapter Overview 

This chapter focuses on the primary units proposed to move from Kirtland: 

58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 
Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA) 
Air Force Inspection Agency (AFIA) 
Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center. Nuclear Weapons Integration Division (SA-ALCINWI) 
Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 
Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility (TACCSF) 

The 58th receives a lot of attention because of potential mission degradation and cost to move. The 
potential receiver site, Holloman AFB, has limited infrastructure. The proposal would cost about twice 
the Air Force estimate. 

AFOTEC, FCDNA, AFIA, AFSA, and AFSPA are moves "for the sake of moving" in order to reuse .I Base Operating Support at Kirtland. Mission impacts are addressed in this chapter and in Chapter 2. 

AFIA and AFSA were moved into a new $14M building at Kirtland as part of BRAC 93. 

TACCSF is one example of a significant small tenant being overlooked. 

4.1 58th Special Operations Wing 

4.1.1 History 
The 58 SOW takes its lineage from the 1550 Aircrew Training and Test Wing assigned to Kirtland AFB 
in 1976. It was the Air Force's Formal Helicopter and Rescue HC- 130 Training School under the 

command of the Aerospace Rescue and Recovery Service (ARRS). 
Rescue Forces recovered 3883 people during the Vietnam Conflict. 
Towards the end of the war, Search and Rescue began to explore a 
new concept of operations due to increasing threats. From the search 
and rescue task force (consisting of armed escort. helicopters and HC- 
1 30 tankers controlled by an Airborne Mission Control), the Air Force 
began to explore night, low-level, single ship, clandestine operations. 
The first successful recovery was made using these specially equipped 

aircraft, and Kirtland and the 1550th began to develop and refine follow-on equipment and procedures 
that would change rescue operations in a higher threat environment forever. 

By March of 1979, the first production model Pave Low HH-53H with unique nighttime, terrain 
following/terrain avoidance, low-level, adverse weather capability was rolled out of the Naval Rework 
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Facility at Pensacola, FL. The 1550th performed all operational test and evaluation of these aircraft. 
ARRS was prepared to declare eight HH-53H's operationally ready in the Spring of 1980, when a 
mission to rescue American hostages from Iran was attempted. This mission was unsuccessful partly due 
to many of the factors the 1550th was addressing through enhanced aircraft capabilities and procedures. 
The Air Force embarked upon preparations for a second attempt, and all Pave Low Aircraft were 
transferred from Kirtland to the Tactical Air Command. They were assigned to the 1st Special 
Operations Wing at Hurlburt Field, FL, joining the MC-130E Combat Talon and the AC-130H Gunship 
to support clandestine operations of the Army Special Operations Forces. The 1550th continued to 
provide initial qualification and upgrade training on H- 1 ,  H-3, and HC- 130 while training for the HH- 
53H, MC- 130E, and AC- 130H was accomplished at the~perational 1 st Special Operations Wing. ARRS 
embarked upon another helicopter modernization program using the H-60 airframe and many of the 
same equipment features as the Pave Low H-53. The 1550th'~ expertise was vital in establishing the 
requirements for this development program, and the first of the MH-60G aircraft was delivered to 
Kirtland in late 1988. 

As the terrorist threat continued to increase in the 1980s, a focused effort to improve United States 
Counterterrorist capabilities took place within the Department of Defense. F~~llowing the 1982 USAF 
Scientific Advisory Board Summer Study on Airlift and Force Projection, the Air Force reorganized 
Rescue and Special Operations Forces under a single command, the Military Airlift Command. Twenty 
Third Air Force, at Scott AFB, IL was established under MAC as the lead Command to enhance 
capabilities to deal with the terrorist threat, including the recovery of future potential hostages within 
hostile territory countries. 

In 1984, the Pentagon approved the first Special Operations Master Plan, a modernization plan to 
organize and equip forces with the capability to deal with terrorism and hostage situations, as well as 
low level conflict in third world nations. This plan included the concept of centralized training, separate 
and distinguished from operational forces. Operational units would be forward deployed and stationed in 
areas where threats were most likely to occur. These forces would be able to quickly react to situations 
requiring immediate and precise action. The concept was for Special Operatnons Forces to be formally 
trained at a central location, be rehearsed in actual mission profiles, and be exercised with other forces 
in their designated areas of responsibilities to remain combat ready and to provide an immediate 
response capability. In 1987, the Joint Special Operations Command at Fort Bragg, NC was established, 
and 23rd Air Force became the Air Component Command of the United States Special Operations 
Command. Twenty Third Air Force in conjunction with Dep Sec Def for Special Operations and Low 
Intensity Conflict (SOLIC) conducted exhaustive studies to refine the separation of operations and 
training to permanently establish a Centralized Training and Mission Rehearsal location. 

Kirtland Air Force Base was selected as the base for 
centralized training for all Rescue and Special Operations 
Forces. Climate, vast sparsely populated areas for low level 
training, mountains, water, desert, forest, designated firing 
ranges, assault strips, a base with room for expansion, and a 
community and state willing, ready, and able to support all 
military operations of United States priority were factors that 
consistently rose to the top for Kirtland. After exhaustive 
studies at all levels, including the United States Special 
Operations Command at MacDill AFB, FL (a joint command), 
the decision to make Kirtland the centralized location for 
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Special Operations Forces Training and Mission Rehearsal was complete. The first MH-53 J Pave Low 
Helicopter (an upgraded version of the Pave Low HH-53H developed at Kirtland) was delivered in 
November of 1987. Special Operations training systems along with appropriate construction have 
been designed, developed, and installed at Kirtland. These systems combine and interface to 
provide the world's most technologically advanced and sophisticated training and the only mission 
rehearsal data base development system within DOD. 

4.1.2 Mission 
The 58th Special Operations Wing (SOW) is a USAF formal school for the training of special operations 
aircrews for Air Force Special Operations Command and air rescue aircrews for Air Combat Command, 
Air Force Materiel Command, Air Mobility Command, Theater Commands, Air Force Reserve, and Air 
National Guard. Training is also conducted for pararescue specialist and combat controllers. There are 
83 separate courses, providing combat training for 1000 plus students per year. Training is provided for 
aircraft qualification, mission qualification, and annual refresher training in the UH- I N, MHIHH-60G, 
TH-53A, MH-53J, HC-130, and MC- 130 aircraft. Training encompasses academics, flight simulators, 
field exercises and aircraft. The unit has 33 assigned aircraft to include six UH-ls, six H-60s, ten H-53s, 
six HC-130, and five MC-130s. There are currently six high fidelity aircraft simulators, and four 
low/medium fidelity procedure trainers, building to fifteen simulator/training devices by FY97. The 
simulators are housed in large specialized facilities requiring unique air-conditioning, mechanical, 
electrical, and space requirements. The highest fidelity simulators are capable of six degrees freedom of 
motion and incorporate advanced visual displays. These devices are supported through contracts with 
Lockheed Martin, Hughes, and Loral. 

58th SOW flight operations are primarily at night and are 
conducted at low altitudes. Very specific types of terrain and 
flight operations are required, which are ideal in the Kirtland 
area but are marginal in the Holloman area. For example, 
there are a lack of low-level training routes in the Holloman 
area suitable for the types of aircraft flown by the 58th. Most 
of the terrain-following and terrain-avoidance routes are 

obstructed by wilderness areas and spotted owl habitats. In fact, some training may have to be done by 
flying up to Kirtland and using the current routes, at greater fuel expense and degraded training time. 

The unique ability to support mission rehearsal is provided to the Department of Defense by the 58th 
SOW. These missions support critical national objectives, most of which are classified. This one-of-a- 
kind facility has generated over one million square nautical miles of visual data bases covering major 
"hot spots" of the world. This mission rehearsal display generation capability is unique to the 58th SOW 
in support of the DOD. The operating budget for 1994 was approximately $25.5M. The additional 
budget for unique special operations requirements was approximately $22.5M. 

4.1.3 Costs of Realignment 
4.1.3.1 Costs to Move 
The Air Force proposal moves the 58th SOW to Holloman. Holloman does not have enough water, 
electrical power, or overall infrastructure. It is not widely known, but the 58th operates a power and 
water intensive operation for their flight simulators and the associated computer complex, which is quite 
extensive. The excellent infrastructure now at Kirtland is virtually nonexistent at Holloman (fiber 

I, optic lines, water mains, ramp space, hangers, simulator space, on and off base housing, etc.). 
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Current 58th SOW facilities number in excess of 40 buildings and 927000 square feet. Among its 
dedicated assets are 2500000 sq. ft of ramp and an auxiliary field for helicopter operations, 
including a fire house. When the unit was considered for realignment in 1992 to Fairchild AFB, its 
estimated needs were in excess of 1 million sq. ft plus similar amounts of ramp space and an auxiliary 
field. Infrastructure was already available at the destination base which satisfied nearly 40% of 
stated requirements, yet the Air Force estimated the beddown of the wing would cost in excess of 
$170M, the majority of which was in new military construction. (Personnel costs were not included 
on these figures.) The 1992 move of the 58th SOW to Fairchild AFB was overturned due to cost. 
Holloman AFB provides less capacity than Fairchild AFB whose departing B-52 and KC-135 
mission left approximately 600000 sq. ft of available space. New training devices have added to the 
facility requirements. Eight million dollars in MILCON for a new simulator facility and a new academic 
support facility are contracted and on hold pending BRAC decisions. Holloman AFB has no existing 
open facilities due to recently added F- 117 and German Tornado aircraft. 

4.1.3.2 Construction Cost Consicferutions 
The AF proposal to move the 58th SOW does not provide the wing with all the facilities it enjoys 
at Kirtland. For example, the AF provides hangar and ramp space based on primary aircraft. At 
Kirtland, there is enough space for primary and backup aircraft. This can be important when winds are 
strong and maintenance personnel are trying to prevent damage to helicopters. With sufficient hangar 
space, the helicopters can be moved inside. If space is insufficient, rotor blades must be removed at a 
significant manpower cost. Other considerations include: 

Base housing to support approximately 1500 
military and civilian personnel 
Specialized simulator facilities 
Networked classrooms 
Networked learning center 
Contractor support facilities 
Loss of hangar space for all aircraft (existing 
hangar capacity is not planned to be placed 
elsewhere) 
Hangars (helicopters must be hangared or blades 
removed in high winds) 
Realignment plans call for only four of nineteen helicopters to be hangared 
Specialized maintenance shops 
Operations facilities 
Aerial port 
Dormslsingle family 
Dining facilities 
Loss of auxiliary field 
Assault landing strips and drop zones 
Environmental impact assessments/statement 
Must establish new training areas at significant delay, cost, and flying time (increase aircraft 
and maintenance flying hours) 
Surveys 
Approvalslcoordination 
Incompatible aircraft in the traffic pattern (e.g., Pope AFB mishap) 
Discrete special operations no longer masked by commercial traffic 
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9 4.1.4 Surninary Points 

OPERATIONAL ADVANTAGES OF MOVING: 

Air Force dedicated runway 

OPERATIONAL DISADVANTAGES OF MOVING: 

Extensive range restrictions for flying in and about Holloman vs. Kirtland 
Disruption of training profiles; Kirtland provides immediate access while Holloman requires 
circumnavigating extensive restricted areas to reach training areas. (Note: all flying 
activities stop when mission profiles are active) 
Rebuilding a mission ready status 
Cost and difficulty of moving simulators 
Disruption of mission rehearsal capability for prolonged period of time 
Disruption of unique one-of-a-kind facility for real world mission rehearsal 
Disruption of training pipeline (6 to 12 months) 
Current shortage of qualified operational crewmembers will increase 
Impact overseas short tourICONUS balance 
Manning turmoil at gaining units as tours are extended 

COSTS: 

.I Our estimate of the one time construction cost to move the 58th SOW is about two times the original AF 
estimate. Differences in cost estimates are in the cost summary. Additional information on the 58th 
SOW is at Appendix D. 

4.2 Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 

4.2.1 History 
The Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center was formally activated on January 1, 1974 at 
Kirtland. Originally named the Air Force Test and Evaluation Center (AFTEC), AFOTEC was chartered 
to be an independent organization, separate from the Air Force commands which develop, procure, and 
use Air Force weapons and subsystems. The headquarters was located at Kirtland as an adjunct to the 
Air Force Test and Evaluation Systems Program Office (TESPO). The decision to locate at Kirtland was 
influenced by the fact that no significant system development or developmental test activity was taking 
place at Kirtland. AFOTEC achieved initial operational capability in April 1974 with full operational 
status following in October 1974. Prior to AFOTEC's creation, the translation of users needs into 
contract specification was without focus or structure, frequently resulting in a product that failed under 
operational conditions. With the advent of AFOTEC, the developmental test results were called into 
question. As a result, the decision was made to not subject AFOTEC to the pressures of being a tenant 
unit on a base where the host activity was a key developmental tester. 

4.2.2 Mission/Mannirzg 
In accordance with DOD policy, AFOTEC is an Operational Test Agency aligned independently from 

(I organizations that develop, procure, and use any of the equipment to be tested. The operational units 
which employ the systems are AFOTEC's most important customers. AFOTEC is the agent responsible 
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for verifying that the system will be operationally effective and operationally suitable when employed in 
the intended operational environment. Other important customers for AFOW,C are the acquisition 
decision-makers. The findings resulting from OT&E contribute to decisions on the acquisition of new 
systems, improvements to systems already being produced, and modifications of systems currently 
deployed in the field. The requirements for OT&E have been set forth in Public Law (Title 10, US 
Code). The law requires that a system must successfully accon~plish initial operational test and 
evaluation prior to proceeding into the Full Scale production phase of the accluisition life cycle. 

The current authorized manning level at Headquarters AFOTEC at Kirtland is approximately 615 
people. This breaks down into approximately 342 officers, 96 enlisted, and 177 civilians. In addition, 
approximately 130 person-years of contractor personnel provide technical support to the AFOTEC staff 
in Albuquerque and at the detachments. Headquarters AFOTEC personnel currently reside in four 
buildings in close proximity to the intersection of Wyoming and Gibson on Kirtland. The amount of 
floor space in use is 167185 square feet. The current facilities include a large SCIF, numerous vaults, a 
presentation center capable of seating 200 people, a computer operations room, a classroom and training 
center, and a computer preparation area. The SCIF contains a substantial mainframe computer system. 
According to the Host Tenant Support Agreement between AFOTEC and the 377th ABW, the annual 
cost of supporting AFOTEC at Kirtland is $3,484,026. 

4.2.3 BRA C Criteria 

A. MILITARY VALUE 

1 .  Current and future mission requirements and impact on operational readiness of the DOD 
total force. AFOTEC has the mission to plan and conduct operational test and evaluation 
independent from the system developers and testers. AFOTEC's current location at Kirtland offers 
excelleiit irzsulatiorz of the OT&E process froin the system development and DT&E processes. 
Eglin AFB is one of the two Air Force locations with a very significant amount of developmental 
test activity. While relocating AFOTEC to a systems development test base may not result in any 
real compromise of AFOTEC's independence, the perception by acquisition decision makers and 
the Congress that the Air Force has eroded AFOTEC's independence is very probable. 

One of AFOTEC's missions is to assess the survivability of a weapon system in a nuclear 
environment. Sandia National Laboratories is the recognized expert in the testing of systems in both 
simulated and realistic nuclear environments. The relocation of AFOTEC would result in the loss of 
this synergism with the nuclear community. 

When the proposed relocation of AFOTEC to Eglin AFB is viewed in a larger BRAC context, 
additional mission impacts are apparent. Separate from the Kirtland proposal, the Air Force has 
proposed to relocate the Electronic Combat Test Environment from Eglin AFB to Nellis AFB. This 
proposal will have the effect of centralizing in one location, Nellis AFB, all of the Air Force 
Electronic Combat open air range activities. AFOTEC's mission of testing a system in realistic 
environments has resulted in significant AFOTEC use of these open air test activities. Future 
requirements continue this significant use. As a result of relocating to Eglin AFB, AFOTEC will 
be a significantly greater distance away from the test assets intended to be used in OT&E 
resulting in increased operational costs. 
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2. Availability and conditions of land, facilities, and associated airspace at both the existing and 
potential receiving locations. Of these items, only facilities applies to AFOTEC. The facilities 
currently occupied by AFOTEC at Kirtland have recently undergone significant upgrades. The 
facilities are in very close proximity to each other--a requirement for the significant dialogue and 
interaction between AFOTEC personnel. In addition, AFOTEC currently has specialized facilities 
including a SCIF, several vaults, a presentation center/auditorium, a computer operations center, a 
classroom/training center, and a computer preparation area. These facilities must be replicated at the 
gaining location for AFOTEC's overall mission accomplishment. According to reliable sources, 
existing facilities meeting these requirements do not currently exist at Eglin AFB. The absence of 
SCIF at Eglin will significantly hamper the AFOTEC mission. This necessitates construction of 
new facilities. 

3. Ability to accommodate contingency mobility and future total force requirements at both the 
existing and potential receiving locations. This question is not applicable to AFOTEC. 

4. Cost and manpower implications. From AFOTEC's standpoint, operating costs will be the same at 
Eglin AFB as they are at Kirtland AFB. The size of AFOTEC is not expected to change appreciably. 
The current Base Operating Support paid by AFOTEC to the 377th ABW is approximately $3.5 
million. A relocation to Eglin AFB would not result in any significant change in the amount of BOS. 
Facilities at Eglin AFB comparable to the facilities currently occupied by AFOTEC at Kirtland, are 
not available. New military construction will be required for a move to Eglin AFB, including 
the construction of a SCIF for AFOTEC's Special Test activity. 

The relocation of A FOTEC to Eglirt AFB will also result irt a signipcant irtcrease in the 
orgariizatiorz's anrii~al operatirtg budget caused by irlcreased travel costs. The increased travel 
costs result from the location of Eglin AFB as compared to the destinations of most of AFOTEC's 
travel. Travel in and out of the Eglin AFB area is high cost because Eglin is not a major airline hub. 

A manpower implication with potentially significant impact on the overall mission accomplishment 
of AFOTEC deals with the portion of the civilian workforce unwilling to relocate to Eglin AFB. 
Recent surveys within the orgartizatiori indicate that as rnarty as 25% of the civiliarts will choose 
rtot to relocate. If this 25% happens to be ntade zip of a significant i~umber of tlte sertior civilians 
withirt the organizations, serious rnissiori degradatiorz could occur. In addition to relocating 
government personnel, AFOTEC has approximately 130 person-years of contractual support. Costs 
to move them may be passed on to the government. 

B. RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

5. Extent and timing of potential cost savings including the number of years beginning with the 
date of completion of closure or realignment for savings to exceed costs. Data for AFOTEC 
associated costs contribute to the overall return on investment figure, but specific data for AFOTEC 
is not available. However, it should be noted that the relocation costs from Kirtland to Eglin AFB 
are not small. Because of one-time costs for MILCON and for government personnel 
relocation, there are no net savings in support costs for AFOTEC as a result of the proposed 
relocation. 
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C. IMPACTS 

6 .  Economic impact on communities. Information from AFOTEC contributes indirectly to this 
criteria. The total direct jobs affected by the proposed relocation is approximately 615. With the 
addition of another 130 contractor personnel, the total comes to about 74.5 jobs affected by the 
relocatioiz of AFOTEC from Kirtland AFB to Egliit AFB. 

7. Infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel of both the existing and potential 
receiving communities. The infrastructure required to support AFOTEC will not change as a result 
of moving the organization from Kirtland to Eglin AFB. However costs tnay be higher. Facilities, 
personnel, and BOS are all discussed above. 

8. Environmental impact. There will be no environmental impacts as a result of the proposed 
relocation of AFOTEC. 

4.3 Field Command, Defense Nuclear Agency 

4.3.1 Mission 
Field Command Defense Nuclear Agency (FCDNA) is the field operations element of the Defense 
Nuclear Agency (DNA) which was originally the Manhattan Engineer District, formed in 1942 during 
the Manhattan Project to develop the world's first nuclear weapon. It was a joint service project, giving 
DNA the lineage and distinction of being the oldest joint service agency, even older than the present-day 
Department of Defense. 

The Agency's name was changed to the Armed Forces Special 
Weapons Project in 1947, to the Defense Atomic Support Agency in 
1959, and to the Defense Nuclear Agency in 197 1. However, its 
mission and joint Service nature have remained basically 
unchanged. 

Field Command's mission includes maintaining the accountability 
database on all nuclear weapons in the national stockpile; 
conducting Nuclear Weapons Effects Tests using high explosives, 
thermal, electro-magnetic pulse, and radiation simulation facilities; 
conducting Joint Nuclear Surety Inspections of all Services' nuclear 
capable units; providing arms control and counterproliferation 
support; providing Cooperative Threat Reduction (Nunn-Lugar) 
Program support; operating the Interservice Nuclear Weapons 
School; and operating Johnston Atoll, the Pacific Nuclear Test Site - 
where the Army's Chemical Agent Demilitarization System is now located. DNA research helps ensure 
US forces are prepared to operate on future battle fields where opponents may possess conventional, 
nuclear, biological, or chemical warfare capabilities. 

Headquarters, Field Command DNA is located adjacent to DOE and Sandia National Laboratories 
facilities in the nuclear weapons support complex, which occupies 95% of the present Kirtland Air Force 
Base, and which Field Command formerly managed and operated as Sandia Base. Field Command also 
conducts operations at Nevada Test Site, White Sands Missile Range, and Johnston Atoll, 700 miles w 
southwest of Honolulu. 
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w Field Command's work requires close coordination with all the military services and daily contact with 
the Department of Energy's Albuquerque Operations Office, Sandia National Laboratories, and all other 
Nuclear Weapons Support organizations on the base. Field Command is an integral element of the 
worldwide nuclear support structure that helps maintain the validity of our nuclear deterrent. 

4.3.1.1 Costs to Mo~le 
The move of FCDNA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The only 
reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 

4.4 Air Force Inspection Agency 

4.4.1 Missiolz 
Air Force Inspection Agency at Kirtland reports to The Inspector General, Office of the Secretary of the 
Air Force. AFIA, comprised of four inspection directorates, is charged with assessing Air Force fighting 
capability and resource management effectiveness and making appropriate recommendations for 
improving Air Force mission capability. The agency also conducts special reviews and inquiries as 
directed by the SECAF, chief of staff and The Inspector General. There are currently 191 personnel 
assigned to AFIA. 

As a I-esirlt of BRAC 93, AFIA cllorig with AFSA nio\~edfmm Nortorz AFB, CA to Kirtlartd in July 1993 at 
a total cost of $21.8M. The new location provides AFIA with a modem facility tailored to the agency's 
mission and incorporates state-of-the-art communications and information processing capabilities 
designed to improve the efficiency of the organization. 

The Field Inspection Directorate provides independent assessments of USAF capability at MAJCOMs, 
field operating agencies, and direct-reporting units. In addition, field inspectors accompany MAJCOM 
IG teams to maintain contact with field units. The inspectors also look into items of special concern in 
accordance with the statutory obligation of the Air Force IG to "inquire into and report upon the 
discipline, efficiency, and economy of the Air Force." 

Two new directorates, Management Inspection and Acquisition Inspection, were formed in late 1991 to 
execute a new approach to management and acquisition management reviews replacing the functional 
management and system acquisition management inspections. The FMRs and AMRs provide 
assessments of specific aspects of a process or program, rather than the broad-scale program or systems 
analyses done previously. The reviews stress owner responsibility for development and implementation 
of corrective action. 

The Medical Inspection Directorate continues its rigorous oversight of the Air Force Medical Service, 
performing health services inspections of active duty, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard 
medical treatment facilities. Medical inspectors use a new and streamlined approach, emphasizing 
outcome and performance and incorporating data from multiple sources to provide commanders with the 
most effective assessments possible. The directorate has also enhanced its capability to perform medical 
FMRs and conduct more realistic evaluation of medical readiness in conjunction with MAJCOM Quality 
Air Force Evaluations and Operational Readiness Inspections. 

4.4.1.1 Costs to Move 
The proposed move of AFIA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The 
only reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 

25 April 1995 



4.5 Air Force Safety Agency 

4.5.1 Mission 
The Air Force Safety Agency, a field operating agency (FOA), manages the Air Force Mishap 
Prevention Program and the Air Force Nuclear Surety Program. It develops regulatory guidance, 
provides technical assistance in all safety disciplines, and maintains the Air Force data base for all safety 
issues throughout the Air Force. 

As a result of BRAC 93, AFSA and AFIA moved to Kirtland. Their new facility was tailored to their 
mission and provides state-of-the-art information and communications support. The agency corr~prises 
eight directorates and a command section. The command section provides le,gal, budget, personnel, and 
administrative support. The agency has four mission directorates: Flight Safety, Ground Safety, 
Weapons and Space Safety, and Nuclear Surety--and four support directorates: System Safety and 
Engineering, Live Sciences, Safety Education, and Data Operations and Analysis. 

The Flight Safety Directorate leads the Air Force Mishap Prevention effort for manned aircraft. The 
Ground Safety Directorate concentrates on ensuring a safe work environment. Weapons and Space 
Safety personnel ensure safe handling of explosives, with a focus on ammunition transportation and 
storage, as well as oversee mishap prevention programs for ballistic missiles, remotely piloted vehicles, 
and satellites. The Director~rte ofN~tclear Surety is responsible.for marz~zgerial oversight of the Air Force 
nuclear weapons surety programs. 

The System Safety and Engineering Directorate plays an important role in ensuring safety in the 
engineering concepts applied to USAF aerospace systems. The Safety Education Directorate publishes 
mishap prevention periodicals, oversees a variety of courses for individuals assigned to mishap 
prevention duties, and operates the Air Force Crash Laboratory. The Data Operations and Analysis 
Directorate maintains the Air Force data base for all safety issues throughout the Air Force. The 
Directorate of Life Sciences provides operational insight, scientific and technical support, and 
Headquarters USAF oversight to aeromedical, life support, egress, physiological and psychological 
human factor issues. 

4.5.1.1 Costs To Move 
AFSA also moved to Kirtland as part of BRAC 93. The proposed move of AFSA is one of several that 
is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The only reason to move is removal of the support wing 

w 
from Kirtland. 
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4.6 San Antonio Air Logistics Center/Nuclear Weapons Integration Division 
(SA-ALCINWI) 

4.6.1 Mission 
This division, consisting of 78 (16 military; 62 civilian) people is a detachment of the San Antonio Air 
Logistic Center's Directorate of Nuclear Weapons (SA-ALCINW). The division is the Air Force 
technical arm irz tlte rtliclear weapons arena. 

There is a compelling argument to keep the division at Kirtland. In addition to working technical nuclear 
issues (weapon program management, safety, compatibility, logistics, analysis, publications, R+D,), NWI 
is tlze Air Force oficial liaison between DOE and SNL to USAF rzliclear iinits irz tlze field and to tlze 898 
Munitiorzs Sq~~aclrort at Kirtlancl. 

NWI personnel meet at least weekly with SNL on vital nuclear issues such as weapon management, 
weapon compatibility, publications and safety. In addition, NWI writes, in conjunction with DOE and 
SNL, the Technical Nuclear Safety Analysis (TNSA) for the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Systems Safety 
Group (NWSSG). The group meets 8-10 times per year to write nuclear weapons system rules for all Air 
Force nuclear weapons systems (B- 1 ,  B-2, B-52, F- 16, F- 1 1 1, Minuteman 11,111 and Peacekeeper). The 
TNSA forms the technical backbone for all weapon system safety rules and cannot be written without 
close consultation with DOE and SNL. 

4.6.1.1 Costs to Move: 

1(1 The move of SA-ALC/NWI is one of the several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. 
The only reason to move is removal of the support wing at Kirtland. 

4.7 Air Force Security Police Agency (AFSPA) 

4.7.1 Mission 
The Air Force Security Police Agency reports directly to the Air Force Chief of Security Police, 
Headquarters U.S. Air Force. The agency is the center of expertise for implementing programs to meet 
the needs of Air Force commanders in the protection of vital resources. Guidance is provided to a total 
force of 30,000 security and law enforcement personnel. 

A wide range of programs is overseen by the agency, including air base ground defense, aerospace 
systems security, the U.S. Air Force corrections program, security police training, security education, 
intrusion detection systems, safeguarding national security information, combat arms training and 
maintenance, security police equipment, and the Security Police Automated System. 

The agency also manages the Department of Defense Military Working Dog Program which supports 
civilian law enforcement efforts. It maintains liaison and coordinates with federal, state and local law 
enforcement agencies. 

4.7.1.1 Costs to Move 
The proposed move of AFSPA is one of several that is a pure cost in order to effect the realignment. The 

1(1 only reason to move is removal of the support wing from Kirtland. 
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4.8 Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility (TACCSF) UP 
4.8.1 Mission 
This unique USAF Air Warfare Center facility supports Air Combat Command requirements. Of special 
note is the simulator which would be extremely difficult and costly to move from Kirtland. 

4.8.2 Zrnpact 
This unit is one of several overlooked in the original proposal. The immediate cost impact is estimated 
at $9.9M. 
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Chapter Overview 

This chapter focuses on units approved to remain at Kirtland: 

Phillips Laboratory (PL) 
150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard 
Department of EnergyISandia National Laboratories (DOEISNL) 
Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 
Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) 

Most units remaining at Kirtland will be in three cantonment areas: 1) DOEISNL, 2) ANG and 3) PL. 

Because of continuing operational requirements (especially hazard and safety zones for explosive 
storage and testing) over ninety-five percent (95%) of the Kirtland land area will still be in use. (See 
map inside front cover.) Significant support costs shift from the Air Force to other federal agencies; for 
example, DOEISNL estimates one time costs of $64. IM and annual costs of $30.6M. 

The VAMC loses Air Force medical capabilities currently part of a joint use agreement. This is another 

.I example of a program that is a national model for cost sharing (a BRAC objective) being dismantled 
($5.1M). 

The AF proposal to "civilianize" the KUMSC workforce and security raises great concern. 

5.1 Phillips Laboratory (PL) 

5.1.1 History 
Newly formed in late 1990 as one of four Air Force "super laboratories," the Phillips Laboratory brings 
a proud heritage to New Mexico. It was formed, in part, from Kirtland resources of the Air Force Space 
Technology Center headquarters and the Weapons Laboratory. 

5.1.2 Requirements 
5.1.2.1 Mission 
An Air Force scientist helps develop a laser that uses oxygen and iodine to produce a short wavelength, 
high-impact beam. Another researcher is developing microcircuitry that can operate reliably in the 
radiation-rich environment of space. Meanwhile, others are developing trillion-watt microwave devices 
that may be used for future weapons, producing exotic propulsion sources that will allow travel into 
deep space, and studying the effects of the sun on aerospace systems. These are among the more than 
2,000 men and women who make up the Phillips Laboratory. 

Headquartered at Kirtland AFB, Phillips Laboratory is the primary Air Force laboratory for the 

1(1 development of space and missile technologies whose dedicated work force focuses on space- and , 

missile-related geophysics, and directed energy research and development. With more than 1,500 
projects in progress, the Laboratory has an annual budget of more than $750 million. 

29 April 1995 



Phillips Laboratory, and its predecessor units, have been instrumental in developing radiation-hardened 
space micro-electronics, prototype high-energy laser weapons, projectiles that can intercept 

w 
intercontinental ballistic missiles, and world-class facilities for simulating and evaluating nuclear 
weapons effects. 

Involved in every rocket engine ever developed by the Air Force, the Laboratory continues improving 
systems and operations through a greater understanding of the near-earth and deep-space environment. 
Additionally, the organization will have prepared the groundwork for future generations of directed- 
energy plasmas and microwaves. 

Named after General Samuel C. Phillips, a leader in space research and development, the laboratory 
concentrates its activities in six scientific directorates: geophysics, propulsion, space and missiles 
technology, lasers and imaging, advanced weapons and survivability, and space experiments. Although 
the majority of the Lab's people are in New Mexico, major operations are conducted in California and 
Massachusetts. 

5.1.2.2 Land 
The Phillips Laboratory (PL) will continue to occupy its current buildings in a west side cantonment 
area. Security and other support would be needed. 

5.1.3 Impacts 
Of particular concern is the negative long term ramifications of the Air Force proposal, including 
the loss of the vision of a world-class center-of-excellence for USAF space research activities at 
Kirtland. Achieving this vision requires completing the partial consolidation of the PL geographically 
dispersed directorates approved in 1991, continuing the move of the Space and Missile Systems 
CenterITE to Kirtland, and implementing the first step of full PL consolidation by moving all of their 
Hanscom AFB operations to Kirtland. Increased operating efficiency and research synergisms would 
then occur. This grand vision is now at risk. All of the PL Hanscom operation should be moved to 
Kirtland by adding them to the BRAC language, because they have tremendous synergies with the other 
PL directorates. 

Additionally, PL acquires many junior officers in the early stages of an Air Force career. The Air Force 
proposal will forfeit the training mission for junior officers who now receive direct personal experience 
actually conducting research. These officers then take this experience with them to other jobs in the 
USAF, such as acquisition programs. 

5.1.3.2 Assi~rtrptions 
PL would isolate itself and its utilities into its cantonment area. 

5.1.3.3 One Erne 
In order to transition from support of the 377th ABW to standing on its own, PL would need to 
complete several projects. The total construction costs are estimated at $18.4M. 

5.1.3.4 Artrtual Costs 
There is an increase to the annual operations cost for manpower, equipment, and training. 
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5.2 150th Fighter Group, Air National Guard (ANG) 

5.2.1 History 
The New Mexico Air National Guard's 150th Fighter Group has been stationed on Kirtland since 1947. 
The 150th was called to active duty for the Korean War and its pilots flew 1,413 combat missions in F- 
51 and F-86 aircraft. The unit won the coveted Spaatz Trophy in 1956. The 150th was called to active 
duty again in 1968 and was deployed to Southeast Asia. In 15 months, the 150th flew more than 6,000 
combat missions in the F-100 fighter. In September 1973, the 150th began flying the A-7D Corsair 11, a 
single-engine tactical fighter. The unit was awarded the Winston P. Wilson Trophy in 1979 for being 
judged the most outstanding Air National Guard unit equipped with jet fighter or reconnaissance aircraft. 

In July 1980, the 150th was assigned as the first A-7D unit in the newly formed Rapid Deployment 
Force (RDF), now designated the U.S. Central Command. In November 1980, the unit participated in 
RDF joint task force exercise\Bright Star 81: and achieved a record for A-7D nonstop flight when unit 
pilots flew 11 112 hours from Pease AFB, NH, directly to Cairo West AB, Egypt. The 150th Fighter 
Group also participates in bi-annual Gunsmoke competitions, and was named the best A-7 unit in the 
tactical air forces in 1989 and 1991. , - .  

5 ,  - -C- 

Each year, the unit participates in several deployments and 
exercises throughout the United States and overseas. Past 
deployments have taken the unit to Alaska, Hawaii, the United 
Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain, and Central America. 

With a long and proud history as a fighter unit capable of meeting 
any challenge, the 150th was selected to convert from the A-7D to 
the F-16ClD conversion in October 1992. In addition to flying its 
new F- 16 mission, the unit also has a unique Defense Systems 
Evaluation Branch, which is involved in testing U.S. Army air 
defense weapon systems at ranges at Fort Bliss, Texas, and White 
Sands Missile Range, NM. 

5.2.2 Requirements 
5.2.2.1 Mission 
The 150th continues to fly F-16 aircraft in support of "Total Force" requirements. 

5.2.2.2 Land 
If the realignment occurs, the 150th would transition to a "stand alone" ANG unit at a commercial 
airport (Albuquerque). The cantonment area is based on the needs of that configuration. (See map at 
appendix A). 

5.2.3 Impacts 
5..2.3.1 Assumptions 
The cantonment area would need security; operations require firefighting and base support. 

5.2.3.2 One Time 
The one-time construction costs to isolate the area, provide security, and add facilities to become a 

wv "stand alone" unit are estimated at $7.1M. 

5.2.3.3 Annual Costs 
The annual costs include hiring 86 personnel to replace services formerly provided by the 377th ABW. 
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5.3 Department of EnergyISandia National Laboratories @V 
5.3.1 History 
In 1945, Sandia was a small part of Los Alamos Laboratory, called Z Division, which provided technical 
support to the US Army. In 1949, Harry Truman wrote to the president of AT&T to offer "an 
opportunity to render an exceptional service in the national interest" through management of Sandia 
Laboratories. After 44 years as a government-owned contractor-operated laboratory, Sandia continues to 
provide exceptional service in the national interest as one of the country's largest technical resources. 

Today, Sandia is operated by Santiia Corporation, a subsidiary 
of Lockheed Martin Corporation, for the U.S. Department of 
Energy. Its headquarters and main laboratory are located on 
krtland Air Force Base in Albuquerque, New Mexico. 
Another Sandia laboratory complex, in Livermore, California, 
was established in 1956 to provide a close working 
relationship with Lawrence Liverrnore National Laboratory. 
Test ranges are operated near Tonopah, Nevada, and on the 
island of Kauai. Hawaii. 

Sandia employs more than 8,500 people; the majority are 
based in New Mexico. Some 1,0.50 employees work in 

California, and smaller groups work at Tonopah, Kauai, and the DOE Pantex plant in-~maril lo,  Texas. 
Approximately 60 percent of the Laboratories employees are in technical and scientific positions, and 
the remainder are in crafts, slulled labor, and administration. 

5.3.2 Requirements 
5.3.2.1 Mission 
DOE will retain all of its activities at Kirtland AFB including its Albuquerque Operations Office, the 
Kirtland Area Office, Sandia National Laboratories(SNL), the Inhalation Torticology Research 
Institute(lTRI), Ross Aviation, and Allied Signal. The latter two activities will occupy space on the west 
side of the installation in the ANG or PL cantonment areas. SNL and ITRI will be on the east side in the 
DOE cantonment area (see map at appendix A). 

5.3.2.2 Land 
The east side cantonment area will contain 2842 acres currently 
owned by DOE, 15000 acres provided by land-use permits from 
the USAF, the Forest Service, and the Isleta Indian Reservation, 
and the remaining area that would be vacated by the AF but still 
required as safetylbuffer zones for DOE existing activities. 

5.3.3 Impacts I 
5.3.3.1 Assumptions 
DOE has no reason to leave Kirtland. Its activities would remain in their existing buildings. DOE would 
need to fulfill its safety, security, and infrastructure support requirements by operating the cantonment 
area on the east side (map at appendix A). The costs to assume these responsibilities and make the 
cantonment area a viable installation are outlined below. There are one-time costs (needed if the AF 
leaves) and annual costs (for continued operation of functions previously provided by the AF). V 
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5.3.3.2 One Rrne Costs 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland would shift major burdens to the DOE and its contractors 
remaining at the installation. The costs of projects and equipment to make the transition to sole operator 
of the east installation include: 

Utilities projects planned by the AF but not completed, and, 
projects to isolate east installation utilities Total $29.2M 
Infrastructure roads, bridge, fencing, gates Total 19.8M 
Public Safety fire protection, security, and emergency operations Total 15.1M 

Overall Total $64.1M 

5.3.3.3 Annual Costs 
The AF proposal would remove over 2500 people providing support to organizations at Kirtland. 
Although DOE activities have internal support (human resources, accounting, payroll, purchasing, 
communications, and maintenance), additional personnel would be required to replace functions 
provided by the AF. 

DOE estimates that nearly 300 people would be required along with supplies, training, and other 
recurring items. The total annual costs to support the nearly 10000 workers involved in DOE activities is 
$30.6M. 

Overall Total $30.6M 

5.4 Veterans Administration Medical Center (VAMC) 

5.4.1 History/Mission 
The AF host organization (and its medical component) - 

entered into an agreement with the Veterans 
Administration (VA) to provide service through a joint 
medical center in Albuquerque. This arrangement saved 
the AF a replacement hospital at Kirtland AFB. The AF 
is the main provider of emergency service at the center 
and sharing arrangements exist for the remaining variety 
of services in the center. This was the first joint 
militaryNA medical center and is now a model for New AF Outpatient Clinic adjacent to VAMC 
similar arrangements throughout the US. 

5.4.2 Impact 
The AF proposal to realign Kirtland will remove the AF medical presence in its clinics and the joint 
medical center. As a result, the VA would have to provide additional staffing to continue required 
services (emergency) and other existing services. The estimated cost of lost income from breaking up 
the joint-use arrangement is $5.1M to the VA. 

5.4.3 Retirees/Champus 
After a realignment, retirees and their dependents in the area would no longer be able to obtain care at .I AF facilities. Satisfying these needs via CHAMPUS or an alternative system would mean additional 
costs subsidized by the government. We estimate these costs at $20.2M based on actual use of AF 
medical facilities in previous years. 
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5.5 Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) I 
5.5.1 Missiorl 
This unique facility, occupied in 1992, is the workplace for the 
898th Munitions Squadron. The 898th provides depot level 
maintenance and logistics support to 'DOD agencies. 

5.5.2 Iinpact 
The AF proposal would "civilianize" the 898th and its 
supporting security force. This raises great concern and should 
be carefirlly evahrated. KUMSC needs several projects 
completed to make this transition. The estimated construction 
costs are $2.8M. 

KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP 34 



* . .  Report From the Community 

Why was Kirtland selected for major alignment? We may never know all the factors, but from the Air 
Force perspective, Kirtland is a very large and costly base to operate. Air Force units are in the minority 
on the base, yet the Air Force is the single military Department charged with operating the base. The Air 
Force evaluation is based solely upon a view of the Air Force mission and the cost to support that 
mission. 

Viewed from the National resource perspective, Kirtland is a major federal installation, hosting 
Department of Defense, Department of Energy, and many other governmental activities. The 
consolidation achieved at Kirtland is one of the BRAC objectives; it has been ongoing since the late 
1940s. The number and types of facilities and capital investment in specialized buildings, ranges and 
equipment would make it impossible to relocate or rebuild the capability that exists at Kirtland. In fact, 
several units were specifically excluded from the realignment actions because of such facilities and 
missions. 

The Air Force made a major shift in direction during BRAC 95. During previous BRAC rounds, the 
Air Force insisted that Kirtland was "essential in supporting several irreplaceable research and 
testing facilities essential to DOD, DOE, and other government agencies." In fact, Kirtland was 
excluded from evaluations during BRAC 91 and 93 due to these critical support requirements--over 150 

'(I( tenant organizations. What has changed? The irreplaceable research and testing facilities will remain at 
Kirtland. However, the Air Force is removing critical support functions and in some cases even parts of 
the irreplaceable research and testing facilities and synergism that has been developed over the last 50 
years. If the Air Force desired to separate the research and testing facilities from the supporting base, 
then it should have done two evaluations. In one case, the lab would be rated high and remain; in the 
other, the support base would rate high against other small aircraft bases or support bases. In fact, 
Kirtland's support base was rated against all major Air Force flying missions and did quite well. 
Therefore, if an appropriate analysis had been done, Kirtland in its entirety would be retained and 
probably expanded. 

The Air Force decided to reduce costs at Kirtland by eliminating the Base Operating Support (BOS). 
The proposal was to move six major tenants and essentially close the base from a military support 
standpoint. Unfortunately, in analyzing the decision, major factors were excluded. First and foremost, 
major non-DOD organizations would be left at Kirtland (Sandia Laboratories, DOE operations) which 
would result in over 10,000 employees still being employed on the base. Required support would be 
shifted to other government agencies. The Department of Energy has estimated additional operation and 
maintenance costs to be $30.6 million per year. Secondly, the Air Force identified six major units for 
realignment but neglected the 52 other Department of Defense organizations also on the base. Some of 
those can probably be deactivated but many will have to move and those costs need to be added to the 
Air Force analysis. Lastly, two Air Force units will remain at Kirtland and will require some level of 
support. The Air Force plan is to put a fence around the units (cantonment) and to provide minimal 
support. Because Phillips Lab has numerous facilities and ranges throughout the base, a single 
cantonment concept becomes very difficult to implement. Also, the Air Force proposal to have a civilian 

.I guard force at the weapons storage area is a radical departure from DOD policy and requires serious 
consideration before destroying the positive military controls on entitled weapons. 
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The issue of air quality was raised and appeared to be an Air Force criterion for elimination of moves to 
Kirtland. In fact, the region has attained compliance with carbon monoxide standards and is being 

w 
removed from non-attainment status. Kirtland can return to "receiving site" status. 

Reuse of all or part of a realigned installation is of prime importance to the community. It gives them an 
opportunity to occupy facilities and to provide new jobs to replace those that were lost. In the case of 
Kirtland, over ninety-five percent (95%) of the property would still be occupied and the available 
property would be mostly housing. This situation makes reuse very difficult ;and seems to violate BRAC 
criteria. 

In the final analysis, the Air Force viewed Kirtland as a high cost installation which could be eliminated 
by relocating major military units and deactivating the support functions (Ail: Base Wing) to provide true 
manpower cost savings. The fact that Kirtland is a national asset from the nuclear community 
perspective or that other agencies would remain and need support was not adequately considered in the 
Air Force evaluation. Additionally, reexamination of the costs involved show that this proposal saves 
nothing. Instead, the proposal is a cost to the US Government and taxpayers and should be 
cancelled. 
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The maps provided illustrate the cantonment areas emphasizing the point that over ninety-five 
percent (95%) of the land area of Kirtland will still be occupied after a realignment. Equally as 
important, they show the safety areas and buffer zones still active for the remaining activities. 

Shows the size and scope of the 58th Special Operations Wing and reinforces the expense of 
moving with no gain in mission effectiveness. 

An analysis of the AF BRAC Questionnaire for Kirtland showing the difficulties in interpreting 
questions for this "federal" installation. 

Shows critical changes made in Kirtland's facilities condition code ratings during the BRAC 
Process. Apparently, the base was attempting to support future construction requests; the result 
was a lowering of its BRAC rating. 

Is a series of base closure executive group minutes showing that Kirtland was a receiver for the 
proposed closure of Los Angeles AFB until air quality is raised as a criterion for cancellation. 

Is a discussion of the tremendous economic impact on the Albuquerque, NM area, as well as the 
limited reuse potential. 

w' 
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58th SOW Considerations 

58th Special Operations Wing 
Kirtlarzd A FB, N e ~ y  Mexico 
(to be relocated to Hollorlzarl A FB, NM ) 

Personnel: Military: 
Civilian: 
Contractor: 

1195 
84 

194 (estimated FY96 staffing 247) 

Facilities: Current Facilities: 927,765 square feet 
Dedicated Ramp space: 2,500,000 square feet 
Training Systems1 
Simulation Devices: 15 

Existing Kirtlnnd A FB/58tlz SOW Fncilities 

Purpose 
Engine Shop 
Engine Shop 
Oxygen Storage 
Engine Shop 
Gun Shop 
AGE 
Pararescue 
Pararescue 
Pararescue 
Training Wall 
Corrosion Control 
HAZMAT 
Engine Test 
Simulator Support 
Combat Control 
Combat Control 
Flight Simulators 
Contractor/Classrooms 
Classrooms 
Learning Center 
Flight Simulator 
Flight Simulator 
NVD Lab 
Field Training 
FAST 
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Bldg 
994 
996 

1 000 
1001 
1002 
1008 
I009 
1010 
1010 
1016 
1017 
1018 
1019 
1020 
1028 
1037 
XXX 
Total 

Purpose 
Aerial Delivery 
Avionics 
Hangar 
Hangar 
Hangar 
AGE 
Life Support 
Parachute Shop 
Sim Support 
HAZMAT 
LSS10SS 
Flying Squadron 
Flying Squadron 
Wing/Group HQ 
Wing Staff (EM) 
HangarIFuel Cell 
FY95 MILCON 

Siinulator and Training Systeins 
MH-53J Weapons System Trainer (WST)/Mission Rehearsal Systerrr (MRS) 
MH-60G WSTIMRS 
HC- 130 WSTIMRS 
TH-53A Operational Flight Trainer (OFT) II 
HH-60G OFT 
MH-53J Part Task Trainer (PTT) 
MH-53J Helicopter Procedures Trainer (HPT) 
HC- 130 PTT 
LoadMaster PTT 
UH-IN PTT 
MC- 1 30H WST (FY95 delivery) 
Aerial Gunner Scanner Simulator (AGSS) (FY95 delivery) 

* Aerial Refueling Part Task Trainer (ARPTT) (FY96 delivery) 
MH-60GlUH-1N Reconfigurable O R  (FY-97 delivery) 
Night Vision Device (NVD) Lab 

Local Training Areas and Facilities 
Paved lighted helicopter auxiliary field with fire station 
Gunnery ranges (2) 
Electronic warfare range 
Drop zones for personnel and equipment (2) 
Assault landing strips (2) . 
Helicopter remote landing sites (37 within 25 mi.) 
Air-refueling tracks (1 high, 2 low altitude) 
Water training area 
Pararescue ground training area (4) 
Fixed wing low level routes w 
Helicopter low level training area (32, 000 sq. Miles) 
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Operatioital Advantages of Moving 
Air Force dedicated runway 

Operational Disadvantages of Movirzg 
Extensive range restrictions for flying in and about Holloman vs. KAFB 
Disruption of training profiles - Kirtland provides immediate access while Holloman requires 
circumnavigating extensive restricted areas to reach training areas. Note: all flying activities 
stop when mission profiles are active. 
Rebuilding a mission ready status. 
Cost and difficulty of moving simulators. 
Disruption of mission rehearsal capability for prolonged period of time. 
Disruption of unique one of a kind facility for real world mission rehearsal. 
Disruption of training pipeline (6- 12 months). 
Current shortage of qualified operational crewmembers will be increased. 
Impact overseas short tour1CONUS balance. 
Manning turmoil at gaining units as tours are extended. 
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Analysis of USAF BRAC Questionnaire 

Kirtland AFB's BRAC 95 Air Force Ratings 
During the Defense Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 1995 process, the Air Force collected an 
array of data from the field (bases) and major commands. The Air Force then applied color-coded 
ratings to most of the key information elements of the eight DOD approved criteria. Green , Yellow, and 
Red color-coded ratings were used for Criteria I, 11, 111, VII, & VIII. In keeping the meanings to these 
color coded ratings simple, "Green" equals retain, "Red" equals candidate for closure and/or 
realignment, and "Yellow" is somewhere in the middle. Of course, one red rating did not drive a closure 
recommendations nor did one green rating drive a retention decision. During BRAC 95, the Air Force 
used an aggregate or rolling up of grades, by applying numerical weights and values. These weights 
represented the relative importance of each subelement as compared to the other subelements within a 
given level of the analysis. Subelement weights always added up to 100. For example, subelement A has 
three subelements Al ,  A2, and A3. Each of these three subelements could be assigned the same or 
different weights, however, the sum will be 100. Additionally, the Air Force established a color-coding 
to numerical conversion chart and vice versa, e.g., a green equals 1.00, a green minus equals 0.67, a 
yellow equals 0.00, a red equals minus 1 .O, etc.. To obtain an overall rating, simply multiply the 
numerical value times the weighting for each subelement, then total the resulting numbers, then divide 
by 100, the resulting number is the weighted subelement rating and can be converted back to a color- 
coding. Additionally, the Air Force used standard deviations for certain subelements. Once the 
deviations were determined, the Air Force provided a chart to convert them to color-codings. The Air 
Force used actual COBRA numbers for criteria IV and V. As in past BRAC rounds, the Air Force used a 
level-playing field COBRA for each base. Criteria VI, the econonlic impact on communities, was 
provided by the DOD Joint Cross-Service Group for Economic Impact. Criteria VI was presented as two 
numbers, which represented total job loss, direct and indirect, and job loss as a percentage of statistical 
or economic area population. BRAC decisions were based on overall analysis results and comparisons. 

Specifically, this paper will address all ratings below Green and will discuss perceived and actual 
variations in ratings. The results of this paper could be used to identify potential historic and BRAC 95 
Air Force reported strengths and weaknesses of Kirtland AFB. 

Note: Source documents for this paper were obtained from the material provided by the DOD to the 
1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission to support the DOD BRAC 95 
recommendations. 

A review of all Kirtland's BRAC 95 ratings, by criteria and subelement, that fell below a green rating 
follows: 

'I) 
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Criteria I 
(Current and future mission requirements and the impact on operational 
readiness of DOD total force) 

Fighter-Operational Effectiverless (1.1 .A. 1) 

Fighter-Geographic Location (1.1 .A. 1.a) 

Element: Alternate Airfield Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .A. I .a. 1 (Questionnaire element: I.2.B.4) 
Rationale: Kirtland reported the closest military airfield with a 8000 ft runway as Holloman 

AFB 134 NM away. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 100 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 100 NM but less than or equal to 200 NM. 
Red was greater than 200 NM. 

Comment: Non-concur. The Air Force referenced questionnaire element I.2.B.4 to answer this 
question. This element addressed military airfields with 8,000 ft runways; however, 
Santa Fe Co Muni has a 8000 ft runway and it can be used by fighter type aircraft. 
Element should be rated "Green." 

Element: Freezing Precipitation Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A. 1 .a.4 (Questionaire element: 1.2.5.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 2 1 days of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Just the number of days of freezing precipitation is not an accurate 
method of evaluating operational impacts. Impacts should be based on missions lost, 
delayed, or rescheduled due to freezing precipitation. In Kirtland's case, it is not an 
active duty operational fighter base, it supports national assets and labs. And, 
freezing precipitation is not a critical factor for lab operations. However, Air 
National Guard forces operate fighters at Kirtland with no mission degradations. 
Additionally, freezing precipitation's negative affects are normally associated with 
runway operations, i.e., take-offs and landing on icy or snow covered runways. But 
in Kirtland's case, this is not a problem, because the City of Albuquerque pays to 
have the runways plowed and deiced. In fact, the runways have temperature sensing 
devices that alert airfield operations when deicing is required. All of these actions 
are taken at no fiscal expense to DOD. 

Element: Supersonic Air Combat MOAs Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A. 1 .b. 1 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C. 1 ) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported no supersonic airspace 

(with a minimum size of 4200 sq NM) within 300 NM. Possible ratings: Green 
rating was less than or equal to 100 NM. Yellow rating was greater than 100 NM 
but less than or equal to 150 NM. Red was greater than 150 NM. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. Supersonic airspace is available much closer, but not one 
area with 4200 sq NM. 

r, 

KIRTLAND AFB COMMUNITY STEERING GROUP C2 



Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment : 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Other Air Combat MOAs Rated: Yellow 
I. 1 .A. 1 .b.2 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.C.2) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported air combat 
MOA/restricted area 76 NM away. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or 
equal to 50 NM. Yellow rating was greater than 50 NM but less than or equal to 
100 NM. Red was greater than 100 NM. 
Non-concur. Certified questionnaire reported training areas within "Green" rating 
ranges. 

Low Altitude MOAs Rated: Yellow 
I. 1 .A. 1 .b.3 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.C.3) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported low altitude capable 
MOA 11 2 NM away. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 75 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 75 NM but less than or equal to 125 NM. Red 
was greater than 125 NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. 

Scorable Range Complexes Rated: Red 
I. I .A.l .b.4 (Questionaire element: 1.2.C.4) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 3 ranges within 250 NM. 
Possible ratings: Green rating was greater than or equal to 1 within 100 NM and 
greater than or equal to 4 within 250 NM. Yellow rating was less than 1 within 100 
NM and greater than or equal to 4 within 250 NM. Red was less than 4 within 250 
NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland has and does effectively support fighter operations, even 
though the base primarily supports national assets and labs. 

Ground Forces/Tactical Aircraft Employment Rated: Red 
I. 1 .A. l .b.6 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C. 14) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported ground forces/tactical 
aircraft employment area 192 NM away--Ft Bliss. Possible ratings: Green rating: 
less than or equal to 100 NM. Yellow rating: greater than 100 NM but less than or 
equal to 150 NM. Red : greater than 150 NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base, it 
supports national assets and labs. 

Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation (ACMI) Ranges Rated: Red 
I. 1 .A. l.b.7 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.C.6) 
The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported an ACMI range 31 3 NM 
away--Luke ACMI. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 100 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 100 NM but less than or equal to 150 NM. 
Red was greater than 150 NM. 
Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. 

w' 
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Element: Visual Routes/Instrument Routes (VR/IR) Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .A. I .b.9 (Questionaire element: I.2.C.8) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 5 VRIIR within 100 NM. 

Possible ratings: Green rating was greater than or equal to 10 within 100 NM. 
Yellow rating was less than 10 within 100 NM and greater than or equal to 3 within 
100 NM. Red was less than 3 within 100 NM. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not an active duty operational fighter base; it supports 
national assets and labs. 

Bomber-Operational Effectiveness (I.lA.2) 

Element: Geographic location (freezing precipitation) Rated: Red 
Element number: I. I .A.2.a.3 (Questionnaire element: I.2.J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 2ldays of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Rationale provided under Fighter-Operational Effectiveness. 

Airspace/Traiizing Area Growth Potential ( I .  l.A.2.c) 

Element: AirspaceITraining Area Growth Potential Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .A.2.c (Questionaire element: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was airspace available for future expansion. Yellow was 

airspace expected to maintain status quo. Red was airspace reductions possible. 

w 
Comments: Non-concur. Kirtland reported airspace available for expansion. 

Tan ker-Operational Effectiveness (I. l.A.3) 

Element : Freezing Precipitation Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A.3.c (Questionaire element: 1.2.J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 21 days of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Rationale provided under Fighter-Operational Effectiveness. 

Element: Tanker Saturation Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. I .A.3.f (Questionaire element: I.2.C. 1O.d) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported that Kirtland was located 

in a tanker balanced region. Possible ratings: Green rating was tanker poor. Yellow 
rating was balanced. Red rating was tanker rich. 

Comment: Non-concur. Air Force presented no bounds for determining whether a region was 
tanker poor, balanced, or rich. However, BRAC 93 certified data reported similar 
located bases to be located in a tanker poor region, i.e., more receivers than tankers. 
At that time, Dyess AFB had KC-1 35 tankers assigned and Barksdale AFB had KC- 
10s. However, now both Dyess' and Barksdale's tanker.~ have been relocated to 
northern locations. In fact, most tanker aircraft are now located in the northern tier 
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or at the east and west coast mobility bases. The South is still being espoused as 
having a tanker shortfall. Even the decision to reopen MacDill was based partly on a 
tanker shortfall in the South. Kirtland should have been identified as being in a 
tanker poor region, and as such, receive a GREEN rating. 

Airlift-Operational Effective~tess (I. l.A.4) 

Element: Geographic location (freezing precipitation) Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A.4.a.3 (Questionaire element: 1.2.J.3) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 2ldays of freezing 

precipitation annually. Possible ratings: Green rating was 10 or less days. Yellow 
rating was greater than 10 days but less than or equal to 20 days. Red was greater 
than 20 days. 

Comment: Non-concur. Rationale provided under Fighter-Operational Effectiveness. 

Airlift - Training Areas (I.l.A.4.b) 

Element: Landing Zones - Closest Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .A.4.b.4 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C. 12) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported a landing zone 189 NM 

away - Pinon Cayon. Possible ratings: Green rating was less than or equal to 150 
NM. Yellow rating was greater than 150 NM but less than or equal to 400 NM. 
Red was greater than 400 NM. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not a operational airlift base; it supports national 
assets and labs. 

Element: Instrument Routes (IR) for DZs (Equipment) Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .A.4.b.6 (Questionnaire element: I.2.C. 1 1) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 0 IR routes for the DZs 

identified. Green rating was greater than or equal to 2 IR count. Yellow rating was 
less than 2 IR count and greater than or equal to 1 IR count. Red rating was less 
than 1 IR count. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not a operational airlift base; it supports national 
assets and labs. 

Element: Slow Routes (SR) for DZs (Equipment) Rated: Red 
Element number: I. I .A.4.b.7 (Questionnaire element: 1.2.C.11) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported 0 SR routes for the DZs 

identified. Green rating was greater than or equal to 2 SR count. Yellow rating was 
less than 2 SR count and greater than or equal to 1 SR count. Red rating was less 
than 1 SR count. 

Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland is not a operational airlift base; it supports national 
assets and labs. 

Train irtg Airspace (I.1. B) 

Existing Training Airspace (I. 1. B. 1) 



Element: Military Operating AreasIBombing Ranges Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. I .B. l .a (Questionnaire element: not given) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported only normal operational 

restrictions. Green rating was fully adequate MOAJbombing ranges available. 
Yellow rating was generally adequate MOAIbombing ranges available; some 
restrictions to access or limited route quantity. Red rating was inadequate 
MOAIbombing ranges available. 

Comment: Non-concur. Kirtland officials reported restrictions on operating hours of 
MOAsIranges; however, other times were available. Minor restrictions like these are 
the norm for all Air Force utilized airspace, not the exception. Therefore, this 
element should be rated "Greenn--certified questionnaire does not support a yellow 
rating. 

Future Training Availability (Z.l.B.2) 

Element: Military Operating AreasIBombing Ranges Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I. 1 .B.2.a (Questionnaire element: not given) 
Rationale: The Air Force's BRAC 95 certified questionnaire reported only normal operational 

restrictions and no adverse indicators. Green rating was fully adequate 
MOA/bombing ranges expected to remain available. Yellow rating was generally 
adequate MONbombing ranges expected to remain available, but improvements 
needed. Red rating was expect inadequate MONbombirrg ranges in the future. 

Comment: Non-concur. Certified questionnaire does not support a yellow rating. Element 
should be rated "Green." 

Airfield Evaluation (I. 1 .C) 

Element: Runway/Taxiway for Fighter Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .C.2 (Questionaire elements: 11. I .B.2.c, II.2.C. I ,  11.232.2, II.2.E, II.2.F. 1) 
Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 

runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports F-15, F-16C/D, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 150 ft wide and at least 9000 ft long taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at least 
75600 sq ft, and pavement strength supports fighter mission. Red was anything else. 

Comment: Non-concur. The runways and airfield infrastructure, including part of the military 
apron, either have been or will be completely upgraded at non-DOD expense. 
DOD is normally only responsible for its apron areas and a $50,000 annual payment 
for airfield use. Kirtland supports fighter operations at this time with no 
restrictions. In fact, not only has Albuquerque improvetl the runways and taxiways, 
but they built a new apron for the Air Force as a trade-off for allowing the City to 
build a new taxiway. In this case, DOD benefitted from the new apron and new 
taxiway at no expense to DOD. This element was rated red because the Air Force 
stated that apron upgrades were needed for long term use. However, the Air Force 
was referring to all apron areas--not just the apron that is required. Kirtland has had 
aprons needing repairs, since the late 1970is. Kirtland can accomplish its mission 
within the upgraded apron areas, if desired. Therefore, Kirtland should be rated 
Green for this element. Note: Criteria I addresses current operational missions 
requirements, while Criteria I11 addresses future missions. 
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Element: RunwayITaxiway for Bomber Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .C.2 (Questionaire elements: 11.1 .B.2.c, II.2.C. I, II.2.C.2, II.2.E, II.2.F.3) 
Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 

runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports most aircraft, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 200 ft wide and at least 10000 ft long, taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at 
least 278400 sq ft, and pavement strength supports bomber mission. Red was 
anything else. 

Comment: Non-concur. See RunwayITaxiway for Fighter Mission. 

Element: Runway/'axiway for Tanker Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. 1 .C.3 (Questionaire elements: 11. I .B.2.c, II.2.C. 1, II.2.C.2, II.2.E, II.2.F.5) 
Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 

runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports most aircraft, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 150 ft wide and at least 8000 ft long taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at least 
283200 sq ft, and pavement strength supports tanker mission. Red was anything 
else. 

Comment: Non-concur. See RunwayITaxiway for Fighter Mission. 

Element: RunwayITaxiway for Airlift Mission Rated: Red 
Element number: I. I .C.4 (Questionaire elements: 11. I .B.2.c, II.2.C. I, II.2.C.2, II.2.E, II.2.F.8) 

w Rationale: Certified data reported: the primary runway as - 300 ft wide and 13775 ft long 
runway; 150 ft wide taxiways; 673459 sq ft apron; and supports most aircraft, but 
some upgrades are desired for long term. Possible ratings: Green was runway at 
least 150 ft wide and at least 8000 ft long,taxiway at least 75 ft wide, apron at least 
433 104 sq ft, and pavement strength supports airlift missions. Red was anything 
else. 

Comment: Non-concur. The runways and airfield infrastructure, including part of the military 
apron, either have been or will be completely upgraded at non-DOD expense. DOD 
is normally only responsible for its apron areas and a $50000 annual payment for 
airfield use. Kirtland supports airlift operations at this time with no restrictions. In 
fact, not only has Albuquerque improved the runways and taxiways, but they built a 
new apron for the Air Force as a trade-off for allowing the City to build a new 
taxiway. In this case, DOD benefitted from the new apron and new taxiway at no 
expense to DOD. This element was rated red because the Air Force stated that apron 
upgrades were needed for long term use. However, the Air Force was referring to all 
apron areas--not just the apron that is required. Kirtland has had aprons needing 
repairs, since the late 1970s. Kirtland can accomplish its mission within the 
upgraded apron areas, if desired. Therefore, Kirtland should be rated Green for this 
element. Note: Criteria I addresses current operational missions requirements, while 
Criteria 111 addresses future missions. Additionally, the City of Albuquerque 
constructed an extension on Taxiway E to allow direct access to the special cargo 
area. 

QV 
Laboratory Evaluation (1.5) 

Priority (1.5.A) 
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Element: In-House Capability Rated: Green (-) 
Element number: 1.5.A.3 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was quantitative assessment greater than or equal to 6.5. 

Green (-) was quantitative assessment greater than or equal to 5.5. Yellow (+) was 
quantitative assessment greater than or equal to 4.5. Yellow was quantitative 
assessment greater than or equal to 3.5. Yellow (-) was quantitative assessment 
greater than or equal to 2.5. Red (+) was quantitative assessment greater than or 
equal to 1.5. Red was quantitative assessment less than 11 - 5 .  

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Average Direct Funding Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 1.5.B.3 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was lablproduct center average ,at least 0.50 standard 

deviations above the mean. Green (-) was lablproduct center average at least equal 
to the mean. Yellow (+) was lablproduct center average ,at least 0.33 standard 
deviations below the mean. Yellow was lablproduct center average at least 0.67 
standard deviations below the mean. Yellow (-) was lablproduct center average at 
least 1 .OO standard deviations below the mean. Red (+) \was lablproduct center 
average at least 1.50 standard deviations below the mean. Red was lablproduct 
center average at less than 1.50 standard deviations below the mean. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Experience Level Rated: Yellow (-) 
Element number: 1.5.C.3 (Questionaire elements: riot given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was greater than or equal to 15 years. Green (-) was greater 

than or equal to 13 years. Yellow (+) was greater than or equal to 11 years. Yellow 
was greater than or equal to 9 years. Yellow (-) was greater than or equal to 8 years. 
Red (+) was less than 8 years. Red: no rating guideline given. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Patents Awarded Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 1.5.C.4 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was average at least 0.50 standard deviations above the 

mean. Green (-) was average at least equal to the mean. Yellow (+) was average at 
least 0.33 standard deviations below the mean. Yellow was average at least 0.67 
standard deviations below the mean. Yellow (-), Red (+), and Red were not given 
guidelines. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Papers Published Rated: Yellow 
Element number: I.5.C.5 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was average at least 0.50 standard deviations above the 

mean. Green (-) was average at least equal to the mean. Yellow (+) was average at 
least 0.33 standard deviations below the mean. Yellow was average at least 0.67 
standard deviations below the mean. Yellow (-) was average at least 1.00 standard 
deviations below the mean, Red (+) was average less than 1 .OO standard deviations 
below the mean, and Red were not given guidelines. 

w 
Comment: Concur. 
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Location (1.5.E) 

Element: Interconnectivity Rated: Red 
Element number: I.S.E.1 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was top quartile. Green (-) was second quartile. Yellow was 

third quartile. Red was bottom quartile. 
Comment: Non-concur. Phillips Lab has space and missile focus; location of activities has 

been unchanged for many years. AF should rate this Green. 

Element: Special Support Infrastructure 
Element number: I.S.E.3 (Questionaire elements: not given) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green - yes. Red - no. 
Comment: Phillips Lab has what it needs; should be Green. 

Rated: Red 

Criteria I1 
(Availability and conditions of land, facilities, and associated airspace at both 
the existing and potential receiving locations) 

Facilities Base (11.1) 

Element: Facilities condition: building aggregate Rated: Yellow 
(I Element number: 11. I .B (Questionnaire element: 11. I . B  1 .b-g, j, I-r, aa-gg) 

Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was greater than or equal to 80 percent Condition Code 1; 
yellow was less than 80 percent Condition Code 1 but greater than or equal to 50 
percent Condition Code 1; red was less than 50 percent Condition Code 1. 

Comment: Non-concur. AF changed ratings during process. See Appendix D. 

Element: Facilities condition: infrastructure Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 11.1 .C (Questionaire element: 11. I .B.2.a-c,e-k) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was greater than or equal to 95 percent Condition Code 1; 

yellow was less than 95 percent Condition Code 1 but greater than or equal to 70 
percent Condition Code 1;  red was less than 70 percent Condition Code I .  

Comment: Non-concur. This element was rated inconsistently. For example, aircraft runways 
were listed as condition code three; however, supporting data stated that runways 
could support all Air Force aircraft with no upgrades required, even for prolonged 
use. A similar statement was made about all taxiways. 

Element: Facilities Condition: Housing Rated: Red 
Element number: 11.1 .B (Questionaire element: 11. I .C.2.a) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was less than or equal to the mean; yellow was greater than 

the mean but less than or equal to plus 1 standard deviation; red was greater than 
plus 1 standard deviation. 

Comment: Non-concur. Numerous other Air Force bases have most of their housing in need of 
whole-house renovation or replacement, but they were rated higher for this element. 

'(I Kirtland has more adequate units (both number and percentage) than most bases 
have for a total number. Therefore, Kirtland should be rated "Green," or most of the 
other bases should be downgraded for this element. 
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Encroachment (Airfield) 

Existing Associated (Special Use) Airspace (ZZ.3.A) 

Element: Military Operating AreasIRestricted Areas Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.A. I (Questionaire element: no source identified) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was civil and commercial aviation development generally 

compatible with existing Military Operating Areas and Restricted Airspace; yellow 
civil and commercial aviation development impacts acct:ss to some (limited) MOAs; 
red was civil and commercial aviation dominates the development of and access to 
MOAs or Restricted Airspace. 

Comment: Non-concur. Civil and commercial aviation in New Mexico is completely 
compatible with military areas; that is why the AF has three NM bases. 

Future Associated (Special Use) Airspace (ZZ.3.B) 

Element: Military Operating AreasIRestricted Areas Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.A.l (Questionaire element: no source identified) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was future civil and commercial aviation development 

generally expected to remain compatible with existing Military Operating Areas and 
Restricted Airspace; yellow was future civil and commercial aviation development 
may impact access to some (limited) MOAs. Future development of MOAs or 
Restricted Airspace may be limited; red was future civil and commercial aviation 
may dominate the area and access to MOAs may become severely limited. Future 
development of Restricted Airspace incompatible. 

Comment: Concur. 

Existiizg Local Coinmuizity E~zcroackment (II.3.E) 

Element: Clear Zone Compatibility (worst case, all runways ends) Rated: Red 
Element number: II.3.E. 1 (Questionaire element: TI.6.A. 1) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was off-base developrnent corripatible (percent incompatible 

equals 0) within. Red was off-base incompatible (percent incompatible greater than 
0) within CZ. 

Comment: Non-concur. Of four runways, only 3 CZs of 8 CZs reported any incompatibility 
(runway 12: 5 percent incompatible; runway 17: 33 percent incompatible; and 
runway 30: 2 percent incompatible). Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the 
airfield operations, and neither of these runways have a CZ problem. Additionally, 
the airfield infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated 
as a joint-use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all 
DOD standards. However, IAW AFR 86- 14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil 
airports use military standards to the extent practical; otherwise, FAA criteria or 
standards apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force 
acknowledged this fact in a HQ USAFLEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, 
the Air Force stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA 
standards (Part 150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland 
airfield. Flight operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. 
In fact, future plans will close runway 17/35. 
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w Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
II.3.E.2 (Questionaire element: I1.6.A.2) 
Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12, 94 
percent incompatibility for runway 17, 10 percent incompatibility for runway 21, 
and 20 percent for runway 26. Possible ratings: Green was off-base development 
generally compatible within APZ I (0-5 percent incompatible development). Yellow 
was off-base development generally incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ I 
(greater than 5 and up to 10 percent incompatible development). Red was off-base 
development significantly incompatible within APZ I (greater than 10 percent 
incompatible development). 
Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfield operations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86- 14, "DOD standards pertain to Land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFJLEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter. the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for AlbuquerqueIKirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close ninway 17/35. 

Accident Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
II.3.E.3 (Questionaire element: I1.6.A.3) 
Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 3 percent incompatibility for runway 03, 4 percent 
incompatibility for runway 08, 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12,96 percent 
incompatibility for runway 17, 100 percent incompatibility for runway 2 1 ,  and 20 
percent for runway 26. Possible ratings: Green was off-base development generally 
compatible within APZ I1 (0-5 percent incompatible development). Yellow was off- 
base development generally incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ I1 (greater 
than 5 and up to 10 percent incompatible development). Red was off-base 
development significantly incompatible within APZ I1 (greater than 10 percent 
incompatible development). 
Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfieldoperations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86- 14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFLEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close runway 17/35. 
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Future Local Community Encroachment (11.3.F) 

Element: Clear Zone Compatibility (worst case, all runways ends) Rated: Red 
Element number: II.3.F. 1 (Questionaire element: II.6.B. 1) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was off-base development compatible (percent incompatible 

equals 0) within. Red was off-base incompatible (percent incompatible greater than 
0) within CZ. 

Comment: Non-concur. Of four runways, only 3 CZs of 8 CZs reported any incompatibility 
(runway 12: 5 percent incompatible, runway 17: 5 1 percent incompatible, and 
runway 30: 2 percent incompatible). Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the 
airfield operations, and neither of these runways have a CZ problem. Additionally, 
the airfield infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated 
as a joint-use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all 
DOD standards. However, IAW AFR 86-14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for AlbuquerqueIKirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close runway 17/35 and rearrange arrivals and departures to minimize use 
of runways 2 1. The Air Force has endorsed Albuquerque's airfield master plan that 
includes these statements. 

Element: Accident Potential Zone I (APZ I) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.F.2 (Questionaire element: II.6.B.I) 
Rationale: Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12, 94 

percent incompatibility for runway 17, 10 percent inconipatibility for runway 2 1 ,  
and 20 percent for nlnway 26. Possible ratings: Green was future off-base 
development generally expected to be compatible within APZ I1 (0-5 percent 
incompatible development). Yellow was future off-base development may become 
incompatible in some (limited) areas of APZ I1 (greater than 5 and up to 10 percent 
incompatible development). Red was future off-base development may become 
significantly incompatible within APZ I1 (greater than 10 percent incompatible 
development). 

Comments: Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfield operations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86- 14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFLEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for Albuquerque1K;irtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
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plans will close runway 17/35 and rearrange arrivals and departures to minimize use 
of runways 21. The Air Force has endorsed Albuquerque's airfield master plan that 
includes these statements. 

Element: Accident Potential Zone I1 (APZ 11) Compatibility Aggregate Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.3.F.3 (Questionaire element: II.6.B.3) 
Rationale: Of 8 runways, Kirtland reported 3 percent incompatibility for runway 03, 4 percent 

incompatibility for runway 08, 20 percent incompatibility for runway 12, 96 percent 
incompatibility for runway 17, 100 percent incompatibility for runway 21, and 20 
percent for runway 26. Possible ratings: Green was future off-base development 
generally expected to be compatible within APZ I1 (0-5 percent incompatible 
development). Yellow was future off-base development may become incompatible 
in some (limited) areas of APZ I1 (greater than 5 and up to 10 percent incompatible 
development). Red was future off-base development may become significantly 
incompatible within APZ I1 (greater than 10 percent incompatible development). 

Comments: Non-concur. Runways 26/08 account for 95 percent of the airfield operations, and 
neither of these runways have major APZ problems. Additionally, the airfield 
infrastructure (runways & taxiways) is owned by the City and operated as a joint- 
use facility. All runways meet FAA clearance requirements, but not all DOD 
standards. However, IAW AFR 86-14, "DOD standards pertain to land-based 
military installations under DOD control. DOD tenant organizations on civil airports 
use military standards to the extent practical, otherwise, FAA criteria or standards 
apply." Therefore, Air Force standards do not apply. The Air Force acknowledged 
this fact in a HQ USAFILEY letter dated 18 Mar 87. In that letter, the Air Force 
stated that AICUZ studies for Kirtland were exempted and FAA standards (Part 
150) would be the official document for Albuquerque/Kirtland airfield. Flight 
operations to runways other than 08/26 are currently by exception. In fact, future 
plans will close runway 17/35 and rearrange arrivals and departures to minimize use 
of runways 2 1 .  The Air Force has endorsed Albuquerque's airfield master plan that 
includes these statements. 

Air Qriality (11.4) 

Element: Attainment Status Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.4.A (Questionaire element: VIII. I .B. I) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was ozone, carbon monoxide and PM-I0 in attainment. 

Yellow was ozone, carbon monoxide and PM-10 is in maintenance or in 
nonattainment at marginal or moderate levels. Red was ozone, carbon monoxide and 
PM-I0 is in nonattainment at serious, severe or extreme levels. 

Comment: Non-concur. Certified data for questionnaire element VII.1 .B. I reports no pollutants 
in maintenance. Kirtland/AIbuqureque has just completed three years of not 
exceeding recommended carbon monoxide levels, and their status will be upgraded 
to an attainment status within the next few months. Therefore, this element should 
receive the appropriate rating "Green." 
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Element: Future Growth Rated: Yellow 
Element number: II.4.C (Questionaire element: VIII. 16.--C. 1, C.2, E. 1, G. 1 .a, G. 1 .c, G. 1 .d, G. 1 .f, 

G.2.a, G.2.c, G.2.d, G.2.f, G . 3 4  G.3.b, G.3.c, G.3.d, G.4.a, G.4.b, G.4.c, G.4.d, H) 
Rationale: Possible ratings: Green was ozone and carbon monoxide in attainment. Yellow was 

not green and [carbon monoxide in attainment or maintenance or nonattainment at 
marginal or (nonattainment and VOC growth of greater than or equal to 10 percent 
and NOX growth of greater than or equal to 20 percent):l and [CO in attainment or 
maintenance or nonattainment at marginal or (nonattainrnent and no VMT limits)]. 
Red was anything else. 

Comment: Non-concur. Kirtland/Albuqureque has just completed three years of not exceeding 
recommended carbon monoxide levels, and their status \will be upgraded to an 
attainment status within the next few months. Therefore, this element should 
receive the appropriate rating Green. 

Criteria 111 
(Ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force 
requirements at both the existing and potential receiving location) 

Element: Maximum on Ground (MOG) Rated: Yellow 
Element number: 111.1 (Questionaire element: 111.1 .A. 1 ) 
Rationale: Kirtland reported a C- 141 working MOG of 3. Possible ratings: Green was 4 or 

more. Yellow was 2 or more but less than 4. Red was less than 2. 
Comment: Partial-concur. Kirtland could easily support a variety of airlift requirements. Of all 

the requirements for loading, Kirtland's only limiting factor is material handling 
equipment. Kirtland can easily support a GREEN rating if given the material 
handling equipment required. 

Element: Fuel Hydrant System Rated: Red 
Element number: III.3(Questionaire element: not given) 
Rationale: Kirtland does not have an operational fuel hydrant system. Possible ratings: Green - 

yes. Yellow - yes, with limitations. Red - no. 
Comment: Concur. 

Element: Fuel Storage by Pipeline Rated: Red 
Element number: 111.4 (Questionaire element: 111.1 .D) 
Rationale: Kirtland is not serviced by fuel pipeline(s). Possible ratings: Green - yes, and Red - 

no. 
Comment: Concur. However, Kirtland has multiple methods of file1 delivery and ample 

storage-no problems have existed in the past, nor are any forecast. 

Geographic Location (111.7) 

Element: Ground Forces Installation within 150 NM Rated: Red 
Element number: III.7.A (Questionnaire element: 111.1 .G. 1 ) 
Rationale: Questionnaire stated Kirtland did not have an ArmyIMarine ground forces 

installation within 150 NM. Possible ratings: Green - yes or Red - no. w 
Comment: Concur. 
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Element: Port Facility within 150 NM Rated: Red 
Element number: III.7.C (Questionnaire element: 111.1 .G.3) 
Rationale: Questionnaire stated Kirtland did not have port facilities within 150 NM; therefore, 

the element was rated red. Possible ratings: Green - port available and Red - port 
not available. 

Comment: Concur. However, the port requirement is overstated when there are ample rail and 
interstate highways nearby. 

Criteria IV 
(Cost and manpower implications) 

Kirtland's cost and manpower implications were noteworthy. 

Out of 6 product centers and laboratories, Kirtland almost tied for the second most costly 
to close (448M). 
20 year net present value of closure option reported as 469M savings. 
Steady state savings were 81M. 
Manpower reductions realized were 1492. 

Comment: Kirtland's numbers and assumptions for this criteria appear questionable. 

Criteria V 
(Return on investment) 

A Kirtland closure, as discussed above, was projected to realize a payback in six years. 

Comment: See Cost Summary. 

Criteria VI 
(Economic impact on communities) 

Key data used to evaluate Kirtland/Albuquerque follow (the Air Force used cumulative job loss for 
all BRACs and cumulative percent job loss for all BRACs as the primary measure for this criteria): 

Economic Area Employment (93) 327209 
Direct job loss (current BRAC) 10915 
Indirect job loss (current BRAC) 10518 
Previous job loss (prior BRAC) - 
Total job loss (current BRAC) 2 1433 
Percent job loss (current BRAC) 6.6% 
Cumulative loss (all BRACs) 21433 
Percent job loss (all BRACs) 6.6 % w 
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Cornmurt ity Statistics 
Economic Statistical Area Bernallio County, NM MSA 
Population (1992 Census) 499000 
Per capital income (1 99 1) $18582 
1984- 199 1 Average Income Increase 4.8% 

U~zernployment Statistics 
Economic Statistical Area Bernallio County, NM MSA 
Unemployment (10 year average) 5.8% 
Unemployment (3 year average) ' 5.5% 
Unemployment ( 1993) 6.6% 

Criteria VII 
(Ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities' 
infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel) 

Off-Base Housing (VII.1) 

Element: Affordable Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII. 1 .A (Questionaire element: VII. I .A.4) 
Rationale: Kirtland's certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported off-base housing as affordable 

with a median monthly cost of $742. Possible ratings: Green was less than or equal 
$625 monthly price; yellow was greater than $625 but less than or equal to $938 
monthly price; and red was greater than $938 monthly price. 

Comment: Non-concur. Certified questionnaire reported off-base housing as affordable. 
Additionally, VHA is used to supplement individuals that are located within areas 
where monthly housing costs exceed a given average. Element should be rated 
"Green ." 

Element: Suitable Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.1 .B (Questionaire element: VII. I .A.3) 
Rationale: Kirtland's certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported that 5.5 percent of the off-base 

housing was unsuitable within the $625 and less per month range. Possible ratings: 
Green was less than or equal 5 percent unsuitable; yellow was greater than 5 percent 
but less than or equal to 14.999 percent unsuitable; and red was greater than 14.999 
percent unsuitable. 

Comment: Non-concur. Survey results can be in error by small amounts and given that 
Kirtland reported housing that was affordable and their VHA housing survey 
reported an unsuitable rate that was only 0.5 percent over the green rating, Kirtland 
should receive a "Green" rating. Additionally, VHA supplements offset higher 
housing costs, and when included, allow individuals to move up in price ranges, 
thus reducing the number of unsuitable units. 
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Transportation ( VII.2) 

Element: Commute time to work Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.2.D (Questionnaire element: VII. 1 .B.4) 
Rationale: Kirtland's certified BRAC 95 questionnaire reported a 50 minute round-trip 

commuting time. Possible ratings: Green - less than or equal to 40 minutes; Yellow 
- between 40 and 60 minutes; Red - more than 60 minutes. 

Comment: Concur. However, how was this average obtained? Minor errors could change a 
Green rating to a yellow rating. 

Off-Base Recreation (VII.3) 

Element: Boating Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.3.E (Questionaire element: VII. 1 .C.4) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported boating (Cochiti Lake) 1.25 hours driving time. Possible 

ratings: Green was boating less than or equal to 30 minute drive. Yellow was 
boating between greater than 30 minutes and less than or equal to 45 minute drive. 
Red was boating more than 45 minute drive or not available. 

Comment: Concur. 

Element: Aquarium Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.3.H (Questionaire element: VII. 1 .C.8) 

w Rationale: Questionnaire reported aquarium (Sea World) located 14 hours driving time. 
Possible ratings: Green was aquarium less than or equal to 1.5 hour drive. Yellow 
was aquarium between greater than 1.5 and less than or equal 2.5 hour drive. Red 
was aquarium more than 2.5 hour drive or not available. 

Comment: Concur. 

Local Area Crirne Rate (VII.6) 

Element: Violent Crime Rate Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.6.A (Questionaire element: VII. 1 .F. I ) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a violent crime rate (per 100,000) of 1196. Possible ratings: 

Green was 600 or below. Yellow was greater than 600 but less than or equal to 900. 
Red was greater than 900. 

Comment: Partial-concur. Actual 1993 U.S. Department of Justice (FBI) violent crime rate 
statistics for Albuquerque, NM MSA was 1,273.6 per 100,000. 

Element: Property Crime Rate Rated: Red 
Element number: VII.6.B (Questionaire element: VII. 1 .F.2) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported a property crime rate (per 100,000) of 6360. Possible ratings: 

Green was 4000 or below. Yellow was greater than 4000 but less than or equal to 
6000. Red was greater than 6000. 

Comment: Partial-concur. Actual 1993 U.S. Department of Justice (FBI) property crime rate 
statistics for Albuquerque, NM MSA was 6,274.2 per 100,000. 

w 
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Education (VII. 7)  

Element: Attend College Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VII.7.D (Questionaire element: VII.2.D) 
Rationale: Questionnaires reported 45 percent of Albuquerque students go on to college. 

Possible ratings: Green was 60 or more percent of the students within local 
catchment or 25 miles of base go on to college. Yellow was less than 60 but more 
than or equal to 40 percent of the students within local catchment or 25 miles of 
base go on to college. Red was less than 40 percent of the students within local 
catchment or 25 miles of base go on to college. 

Comment: Concur. For comparison, Holloman reported 92 percent of students go on to 
college. 

Criteria VIII 
(The environmental impact) 

Envirortrnerztal Impact 

Element: Asbestos Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VIII.2 (Questionaire element: VIII.7) 
Rationale: Questionnaire reported 8 percent of facilities surveyed with 98 percent of the 

surveyed facilities containing asbestos. Possible ratings: Green was less than or 
equal to 10% facilities with asbestos containing materials (ACM). Yellow was 10% 
to 25% facilities with ACM; survey incomplete or unable to assess percentages. 
Red was greater than 25% facilities with ACM. 

Comment: Concur. Kirtland received a yellow rating because it hati not completed an asbestos 
survey. 

Biological (VZZZ.3) 

Element: Habitat Rated: Red 
Element number: VIII.3.A (Questionaire elements: VIII.8.A, VIII.8.A. 1, VIII.8.D) 
Rationale: Certified Kirtland questionnaire reported no resources. Possible ratings: Green was 

resources not present. Yellow was resources present which do not currently 
constrain construction/operations. Red was resources present which constrain 
current construction/operations or require "work arounds" to support current 
operations. 

Comments: Non-concur. Certified questionnaire does not support a red rating. In fact, 
questionnaire supports a "Green" rating. Resources are located adjacent to the base 
on US Forest Service withdrawal land. but not on the base. 

Element: Floodplains Rated: Yellow 
Element number: VIII.3.D (Questionaire element: VIII. IO.C, VIII. 11 .A, VIII. 11 .A. I ) )  
Rationale: Questionnaire reported floodplains present on the base, but no constraints. Green 

was floodplains not present on the base. Yellow was floodplains present which do 
not currently constrain construction/operations. Red was floodplains present which '1 
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Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

Comment: 

Element: 
Element number: 
Rationale: 

lyr 
Comment: 

constrain current construction/operations or require "work arounds" to support 
current operations. 
Concur. However, floodplains location on the base are not a current problem nor do 
they present a future problem, even when flooded. 

Cultural Rated: Yellow 
VIII.4 (Questionaire elements: VII. 12.A, II.12.C, VII. 12.D.4, VII. 12.F) 
Kirtland reported cultural resources present with no known impacts and an 
incomplete survey. Possible ratings: Green was no existing cultural resources. 
Yellow was cultural resources are present, but do not currently constrain 
construction/operations or base survey incomplete. Red was cultural resources are 
present and constrain current construction/operations. 
Concur. 

Installation Restoration Programs (IRP) Rated: Yellow 
VIII.5 (Questionaire element: VIII. 13.A. I, VIII. 13.F) 
Questionnaire reported 55 IRP sites, with all on-site remediation in place by 1999. 
Kirtland reported no constraints on construction or operations. Possible ratings: 
Green was IRP sites do not exist on base; or it has been determined that no remedial 
action is required.Yellow was IRP sites present which do not currently constrain 
construction/operations. Red was IRP sites present which constrain construction 
(siting) activities/operations on base. 
Concur. 
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Kirtland A FB Changes 
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Air Force Base Closure Executive Group 
Meeting Chronology 
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Sap 14 
1394 

Oat 17 

O c t  19 

O a t  20 

AIR FORCEB W E  CLOBmE EXEECUTIV3 GROUP 

LAAl33 move reviawad. optiona to g p l i t  aat lv i t ior i  
between Hill and McClellan AFBs. Baae Cloaura . 

Executive Group (BCEQ) directed move to Kirtland as 
proposed and McClallan and H l l l  aleo be examined and 
the cheapest option ueed. BCEG directed 
t h a t  XUMBC remaln i n  aantonmant. Final COBRA analysis  
will be mora closely examined for operational . 
af fectiveneos. 
LAFB c l o n u r a  aaaumptions appoar am opan i t e m  
Leva1 playing field assumptions for con~pleta closure of 
LAFB 

Gpace and M i a a i l a  C a ~ ~ t e r  moved L u  ~irtland AFB 
Level playing field assumptions for con-rplete cloeure of 
iCFaFB 

Phillipe Lab moved to McClellan 
KUMSC moved to Nellie * 

a 80F moved to H i l l  AFB 
ANG ramain i n  cantonment on joint uBe civilian 
airfield 

+ ECQG d i r e c t e d  t h a t  the K i l - t i a n d  Urldergr-ourid 

Munitions 6torage Complex remain in cantonmezt, 
since it cannot be moved due to factors o t h e r  thax 
c o a t .  

Lab/Product Center  COBRA assumption 11pdate. 
Recommended that tha move of W B  to a split between 
Hill and McClellan not be pursued and move to Xirt land 
be uaad inatead (lowest cost option), 

COBRA aseumgtione briefed for W B  closure 
Appropriate excess capacity at W B  greatly 
exceeds excess capacity at; McClellan/No excess - - 
capacity at Hill. 
Construction cofits at McClellan and Hill higher 
than or commeneurate with conatxuction coets a t  
KAFB . 
No COBRA coot advantage exists fox moving LRFB 
wholly or in par t  to H i l l  and/or McClellan. 

Ra commendation 
Retain KAFB aa the receiver site for LAFB under 
level playing field COBRA coflt assumptione. 

The eight DOD criteria for the Lab and product Centers 
werR reviewed. Critarion I (Operational Bf f ~ o t i v o n o o s )  
wae considered ae most important (additional -- 
consideration ehould be given to bases w i t h  the added 
flexibility of a runway).  crltaria I V  (one timd cosK 
of action and 20 year net present value of the action), 
and V (number of years for cost to be ?repaid) were ' 
considered second. Criteria 11 (Fac1l:Ltiee) wag next 



mosc important. Criteria I11 (Concingency, Mobility 
- and Deployment Requirarnentn) not deemed important for 

thla eubcategory, Remaining criteria valuable only to 
reaolvc close comparisons. They are VI (Bconomic 
Impact represented by total job 7nmn (direat and 
i n d i r e o t )  and job loae as a percentage of economic area 
population) , VII (Community) and VIII (Environmental 
1mpnat) . DCEG voted on t iering, 1 to 3, with 1 a5 
highest rating for ratention. KAFB and LAFB placed i n  
tier 2 .  

KAFB LATB 

Green (GI more desirable for retention 
Yellow (Y) in batween 
3ed ( R )  less desirable f o r  retenclon 

Dea 6 Overview of air quality conformity impacta on some of 
t he  bases directed f o r  detailed analysis by the SECAF. 
Analysis .dealt  only with a b i l i t y  t o  comply with 
conformity requiramante and did not con~idcr 
operational restrictions or other impacts. BCEG 
concludes that all proposed force a t ructure  movea 
should ba reviewed for a i r  g u a l i ~ y  concerne firet. 1% 
the move can't eatisfy conformity requirements, tho 
move should not be considered further. If conformity 
appears to be satisfied, fur ther  analyois of the move 
should be removed. BCEG directed that this a i r  quality 
analysis ba further refined. 

b Clean Air Impact6 listed 
Xirtland: Difficult to add 635 people (no aircraft) 

Car-bon Molloxide (CO) > Budget 

Dee 15 Prel iminary look a t  brief to be given to Secretary of 
the A i r  Force (BECAF) regarding lab and product 
centera, 

t Identified that level playing f i m l d  a n a 1 ~ e . i ~  far LAAFB, 
i n  which Kirtland waa ueed ae a receiver, was not g 
viable o~tion becauae of a i r  ava l i tv  co~formltv 

mp in A l b  The BCEQ directad tho B a d e  
Closure Working-CCWG) work t h e  remaining cost. 
estimate8 for the focused COBRA analysis of L0s  
Angeleu, K i r t l a n d  and Brook8 AFBE,  since t h e  



i n foma t ion  provided was b a ~ e d  on level playing f i e l d  
-. only. 

Daa 29 BCECl dieaueeed whiah portione of Kirtland would remain 
aftar realignment, since aome significant facilitieo 
would remain in cantonment or in stand alone.status. 
Briefed reeulta of a i r  guality conaiderations for some 
proposed moves reuulting from closures and 
realignmente. BCEG will be called upon to make any 
final determinations of the advisability of the move 
and S E W  will determine any closures ox 
re command at ion^ using this information. 
Receiver baaen in nonattainment area f o r  candidate 
closurea. KkFB listed ao gaining 635 pereonnel from 
Scott. Kirtland ra ted  a8 180 CO above 1990 baseline. 
Given a Y (yellow) meaning BCEG ernissiozla &re w4thin 
reasonable range of the 1990 baseline. 

Jan 4 KAFB cloeure option examined. Noted t h a t  the optical 
1995 teleaoope at Phillipe Lab would remain, as wall as 

three s a t e l l i t e  buildingu. They* wae   till some $BOOM 
of equipment to be moved. The option of cantoning the 
Phillips L a b  operation wae a l so  examined. Thid option 
qppaared much more cost  effective. 

w 
lran 11 BCEQ met with SECAF on 6 Jan. SECAF asked t h a t  t h e  

Kirtland tenants be reviewed for bercer. locations, even .. . 
though the move to Offutt aB briefed might be cheaper 
noting that their function0 potentially could be better 
servad i n  other locations. 

fl SECAJ? noted t h a t  t h e  c l o g u r h  of LAAFB would result i n  a 
1 0 s ~  of i t s  c o n n a c u t v  w ith t h  e a eroq pace c o r n m u  
'n rea SE ed t h a t  the 

g a n t o m t  o~tign for KAFB s s m d  to offer rn 
QQporxuni tv Lor  co nsldara ble  savi  nss at relativelv loy 
C Q E L  

Jan 20 BCEG met with SECAF on 12 Jan. Kirtland cantonment 
reviewed with updates on tenant locatione. SECAF 
requested a comparioon of thc RoI from a closure 
including Phillipe LA, but using t h e  same aeeumptions 
on cantonment of the weapons storage and Sandia Lab 
tenants. 

c XAFB lieted as a candidate f o r  realignment 

Feb 1 MG Blume noted the option of moving Army directed 
energy work to KAFB, Phillips Lab, seemed consistent 
wich other AF options regarding KAFB as long as only  
civilian employeas w e r e  added to che Lab. 

Fab 8 BDCAF requested that rnovarnent of SOF Lra. ining to 
Holloman or Cannon be reviewed. 



w New COBRA figurea for Kir t l and  briefed,  w i t h  op t ions  
-- fo r  bedding down SOF training miseion at Beale, Cannon 

or Holloman. 

Bab 10 SECAF pregentad with 3 altornativee for moving 60F 
training f u n c t i o n  out of KAFB. Cannon AFB cheaper but 
did  not of f e r  beet t r a in ing  environment, while Beale- 
and H o l l o m a n  o p t i o n s  w e r e  axpenaive buc offered better 
terrain. Site survey team w i l l  axamine costs and will 
report  back with better cost data. 

F e b  17 New cost figure fox KAFB realignment, reflecting 
Hn7l.oman beddown f o r  SOF training an developed by the 
s i t e  s u w a y  team. Three options will be presented to 
SECAF for consideration. 

Rob 2 4  SECAF reviewed KAFB realignment and SOF training. 
3ECAP selected Holloman as the better beddown choice. 

c Remaining Xi r t l and  iseues 
+ Resolution of DNA statue 
4 Guard post realignment personnel requiraments 
4 Safety can te r  relocation ques t ion8  
+ Updated 80F MILCON requiremenca 
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The Economic Impact of Realigning Kirtland Air Force Base 

Introduction 
Kirtland Air Force Base is one of the primary anchors of the Albuquerque area's economy. 
Indeed, asthe Kirtland Air Force Base Economic Impact Statement for Fiscal Year 1994 explains, the 
base plays a major role in the economic health of the Albuquerque economy, significantly affecting local 
economic and social life. Total base employment in Fiscal Year 1994 was 19,000, making Kirtland the 
largest employer in the State of New Mexico. These jobs represent 6.5 percent of the total non 
agricultural and military employment in the Albuquerque metropolitan area. Similarly, the $824 million 
Kirtland payroll represents 6.5% of the metropolitan areas personal income. The proposed realignment 
of Kirtland Air Force Base will significantly harm the Albuquerque metropolitan area's economy. The 
purpose of this study is to provide an estimate of the overall impact of the proposed realignment on the 
Albuquerque economy. It will report the losses to area employment, wages and tax revenues as 
determined by an input-output analysis. 

(I Metlrodology and Data Sources 
Input-Output are based on the simple idea that all sectors of the economy are linked together. Goods 
and services are produced using outputs from other sectors in the economy and primary inputs, i.e. 
capital, labor and natural resources. Outputs are created from inputs according to the fixed relations 
observed in the real world at a particular moment in time. Demand for an industry's output 
depends on the demands of other industries and final demand, that is, demand for the good in its 
finished form for private consumption, investment, government, or exports. 

In practice, input-output analysis is widely employed to capture the impacts of some major 
change in a local economy. Common applications include the attraction or loss of a major industry to 
the local economy. The gain or loss of an industry results in an injection or loss of spending from 
outside the region. Typically, direct impacts in the areas of employment and income are estimated. 
Indirect impacts due to the industry's purchases and the increased income to the area are then calculated 
based on a multiplier analysis. Software packages are widely available for performing such analysis. 
This study made use of the IMPLAN software program which was initially developed by the United 
States Department of Agriculture and is currently maintained by the University of Minnesota. The 
University of New Mexico Economics Department owns a copy of the software and the associated 1990 
data bases for the State of New Mexico. The State of NewMexico data base include information on 
over 500 industrial classifications for each New Mexico County. For purposes of this study, the 1990 
data bases were aggregated into ten industrial categories which were then updated based on the 
latest employment figures reported by the University of New Mexico's Bureau of 
Business and Economic Research. - The impact area defined for the study includes the following counties: Bernalillo, Sandoval, 
Valencia and Santa Fe. The first three counties were included because they are part of the Albuquerque 
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MSA. Santa Fe County was also included because of the likelihood that there may be some inter 
industry linkages given the general proximity and observed commuting patterns. 

Profile: Kirtland Air Force Base 
Kirtland Air Force Base is one of the most diversified military bases in the country. It employs 
just under twenty thousand people, nearly six thousand of these being military personnel. In addition to 
being a major employer in the local economy, Kirtland is also a large buyer of goods and services. The 
base has embraced the Federal government's efforts to obtain as much of the goods and services as it can 
from the private sector, having increased the share of awarded contracts to small business from 
approximately thirty percent in 1991 to just under ninety percent in 1994. Furthermore, two-thirds of 
these purchases have gone to New Mexico firms, the vast majority located in the Albuquerque area.The 
total value of these local contracts reported in Fiscal Year 1994 was approxinnately $374 million. 

The Economic Impact ot the Proposed Realignmerlt 
Direct Impacts 
The proposed realignment of Kirtland Air Force Base will result in the direct loss of 6,850 jobs. 
4,556of these are military positions, the remaining 2,294 jobs are held by civilians. According to the 
Air Force, the current phase-out plan is as follows: 240 jobs will leave in 1996,493 in 1997, 1245, in 
1998, 1950 in 1999, 1698 in 2000, and 760 in 2001. Note that this sums to 6,386 jobs, less than the 
6,850 reported by the military's economic impact data. To reconcile the num~bers, 
the proposed phase out plan was used, and the remaining jobs were added arbitrarily to the military 
positions in the last year. The difference was added to military positions because the phase-out already 
counted more civilian jobs than the economic impact statement. The military jobs were allocated 
between officers and enlisted men proportionately. 

According to the Air Force, the proposed realignment will also result in the loss of $17 million 
dollars in military construction: $1 1 million in 1996 and $6 million in 1997. Approximately 204 full 
time construction jobs will be lost in those years based on an estimation procedure derived from the 
1992 Census of Construction which reports on the value and payroll of construction activity nationwide. 
The census reports that about thirty percent of total construction costs goes to payroll. Based on an 
estimated average salary and benefit package of $25,000 per year for a construction worker in New 
Mexico, i t  is estimated that12 full time jobs are created per one million dollars of construction 
expenditures. The loss of construction dollars and employment may well be understated. Review 
of several past Kirtland economic impact statements indicate average annual construction budgets in 
excess of 100 million dollars. Unfortunately, we are unable to determine how much of this might be lost 
in addition to the $17 million already counted. If annual construction budgets were to fall by twenty 
five percent for example, or roughly $25 million, an additional 300 construction jobs would be 
lost each year. The direct job impacts are summarized in Table 1 on the following page. 
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Repbrf From the Community 

w Table 1: Direct Job Losses 

The loss of this much employment represents a large loss of income to the local economy. 
Based on City staff discussions with Kirtland personnel, the average salary of military personnel 
expected to leave under realignment is $28,669; the average salary for civilians is $37,000. Simple 
calculations, thus suggest a direct loss of $222 million of income from these sources. The loss of direct 
jobs at the base also implies smaller tax revenues to state and local governments. According to the New 
MexicoDepartment of Taxation and Revenue 1989 study on the distribution of state and local taxes, 
people withaverage incomes of $27,000 and $36,000 (reasonably close approximations of the military 

UP' and civilian incomes that will be leaving Kirtland) contribute a little over ten percent of their income to 
support state and local government. Assuming the tax revenues from military personnel more or less 
parallel those of the larger'"community, this suggests a direct loss of $23 million dollars in tax revenues 
over the six year phase-out ($20.3 million in present value terms). The revenue lossesare projected as 
follows: $1.1 million in 1996, $1.8 million in 1997, $4.2 million in 1998, $6.5 million in 1999, $5.6 
million in 2000, and $3.9 million in 2001. This estimate may be a little high because many military 
personnel pay income taxes to their home state rather than New Mexico and because of the opportunity 
to purchase some goods on base and thus avoid gross receipts taxes. Given the relatively small share of 
revenues raised by the state income tax, however, any over-estimate is expected to be no more 
than 15 %. 

CONSTRUCTION 

TOTAL 

Finally i t  should be noted that Kirtland is the hub for a relatively largeretirement community. Military 
retirees were estimated at 18,300 people with retirement income of more than $250 million in the 1994 
Kirtland Economic Impact statement. The base provides important shopping and health care services as 
well as a sense of community to the retirees. Once the base is gone, some, perhaps many of these 
people will decide to leave the area. The loss of retirees will result in the loss of their income to the 
community, and a loss of jobs supported by it. This is no small impact if many, in fact, do decide to 
leave. For example, assuming half of the retirees leave results in the direct loss of $125 million dollars 
in income to the area. Large income losses result in sharp decreases in expenditures, and thus large tax 
revenue losses to the local economies. The loss of half of the retirees would result in a loss of 
approximately twelve to thirteen million dollars in tax revenue in the year of their departure."' Direct tax 
revenues lost are summarized in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Direct Tax Reveizue Losses (Millions of $) 

Year 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Revenue 11.1 11.8 14.2 16.5 15.6 13.9 123.1 1 

Indirect Impacts 
Kirtland purchases many goods and services from the local community. Many of these purchases and 
contracts will be lost with the realignment of thebase. In addition to lost purchases, the local economy 
will suffer from the decreased spending power due to job losses. These indirect impacts are 
significant. The Department of Defense estimates based on the multiplier from their input-output 
analysis suggest that an additional 5,066 private sector jobs willbe lost to the Albuquerque economy. 
This estimate is relatively close to the estimate from the IMPLAN analysis. The Department of Defense 
(DOD) used an employment multiplier that was one standard deviation larger than their point 
estimate to estimate job losses. They use the higher multiplier because of theconcern that the calculated 
multipliers may be too low to capture all base closure effects. This seems to be a reasonable approach 
and thus analysis bases both its direct and indirect jobs analysis on the DOD's total estimates. The 
timing and sectoral analysis is based on the results of the IMPLAN analysis. Based on the' phase-out 
schedule provided by the Defense Department, it is estimated that the heaviest impacts will fall in the 
later years. The timing of the estimated indirect job losses roughly parallels what of the direct jobs losses. 
The indirect job losses are projected as follows: 334 in 1996,454 in 1997, 7.46 in 1998, 1203 in 1999, 
1609 in 2000, and 722 in 2001. The indirect job losses are summarized in table 3. 

Table 3: Zitdirect Job Losses 

The indirect job losses will have different affects on different industries. Not surprisingly, the lost 
income associated with the direct job losses will hit theconstruction, trade arid service sectors hardest. 
Over the six year phase-out period, 161 1, 1219, 1 153 jobs will be lost to these sectors, respectively. The 
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate sector similarly will be impacted by decreased demand and thus 
experience approximately 602 jobs over the six year period. With fewer people in the community, the 
demand for government services will also decline; the estimated fall in government jobs is 137. The 
story for educational services (public and private) is the same; 68 jobs will be lost here. The 
manufacturing sectors and the TCU sectors will be negatively impacted as well, mostly due to losses 
associated with providing goods and services to the base. 

Total indirect job losses in the manufacturing sector are expected to amount to 123 jobs; employment 
losses in the TCU sector should be on the order of 144 jobs. Job losses by sector are summarized in 
table 4 on the following page. 
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Table 4: Indirect Job Losses by Sector 

Again, it should be noted that these estimates do not account for the potential loss of retirees. If large 
numbers of retirees leave the community, the indirect job losses will be significant. For example, if half 
of the retirees left in 2001 when presumably many of the services currently provided to them could be 
expected to end, an additional 1600 to 1700 job losses are estimated. The indirect jobs and associated 
income losses will be associated with additional losses to state and local government revenues. Based 
on the IMPLAN projections and the five thousand plus indirect job losses, revenue losses over the six 
year phase-out period are expected to be approximately $16 million dollars ($14 million in present 
value terms). The timing of these losses will be as follows: $0.5 million in 1996, $1.4 million in 1997, 
$2.4 million in 1998, $3.8 million in 1999, $5.6 million in 2000, and $2.3 million in 2001. Again, these 
figures do not reflect the loss of any retiree income, and thus are probably understated. Indirect tax 
revenue losses are reported in table 5. 
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Table 5: Indirect Tax Revenue Losses (Millions $) 
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59 

29 

55 
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1996 
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2 

19 
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79 
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18 
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1.4 
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18 

36 

1203 
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54 
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52 
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24 
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11 
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15 
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68 
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5067 
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Total Impact 
The total employment impacts of the proposed Kirtland realignment thus sum to 12,122 jobs. 
The timing of these losses are 706 jobs in 1996, 101 9 in 1997, 1,99 1 in 1998, 3,153 in 1999, 3,307 in 
2000 and 1,946 in 2001. These estimates do not account for the potential loss of any retirees, which 
may be substantial. Table 6 reports total jobs lost over the six year period. 

Table 6: Total Job Losses 

Year 1996 11 997 1 1998 1 1999 1 2000 1 2001 
I I I I I I 

Jobs 1706 11019 11991 13153 13307 11946b24 

The total tax revenue losses to state and local governments will be on the order of $39 million and will 
distributed over the phase out period as follows: $1.6 million in 1996, $3.2 million in 1997, $6.6 million 
in 1998, 10.3 million in 1999, $11.2 million in 2000 and $6.2 million in 2001. Total government 
revenues losses are shown in table 7. 

Table 7: Total Tax Revenue Losses (Millions $) 

REUSE POSSIBILITIES FOR KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 
Current analysis of cantonment plans for Kirtland after the realignment suggests that only three 
percent of the base would be removed from behind the current fences. All !of this area is residential. 
Consequently, we expect that little any jobs can be created at the base. This is a rather unique and 
detrimental circumstance. One of the primary tools for economic recovery by communities 
harmed by base closures has always been the subsequent availability of land for economic reuse. This 
land is usually donated to the community which in turn markets it to the private sector for job creation 
purposes. The closing of this option for Albuquerque will make the creation of lost jobs considerably 
more difficult. 
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Historical Role in Weapons Stewardship and Stockpile Maintenance 

Kirtland Air Force Base is a keystone of the nation's nuclear deterrent, with a 
rich history in support of the nation's defense needs. It is home for a unique 
set of organizations, facilities, and technical experts, whose collocation at 
Kirtland constitutes a virtually irreplaceable element of the nation's nuclear 
capability. Further, this technical nucleus constitutes an invaluable resource 
for research, development, testing, and evaluation of advanced non-nuclear 
weapon systems. 

The synergy of Sandia, Phillips Laboratory, and military units associated with 
nuclear weaponry at Kirtland Air Force Base - combined with their 
association with colleagues at nearby Los Almos - is of strategic importance 
to national security. As the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile diminishes in 
size and deployment, and manufacturing responsibility is increasingly moved 
to Sandia and Los Alamos, the infrastructure support role provided by the Air 
Force at Kirtland AFB becomes increasingly critical. Diffusion of existing 
resources and personnel to other locations would have a marked impact on 
the efficiency and efficacy of these interactions. 

The Klrtland Air Force Base complex, with its many storage, maintenance 
and records facilities, provides a unique safety and security environment for 
the enduring logistic mission of the DOE and the DOD. Because of the 
significant investment made by the DoD at Kirtland over the past decades, 
classified and unclassified weapons components are routinely protected, 
transferred or stored in the most cost-effective system available to the DOE or 
DoD. 

Kirttand provides a management structure for the nuclear stockpile through 
the exchange of technical information between the Department of Energy and 
its weapon laboratories and their ultimate customers in the Department of 
Defense. Kirtland AFB is the principal point at which weapons are 
transferred between the DoD and the DOE. The Kirtland Underground 
Munitions Storage Complex (KUMSC) is the centerpiece for that logistical 
support. The safety, security, and transportation infrastructure provided by 
Kirtland AFB and the DOE is essential to this operation. This intimate 
working relationsMp between the DOE, its national laboratories, and the DoD 
is a requirement of a safe, secure nuclear weapons stockpile. 

The base complex, including storage, munitions, and records facilities, 
provides a unique safety and security envirorm~ent for the enduring, joint 
mission of the DOE and DoD. Classified weapons components, logistically 
managed by resident military units, are routinely protected, traderred, or 
stored in the most effective system available to the two agencies. DoD has 
invested signfiicant resources over the past decade to assure this management 
an support capabilih:. 



KUMSC provides a case in point, where the management of this new state-of - 

the-art DoD facility requires a resident military infrastructure to ensure 
continuous safety, security, and transportation services and to provide liaison 
with DOE counterparts ~ 7 h o  are responsible for stockpile maintenance, 
interagency transfer of materikl, and other technical services. 

KUMSC is by its nature a DoD facility; the transfer of management to DOE 
would be infeasible because of the intrinsic importance of a center for 
cooperative inter-ag ency, civilian-military interaction. Even i f  tlds were not 
the case, environmental considerations - such as the requirement for 
approval of an all-new Environmental Impact Statement - would almost 
surely be of a magnitude that would preclude DOE management. 

Logically, the support services required for KUMSC can be made available to 
other units that currently work together in stockpile matters, including 
Sandia but also Field Command Defense Nuclear Agency, Service Liaison 
Officers (POGs), Armed Forces Inter-Service Weapons School, and the Air 
Force Safety Office. Phillips Laboratory, as an organization with close 
research-related relationships with Sandia and Los Alarnos, could likewise be 
a beneficiary of the same infrastructural support that is needed to service 
KUMSC. 
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WHY SAVE KIRTLAND? 

ALBUQUERQUE HAS A STRONG AND ENDURING MILITARY TRADITION 

The citizens of New Mexico, Albuquerque, our Native Tribes and Kirtland have been 
partners in providing for our nation's defense. The citizens have accepted silently and 
withoutprotest, the development, testing and storing of the nuclear stockpile on their turf. 
They have provided, without flinching, their real estate, their environment and their 
children for the defense of the nation. 

KIRTLAND HAS BEEN A BIG PART OF THAT TRADITION SINCE 1940 

Albuquerque has enthusiastically supported Kirtland since 1940. The city has seen 
bombers, fighters, and interceptors come and go. They have intuitively understood and 
supported the activities from around the nation into their lives and absorbed them into our 
unique culture. Many of them have become our most enthusiastic and spirit-minded 
citizens. 

KIRTLAND IS NOT YOUR A VERAGE AIR FORCE BASE 

Unlike the fighter, bomber or airlift bases, which employ our military might, the different 
units at Kirtland have provided the technological edge which the United States has used 
so effectively by designing and testing the sophisticated weaponry with which we held 
off and defeated often numerically superior enemy forces over the last five decades. 
Without that edge, we would have lost more of the nation's young men. DESERT 
STORM proved the value of those weapons. World War I1 was shortened and many 
American and Japanese lives were spared the agony of a prolonged, protracted and 
bitterly resisted invasion by that technology. 

THE ECONOMIES OF ALBUQUERQUE AND NEW MEXICO HAVE BENEFITED 
GREATLY FROM THIS PARTNERSHIP 

Without the stabilizing influence of the Base, the State and the City would have been far 
more severely buffeted by the recessions of the past few decades. Industries that support 
the National Defense have grown and prospered here, changing what was once a State 
with an economy dominated by ranching and agriculture into the high tech community it 
is now. The little communities along the Rio Grande were liberated from a life of 
subsistence farming by the jobs provided. 

THE PROPOSED REALIGNMENT OF THE MISSIONS FROM KIRTLAND LEAVES 
A BASE FRACTURED BY SECURITY REQUIREMENTS 

 hose who seem to believe that we would be better off without the base are singing a 
siren song which promises untold benefits from the use of the remaining facilities for 
commercial use. The reality is that only a few facilities such as the family housing areas 



and one or two hangars will become available. Those few hangars and ramps left will 
only add to the growing supply excess to national needs left at other closed locations 
which will not have the access restrictions which the security requirements will impose 
here. As a result, Kirtland loses the jobs and is denied the re-use opportunities the sirens 
dream and prattle about. 

THE PROPOSED RE-ALIGNMENT DOES NOT CONTEMPLATE CLEANING THE 
AREAS WHICH REMAIN 

There are areas on Kirtland which must be cleaned up before any beneficial occupancy 
for commercial activity can occur. Other industrial complexes are being left open 
because the cost of cleaning them is too high. Kirtland deserves 

$ l e s s .  
MUCH OF NEW MEXICO IS STILL RURAL AND SPARSELY POPULATED, YET 
BENEFITS FROM THE ECONOMIC ENGINE WHICH KIRTLAND PROVIDES 

Tri-State Wholesale, for example, distributes foodstuffs to the Kirtland commissary and 
to much of rural New Mexico. Without the sales to that commissary, the cost of food in 
these outlying areas will surely rise. 

THE ECONOMIC IMPACT REPRESENTED BY THE PROPOSED REALIGNMENT 
OF AIR FORCE MISSIONS FROM KIRTLAND WILL BE SEVERE AND NOT 
EASILY REPLACED 

While it is true that the State's economy has been growing and some economists claim 
that the closure can be easily absorbed by the non-defense sectors of the economy, a lot of 
that economic growth will follow the defense dollar. The Defense Department's Office 
of Economic Adjustment own statistics show that up to ten years will be required to 
recover and those statistics are skewed by the fact that benejicial re-use has been 
available to most bases closed. Albuquerque will be denied those re-use opportunities by 
the security and environmental situation left behind. 

WITHOUT ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AT HOME, OUR CHILDREN HAVE HAD 
TO LEAVE THE STATE TO SEEK JOBS 

Kirtland and the National Laboratories have begun to reverse that. It would be a tragedy 
to return to that era. 
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AIR FORCE RECOMMENDATION IS 
INCONSISTENT WITH BRAC POLICY 

COST SAVINGS ARE PHANTOM 

DEGRADATION OF OVERALL DOD 
TOTAL FORCE MISSION 



The proposed USAF plan for the Kirtland AFB realignment is inconsistent 
with BRAC 95 goals. 

-- "It is DOD policy to make maximum use of common support assets. DOD 
components should, throughout the BRAC 95 analysis process, look for cross-service 
or intra-service opportunities to share assets and look for opportunities to rely on a 
single Military Department for support." 

-- ". .changes must involve clear military value or significant savings.. " 

The USAF recommendation to realign KAFB results from a purely USAF 
perspective. From a DOD and national perspective, the outcome is 
different. 

-- KAFB is a national asset, integrating the support of DOD, DOE, VA. 

-- KAFB is a major federal installation with a collection of several diverse activities; 
many of which are inter-related. 

Current KAFB Missions: 

Nuclear stewards hi^: design, integration, test, storage, educationltraining, 
safetytincident tracking, disposal/drawdown, support of non-proliferation and test ban 
treaties. Sandia, DOE, Field Command Defense Nuclear Agency, Directorate of 
Nuclear Surety, and the 898th Munitions Squadron all play a role in accomplishing 
this list o f  functions. The 898th Munitions Squadron is a unique unit that operates 
the Kirtland Underground Munitions Storage Center (nuclear). Recommendation by 
Galvin Task Force to DOE is to consolidate nuclear weapons stewardship in New 
Mexico. 

-- USAF operational training: 58th Special Operations Wing; 150th Fighter Group 
(ANG) . 

-- Others: Acquisition-related functions performed by Phillips Lab, Air Force 
Operational Test & Evaluation Center, Defense Evaluation Support Agency. 
Integrated medical complex with USAF, Veterans' Administration and University of 
New Mexico medical school. KAFB hosts over 150 tenant activities. 



Mission Impacts under the proposed USAF' plan: 

-- Nuclear: Potential weakening of DODIDOE interaction with adverse impact on 
nuclear stewardship. Security, maintenance and transportation of nuclear munitions, 
and the protection of related information becomes fragmented. 

-- USAF operational training: Loss of training benefits of excellent flying weather, 
stressing terrain and altitude, close proximity of military operating areas, and 
extensive low-level training routes. The special operations training mission was 
established at KAFB because of United States Special Operations Command and 
Fairchild AFB studies. 

-- Others: Consolidation of Edwards AFB and Hanscom AFB directorates of Phillips 
was unfortunately terminated. Space technology effectiveness suffers as a result. 
Some hazardous test activities currently at KAFB cannot be done in other locations. 
Integrated VA, USAF and UNM medical center dissolved; this structure is a model of 
inter-departmental cooperation and consolidated support. Uncertain future for the 
other 150 tenant units. Support activities currently accomplished by 377th ABW 
shifted to tenant units. 

Cost Savings under the proposed USAF plan appear illusory; at best, 
cost is a wash. 

-- Cost shifting is not cost saving. While USAF functions at KAFB can be moved, 
KAFB must remain open to support Sandia, Phillips, and remaining units. 

-- Nuclear: The nuclear weapons organizations still require support. The most likely 
outcome is increased cost. 

-- USAF owrational training: Specifically designed simulators that accommodate 

special operations forces peculiar training requirements, are very expensive. Costs 
of realigning these special facilities will probably exceed any KAFB infrastructure 
improvement costs. Support costs for 58th SOW remain constant, whether at KAFB 
or another AFB. The 150th FG(ANG) will see increased costs if base support is 
terminated at KAFB. 

-- Others: Reuse potential of KAFB by Albuquerque is unlikely due to the complex 
security requirements of remaining elements. There is financial loss to New Mexico, 
without potential for commercial replacement, which is inconsistent with BRAC 
criteria. 



Conclusions: 

-- There are no discernable cost savings from the Air Force plan since KAFB will not 
be closed. This is inconsistent with BRAC 95 goals. 

-- Although the high dollar units of KAFB are not being moved, the potential loss of 
support infrastructure will impact national nuclear stewardship. This is inconsistent 
with BRAC 95 goals. 

-- The flying units leave a location in CONUS ideally suited to their function thus 
degrading their mission effectiveness. This is inconsistent with BRAC 95 goals. 

-- Moving other units, which can function at any location, incur moving costs without 
diminishing cost of continued operation. This is inconsistent with BRAC 95 goals. 

Recommendation: 

-- Remove KAFB from consideration for BRAC action. 
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Editorials 
a * Y c - - . . . ) . 4 r 7  . -- -'- --. -- . - - 

~ i t a  * . ~ u ~ ~ o r t s  Conclusion % . ,  -: ~ i r i land Shouldn't Close 
When details emerge on the analysis that targeted Kirtland 

Air Force Base for virtual closing, the case against that deci- 
sion grows markedly stronger. Kirtland scored better than 

' Los Angeles Air Force Base, which was left untouched, in vir- 
.. tually every category except total savings .projected._And, 
, when the new costs to the Department of EnergyLto. pick up 
the setvices currently provided on Kirtlang by @e Force 
are factored in, the total savings mar& narro&inarkedly, ' 

; I , The Air* Force says subsidizing otherfqleral departments 
1: is not part of its mission, but the-Defen& B&e_$!losure and 
' AsRealignrpent Commission -and ultiqat@Iy3he p . sident and . 
: .'. . @ngke&:;i..sho61a.eertaiaipshodce copsiden?thed~er 447 impact on - '  

government's costs. A DOE spokq$womah ;said it would cost 
:- DOE "tens of mWo& of d o I l a r $ ~ ~ y ~ ? o ~ ~ ~ V j d e ~ t h e f i o u s e ~ ~ ~  
" 4k.keeping axid other 'deer$- tbepir3%rce@q~t$y performs., Fi New ~ e % i m ; ~ ~ l b u q u & ~ u e ,  ~hoi!uld$?~abl~€b~rnk at the a. 

big ,pic@ 'of the federal defi~it$.~~fi:$$i.i%$ ..bsts, and I . .  

:'(aeckptsome pain when it is j u ~ t i f i e d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ $ ~ ~ ~ , b ~ ~ f p ~  
' in the local interest and in theyinterest of.t.he $itmy ge€hng . 

the greatest value for the dollar, we have a duty to present the 
other side when it app&s hastyjudgment, or large-state pol- ( 
itics, are shading the verdict of the facts. - ,. 

Even Defense Secretary William Perry and Deputy Secre- 
tary of Defense John Deutch said the arguments of Kirtland 
supporters "clearly had merit." 

The task force that has formed to take &and's case to 
Washington has much to offer toward its goal of persuading 
the commission to reconsider the Kirtland cuts. When com- 
pleted, its brief for reconsideration will be persuasive. 
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Radian Corporation (Radian) prepared a preliminary conformity analysis for 

carbon monoxide (CO) at Kirtland Air Force Base (KAFB). The purpose of this analysis 

was to evaluate whether KAFB will continue to be able to grow and accept new missions, 

while still complying with the AlbuquerqueIBernalillo County Air Quality Control Board's 

(AIBC AQCB) recently enacted (November 1994) General Conformity Regulation, Air 

Quality Control Regulation (AQCR 43). As applicable to KAFB, the General Conformity 

rule requires that operations which will increase CO emissions in nonattainment or  

maintenance areas such as Bernalillo County undergo conformity analyses to determine 

whether or not they will adversely impact ambient air quality in the area. 

As a result of this preliminary conformity analysis, it appears that KAFB's 

growth will not be detrimentally restricted under AQCR 43. Even a 20% increase in overall 

growth at KAFB by the year 2005 will have a minimal CO emissions impact. 

This report was prepared as an interim measure to achieve an immediate 

general understanding of the impact of AQCR 43 on KAFB's ability to grow. The report 

was prepared using general assumptions regarding KAFB's growth. A more detailed 

conformity analysis will be prepared at the request of KAFB to more fully characterize the 

impact of AQCR 43 on projected growth at the base. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Analvsis Obiective 

The objective of this scope of services was to conduct a preliminary 

conformity analysis for carbon monoxide (CO) for Kirtland Air Force Base (KAFB) by 

1 March 1995. This product was prepared in accordance with the proposed scope addition 

requested by Mr. Walter S. Darr, I11 in his letter dated 23 January 1995. 

The analysis focused on the potential impact on KAFB of the Albuquerque1 

Bernalillo County Air Quality Control Board's General Conformity Regulation which was 

adopted 9 November 1994. Conformity provisions had originally appeared in the 1977 Clean 

Air Act Amendments (CAAA). However, the scope of the provisions were expanded in the 

1990 CAAA by specifically defining conformity to the applicable State Implementation Plan 

(SIP). 

The general conformity rule applies to Federal actions occurring in areas 

designated as nonattainment for criteria pollutants or in attainment areas subject to 

maintenance plans (maintenance areas). A criteria pollutant is a pollutant for which an air 

quality standard has been established under the Clean Air Act (CAA). The designation of 

nonattainment is based on the exceedances or violations of the air quality standard. A 

maintenance plan establishes measures to control emissions to ensure the air quality standard 

is maintained in areas that have been redesignated as attainment from a previous 

nonattainment status. 

KAFB is situated in Bernalillo County, which is a nonattainment area for 

carbon monoxide. Therefore, any action which KAFB undertakes is subject to a conformity 

determination to identify whether the action will adversely impact ambient air quality in 

Bernalillo County. 

The Albuquerque Environmental Health Department's (AEHD) Air Pollution 

Control Division plans to resubmit a Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and 
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Maintenance Plan for Albuauerque/Bernalillo County. New Mexico within the next few 

months. Once approved by EPA, this will make Albuquerque a maintenance area for carbon 

monoxide (CO). The KAFB conformity analysis was limited to CO because this is the only 

pollutant for which Albuquerque is in nonattainment. Although other pollutants, such as the 

ozone precursors volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NO>, may become 

important limiters to KAFB's growth, these pollutants were not analyzed under this scope of 

work. (Albuquerque is in attainment for ozone.) 

This report addresses the interim evaluation of KAFB's ability to accept new 

missions under the limitations of AQCR 43. A more complete evaluation of KAFB's future 

conformity will be addressed in a separate report. 

1.2 Methodology Summary 

As part of the interim analysis, Radian has estimated the potential ability for 

KAFB to grow in the next ten years. This analysis was based on the projected growth 

estimates provided by the AEHD in its draft emission inventories dated 8 February 1995, 

prepared as part of their Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for 

Albuaueraue/Bernalillo County. New Mexico. These data and the plan have not yet been 

finalized. The emission inventories prepared by the AEHD are based on population 

estimates and data from the AEHD's air permitting department, which may be incomplete. 

Validating this data was beyond the scope of this project. These emissions data, however, 

are the best that are available. 

In order to evaluate KAFB's potential growth opportunities, Radian first 

performed a basewide CO emissions inventory, based on 1994 data (or data which are 

representative of normal operations), and then projected growth of the base over the next 

10 years. Radian assumed that a 20% increase in overall activities at KAFB will occur 

between 1995 and 2005. This estimate was proposed by Radian, and agreed to by KAFB. 

Radian then determined whether or not the AEHD's growth projections adequately take into 

account KAFB's projected growth, and arrived at recommendations based on this analysis. 

Finally, Radian prepared this summary report which describes the results of these analyses 

and what factors may affect KAFBYs ability to expand in the future. 



As a continuation from the interim analysis, KAFB may be able to further 

identify the potential missions which could be moved to KAFB. The evaluation of the 

impacts of these missions could then be included in a final conformity analysis. The 

inclusion of these potential missions in the conformity analysis could be used to aid KAFB in 

attracting and securing these missions. Once the interim evaluation is complete and the 

possible missions are better defined, Radian and KAFB can more clearly identify what issues 

the final conformity analysis should target. 

Re~ort Structure 

The remainder of this report is organized as follows: Section 2.0 addresses 

conformity compliance requirements, presents a discussion of applicability and exemptions 

from general conformity and outlines the procedure for demonstrating conformity; Section 

3.0 presents the results of the CO emission inventory and emissions projections for KAFB; 

Section 4.0 presents the results of the comparison between the AEHD emission inventories 

and the KAFB inventories; Section 5.0 presents the conclusions of the analysis; and, 

Section 6.0 contains the references used in the report. 



GENERAL CONFORMITY COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS 

The purpose of AQCR 43 is to implement section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act 

(CAA), as amended (42 U.S. C. 7401 et and regulations under 40 CFR part 5 1 

subpart W. These regulations require that general Federal actions conform to the applicable 

SIP. In KAFB's case, any action taken at the base must conform with the AEHD's SIP. 

The SIP provides the guidelines for achieving and maintaining the National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (NAAQS). AQCR 43 sets forth policy, criteria, and procedures for 

demonstrating and assuring conformity of general Federal actions to the AEHD's SIP. 

Conformity to the SIP, as defined in the CAA, means conformity to the SIP'S purpose of 

reducing the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS to achieve attainment of such 

standards. 

The Federal agency which is taking the action must demonstrate that the action 

conforms to the applicable SIP. Conformity provisions had originally appeared in the 

1977 CAAA. However, the scope of the provisions were expanded in the 1990 CAAA by 

specifically defining conformity to the applicable SIP. The specific language is as follows: 

Conformity to a state implementation plan means: 

(A) conformity to an implementation plan's purpose of eliminating or reducing 

the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS and achieving expeditious 

attainment of such standards; and 

(B) that such activities will not: 

(i) cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any 

area; 

(ii) increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any 

standard in any area; or 

(iii) delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim 

emission reduction or other milestones in any area. 



AQCR 43, the general conformity rule, applies to all Federal actions which 

occur in all nonattainment and maintenance areas of and within Bernalillo County. 

Conformity determinations for Federal actions related to transportation plans, programs, and 

projects developed, funded, or approved under title 23 U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Act 

(49 U.S.C. 1601 gt seq.) must meet the procedures and criteria of AIBC AQCB: 

Regulation No. 42, Transportation Conformity. For the purpose of this analysis, it is 

assumed that Federal actions which may occur at KAFB will be subject to general conformity 

and not transportation conformity. 

The general conformity rule applies in areas which are designated as 

nonattainment or maintenance status. The designation of nonattainment status is based on 

exceedances of a NAAQS. Bernalillo County is currently designated as nonattainment for 

CO. Albuquerque violated the one-hour standard seven times during the late 1970s and early 

1980s with a high value of 43 ppm in 1980. The eight-hour standard was frequently violated 

in the 1970s and 1980s, with values reaching as high as 29.8 ppm. The NAAQS for CO are 

9 ppm for an 8-hour average concentration and 35 ppm for a 1-hour average concentration. 

Both standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year (40 CFR 50.8). 

Bernalillo County was designated nonattainment for CO in 1978 (43 CFR 8962 and 9016, 

3 March 1978.) 

A maintenance area is an area which had been designated nonattainment for a 

pollutant, but which has been able to reduce emissions such that the NAAQS is no longer 

exceeded. In order to become designated as a maintenance area, EPA guidance requires two 

consecutive calendar years of no more than one exceedance per year of the NAAQS at any 

monitoring station for an area to be eligible for redesignation (EPA memorandum dated 

4 September 1992 from John Calcagni, Director, Air Quality Management Division). 

Albuquerque has three complete years, 1992, 1993 and 1994, with no exceedances of the 

CO standards recorded at any of its air monitoring sites. 

A request for redesignation is currently being prepared by the AEHD Air 

Pollution Control Division for submittal to the EPA within the next few months. The request 



will fulfill five specific requirements of the 1990 CAAA. The first two requirements that 

Albuquerque must fulfill are: that the area has attained the NAAQS for two years; and that a 

plan has been developed that will maintain the standard for at least 10 years from the date of 

EPA approval. In addition, the following three requirements must be fulfilled: that the 

county has a fully approved SIP; that the improvements in air quality are a result of 

permanent and enforceable reductions in emissions; and that Bernalillo County is in full 

compliance with all other applicable sections of the CAA. 

Albuquerque is thus currently in nonattainment and is expected to become a 

maintenance area in the near future. Therefore, should KAFB undertake a significant 

Federal action, it must demonstrate conformity with AEHD's SIP. In order to focus 

conformity requirements on those actions which are considered to have potentially significant 

impacts on the ambient air quality, de minimis thresholds were established in the final EPA 

rule. The de minimis values for CO are based on the CAA's major stationary source 

definition. A conformity determination is required when the annual total of direct and 

indirect emissions from a Federal action, occurring in a nonattainment or maintenance area is 

equal to or greater than the de minimis value. For CO the de minimis value, in both 

nonattainment and maintenance areas, is 100 tons per year (tpy). 

A Federal action which does not meet the 100 tpy threshold may still be 

required to perform a conformity analysis if the sum of its direct and indirect emissions are 

"regionally significant." When the sum of  the direct and indirect emissions o f  CO represents 

10 percent or more of a nonattainment or maintenance area's total emissions of that pollutant, 

the action is defined as a "regionally significant" action and the requirements of general 

conformity apply. The 1993 Albuquerque emission inventory prepared by the AEHD for the 

CO season (1 November through 31 January) is approximately 40,000 tons. Therefore, a 

ten percent "regionally significant" action would emit 4,000 tons, making the 100 tpy 

threshold the limiting threshold. 

In addition to these thresholds, some slightly ambiguous language which has 

been incorporated into AQCR 43 is the following: 

"Agencies are nevertheless encouraged to coordinate with the air agency during the 

applicability analysis phase, especially when proposed actions are likely to produce 



meaningfir1 levels of pollution even though the amount calculated may be below the 

idem3ed thresholds. Awareness by the air agency of the many actions below the 

thresholds will assist the air agency in overall planning eflorts (e.g. emission 

inventories). " 

Because "meaningful levels of pollution" has not been specifically defined 

under AQCR 43, it is left to the Federal Agency to determine whether or not the pollution 

levels are "meaningful." When determining the projected direct and indirect emissions of a 

Federal action, it may be advisable to submit the calculations to the AEHD, but not 

necessarily required. 

The final EPA rule which has been incorporated into AQCR 43 contains 

several exemptions from the conformity analysis process. The following excerpt from 

AQCR 43 lists those exemptions which may apply to operations which occur at KAFB (see 

AQCR 43 for a complete listing of the exemptions): 

C. The requirements of this regulation shall not apply to: 

2. The following actions which would result in no emissions increase or an 

increase in emissions that is clearly de minimis: 

d. Routine maintenance and repair activities, including repair and 

maintenance of administrative sites, roads, trails, and facilities. 

g. The routine, recurring transportation of material and personnel. 

h. Routine movement of mobile assets, such as ships and aircraft, in home 

port reassignments and stations (when no new suppon facilities or 

personnel are required) to pe@orm as operational groups and/or for 

repair or overhaul. 

J. Actions, such as the following, with respect to existing structures, 

properties, facilities and lands where future activities conducted will be 



similar in scope and operation to activities currently being conducted at 

the existing structures, properties, facilities, and lands; for example, 

relocation of personnel, disposition of federally-owned existing 

structures, properties, facilities, and l a d ,  rent subsidies, operation 

and maintenance cost subsidies, the exercise of receivership or 

conservatorship authority, assistance in purchasing structures, and the 

production of coins and currency. 

m. Routine operation of facilities, mobile assets and equipment. 

r. Actions that implement a foreign afairs finction of the United States. 

D. Notwithstanding the other requirements of this regulation, a conformity determination 

is not required for the following Federal actions (or portion thereofl: 

1. The portion of an action that includes major new or modzjied stationary 

sources that require a permit under the new source review (NSR) program 

(section 173 of the CAA) or the prevention of signijicant deterioration (PSD) 

program (title I ,  pan C of the CAA). 

2. Actions in response to emergencies or natural disasters such as hurricanes, 

earthquakes, etc., which are commenced on the order of hours or days aper 

the emergency or disaster and, if applicable, which meet the requirements of 

paragraph E of this section. 

3. Research, investigations, studies, demonstrations, or training (other than those 

exempted under paragraph C.2 of this section), where no environmental 

detriment is incurred andlor, the particular action firthers air quality research, 

as determined by the air agency primarily responsible for the applicable SIP. 

4. Alteration and additions of existing structures as speczjically required by new 

or existing applicable environmental legislation or environmental regulations 

(e.g., hush houses for aircrafi engines and scrubbers for air emissions). 

5. Direct emissions from remedial and removal actions carried out under the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 



(CERCLA) and associated regulations to the extent such emissions either 

comply with the substantive requirements of the PSD/NSR permitting program 

or are exempted from other environmental regulation under the provisions of 

CERCLA and applicable regulations issued under CERCLA. 

E. Federal actions which are part of a continuing response to an emergency or disaster 

under paragraph 0 .2  of this section and which are to be taken more than 6 months 

a#er the commencement of the response to the emergency or disaster under 

paragraph 0 . 2  of this section are exempt from the requirements of this regulation only 

if= 

1. The Federal agency taking the actions makes a written determination that, for 

a specijied period not to exceed an additional 6 months, it is impractical to 

prepare the conformity analyses which would otherwise be required and the 

actions cannot be delayed due to overriding concerns for public health and 

welfare, national security interests and foreign policy commitments; or 

2. For actions which are to be taken after those actions covered by paragraph E.l 

of this section, the Federal agency makes a new determination as provided in 

paragraph E.1 of this section. 

Procedures for Determinin~ Compliance 

The first step in demonstrating compliance with the general conformity rule is 

to estimate the increase in the emissions due to the Federal action. The direct and indirect 

emissions should be summed and compared to the 100 tpy threshold. Once a Federal agency 

determines that the sum of the direct and indirect CO emissions associated with its action 

will be greater than 100 tpy, the facility must demonstrate conformity according to the 

guidelines given in AQCR 43. The Federal agency must clearly demonstrate that the total of 

the direct and indirect emissions from the action will not: 

a. Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area; 

b. Intefere with provisions in the applicable SIP for maintenance of any 

standard; 



c. Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any 

standard in any area; or 

d.  Delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim 

emission reductions or other milestones in any area including, where 

applicable, emission levels specijied in the applicable SIP for purposes 

08 

( I )  A demonstration of reasonable Lfisrther progress; 

(2) A demonstration of attainment; or 

(3) A maintenance plan. 

In order to accomplish this, an ambient air quality analysis is required. Such 

an analysis for KAFB would need to address increases such as emissions from motor vehicle 

traffic to and on the base, increases in aircraft landing and takeoff emissions, increases in 

area source emissions such as heating ibr housing, increases due to construction activities, or 

any other CO-emitting activities associated with the action and the existing background 

concentrations of CO. Although stationary sources which undergo New Source Review 

(NSR) andlor Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review are exempt from the 

conformity determination requirement, these sources should be included in the modeling 

analysis. 

Should KAFB decide to perform a more comprehensive conformity analysis 

for the base, an air quality modeling analysis will be essential. Modeling will be needed in 

order to determine the air quality impacts to compare to national and local ambient air 

quality standards. In discussions conducted between KAFB, Radian and the AEHD, it was 

agreed that ambient air quality modeling of motor vehicle emissions and aircraft emissions 

will be a vital component of KAFB's conformity determination. 



KAFB EMISSION ESTIMATES 

In order to determine the potential affects of AQCR 43 on growth at KAFB, it 

was necessary to compare KAFB's actual and projected future CO emissions to the AEHD's 

Carbon Monoxide Redesinnation Rwuest and Maintenance Plan for Albuaueraue/Bernalillo 

County. New Mexico (the Plan) in order to determine whether or not adequate room for 

growth exists in the Plan for Kirtland. In order to perform this, the first step taken was to 

calculate a 1994 baseline for both annual and CO season emissions. Secondly, projected 

annual and CO season emissions for the year 2005 were estimated. These two sets of 

numbers were compared to the AEHD's city-wide emissions baseline inventory and projected 

city-wide emissions (found in the Plan) to determine whether enough room exists in the Plan 

for the growth of KAFB. 

An outline of the approaches used to calculate these two sets of emissions and 

the emissions results are presented below. 

3.1 Annual Baseline CO Emission Inventorv of KAFB Sources (1994) 

Stationary Sources 

Radian completed a stationary source emission inventory for the CO-emitting 

sources at KAFB as part of the KAFB Title V emission inventory. Emissions were 

calculated using the Air Quality Utility Information System (AQUIS) database and 1994 data 

(or data representative of normal operations). Full explanations of the algorithms used in 

AQUIS can be found in Appendix A, Stationary Source Emission Calculations. Annual 

emissions from stationary sources are shown in Table 3- 1. 



Table 3-1 

Annual Stationary Source CO Emissions for 1994 

Internal Combustion Equipment 

Aerospace Ground Equipment 

58th SOW Hush House 

Air National Guard Hush House 

Open Burning 

Open Detonation 

Total Annual Emissions 

4.80 

22.9 

91.5 

Emissions 

Modeling 
Results 

Modeling 
Results 

1 



Area Sources 

Emissions were also estimated from KAFB's area sources: base housing 

woodburning fireplaces and natural gas usage in residences. The emission estimation 

methods, based on AEHD's Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan 

for Albuaueraue/Bernalillo County. New Mexico (the Plan) emissions estimates, are 

described in Appendix B. Table 3-2 presents the results of the emission estimates. 

Table 3-2 

Area Source CO Emission Estimates 

Mobile Sources - Vehicles 

Area Source 

Woodburning 

Residential Gas Usage 

Total Area Source Emissions 

In addition, an inventory of on-road and off-road vehicle emissions was 

performed. Mobile vehicle sources included all motor vehicles which drive onto the base 

(commuter vehicles), as well as government vehicles which are driven exclusively on the 

base (on-base vehicles). The EPA Program MOBILE 5a was used to generate gramsimile 

CO emission factors for the vehicles at KAFB. 

CO Emissions (tonsfyear) 

136 

7.61 

1 44 

Commuter traffic volume was taken from a Traffic Engineering Study 

prepared by the Middle Rio Grande Council of Governments of New Mexico (MRGCOG) in 

1993. (The surveillance of traffic conditions in Albuquerque is an on-going responsibility of 

the MRGCOG.) A copy of the traffic count report and the emission calculations are 

contained in Appendix C. 1994 emissions were estimated by scaling up the 1993 emissions 



by 20%, as recommended by Mr. Floyd Herrera (846-6186) of the KAFB Civil Engineering 

Department. Because data on the actual commuter vehicle types was unavailable, Radian 

used the default vehicle mix in MOBILE 5a. 

A total on-base vehicle traffic count was provided by Civil Engineering. 

Although KAFB keeps records on the types of vehicle and the number of miles traveled by 

each type of on-base vehicle, these data were not available in time for this report. 

Therefore, a representative mix of vehicle types was selected, and miles traveled was 

assumed. Data and emission calculations for base vehicles are also contained in Appendix C. 

Table 3-3 below presents a summary of the CO emissions calculated for motor vehicles at 

KAFB. 

Both the commuter and on-base vehicle data include Sandia National 

Laboratories (SNL) DOE vehicles. Sandia vehicles comprise approximately 40% of the total 

on-base vehicles; although the percentage of Sandia vehicles in the commuter traffic is 

unknown, it is expected to be similar to the on-base percentage. Although these vehicle 

emissions are not directly attributable to KAFB's activities, they were included in the 

analysis because they drive on KAFB property. 

Table 3-3 

Motor Vehicle CO Emissions 

Traffic Counts 

KAFB Vehicle 

* Includes SNLIDOE 'renicles. 

3-4 



Mobile Sources - Aircraft 

A CO emissions inventory was performed for KAFB aircraft. Table 3-4 

below presents a summary of the annual emissions from KAFB's aviation groups' landing 

and takeoffs (LTO) which took place in 1994. Transient aircraft emissions (from those 

aircraft not associated with the base but which land at the KAFB strip), however, are 

calculated using 1989 data because 1994 was an atypically low year for transient aircraft 

volume. Therefore, 1989 was chosen as the busiest year in terms of aircraft volume from 

the past five years. The detailed calculations and methods for aircraft are described in 

Appendix D of this document. 

Table 3-4 

Landing and Takeoff Aircraft CO Emissions 

United States Forest Service 

United States Customs Service 

Transient Aircraft 



Summary of 1994 Annual Emissions 

Table 3-5 summarizes the 1994 annual CO emissions from KAFB. This will 

be used as KAFB's baseline 1994 emission inventory, and will be used as the basis for 

projecting growth to the year 2005, by assuming that the base will grow by 20% in the next 

ten years over 1994 numbers. 

Table 3-5 

Total CO Annual Emission Inventory 

Stationary Sources 

Motor Vehicles 

Total 1994 Annual Emissions 

* Includes SNLIDOE motor vehicle emissions. 

3.2 1994 CO Season Emissions for KAFB 

The CO season in Albuquerque, when CO levels within the City are frequently 

high, occurs during November, December and January. Therefore, the AEHD has prepared 

a seasonal CO emission inventory. In order to compare KAFB's CO emissions to the AEHD 

seasonal emission inventories, the annual emission rates had to be converted to seasonal 

emissions. For those operations which are independent of season and operate year-round, a 

simple ratio of 92 CO-season days per 365 days per year was applied. The sources for 



which this was assumed to be true are internal combustion equipment, AGE, jet engine 

testing hush houses, open burning, open detonation, residential natural gas usage, and aircraft 

LTO emissions. Boilers and woodburning were assumed to be emitting only during the CO 

season. Motor vehicles, for which emission factors for CO vary according to ambient air 

temperature, were calculated separately for the CO season using adjusted MOBILE 5a 

factors. Table 3-6 summarizes the CO season emissions for KAFB. 

3.3 Projected KAFB Annual CO Emissions - 2005 

Future emissions at KAFB were projected in order to compare against the 

AEHD's projected growth. All sources of emissions were assumed to increase their annual 

activity by 20% over 1994 levels by the year 2005, except for those sources which have 

permitted limits (Air National Guard Hush House, Open Burning, and Open Detonation). 

This 20% growth estimate was proposed by Radian, and approved of by KAFB. For motor 

vehicle emission calculations, MOBILE 5a factors were regenerated for the year 2005. The 

resultant projected annual CO emissions for the year 2005 are shown in Table 3-7. 

It should be noted that the projected 2005 annual emissions are actually lower 

than 1994 annual emissions, despite a 20% assumed increase in traffic volume. This is due 

to the use of the MOBILE 5a motor vehicle emission factors, which were regenerated for the 

year 2005. The MOBILE 5a program predicts that an approximately 25% reduction in 

emissions from motor vehicles will occur by the year 2005. Because motor vehicles 

contribute a majority of the CO emissions at the base, the 25% reduction in individual 

vehicle emissions outweighs the 20% increase in overall growth. 

3.4 Proiected CO Season Emissions - 2005 

Because the AEHD's projected numbers are in terms of CO seasons instead of 

annual emissions, annual projected emissions were weighted with the ratio of 92 CO season 

days to 365 calendar year days, with the exception of boilers and woodburning, as described 

above. The resultant projected CO season emissions for the year 2005 are shown in 

Table 3-8. 



Table 3-6 

CO Season Emissions for KAFB 

United States Forest Service Aircraft 

* Includes SNLIDOE motor vehicle emissions. 



Table 3-7 

Projected Annual CO Emissions at KAFB in Year 2005 

* Includes SNLIDOE motor vehicle emissions. 

- 

Open Burning 

Open Detonation 

Woodburning 

Residential Gas Usage 

Total Motor Vehicle Emissions 

4.80 

22.9 

163 

9.13 

18,000* 

I 

Air National Guard Aircraft 79.9 

United States Forest Service Aircraft 1 14.0 

58th SOW Aircraft 

United States Customs Service Aircraft 

57.4 

5.87 

Transient Aircraft 

DET 2 Aircraft 

I Total Projected CO Annual Emissions 

194 

5.32 

18,600 



Table 3-8 

Projected CO Season Emissions at KAFB in Year 2005 

* Includes SNLIDOE motor vehicle emissions. 

I 

1 .  

Open Burning 

Open Detonation 

Woodburning 

Residential Gas Usage 

Total Motor Vehicle Emissions 

Air National Guard Aircraft 

United States Forest Service Aircraft 

58th SOW Aircraft 

United States Customs Service Aircraft 

Transient Aircraft 

DET 2 Aircraft 

Total Projected CO Season Emissions 

1.21 

5.77 

163 

2.30 

3,050* 

20.1 

0 
U.S. Forest Service flies only during 

summer months 

14.5 

1.48 

49.0 

1.34 

3,330 



119 4.0 COMPARISON OF AEHD EMISSION INVENTORIES WITH KAFB 
EMISSION INVENTORIES 

119 
The AEHD prepared a 1993 CO season en?ission inventory as part of its 

41 conformity redesignation plan. AEHD also prepared CO season emission projections for the 

years 1996, 1999, 2002 and 2005. The table below shows the AEHD's results: 

Table 4-1 

s9 AEHD Emission Inventory Results for 1993 and Emission Projections 

Figure 4-1 on the following page shows these emissions graphically. AEHD 

predicts reductions in emissions despite projected continued growth in population. The 

AEHD attributes the improvement in air quality since the 1970s and 1980s and the continued 

improvement to the following air pollution control strategies which have been implemented in 

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County: 

Year 

1993 

1996 

1999 

2002 

2005 

I .  "A signijicant reduction in CO emissions is attributable to the federal motor 

vehicle emission control program. Emission standards for motor vehicles are 

established under Title II of the CAA. The 1990 CAAA requires lower 

emissions standard for vehicles in 1994 (Phase I)  and even lower standards in 

2001 (Phase II). These federal motor vehicle emission control standards will 

continue to lower CO emissions on a gram per mile basis as newer vehicles 

replace older vehicles. " 

Inventoried or Projected Emissions 
(tonsfC0-season) - 

39,294 

36,050 

34,335 

34,029 

35,490 



I l n  



2. "Signljicant additional reductions in emissions can be directly attributed to 

three major local control programs. " 

a. "The vehicle inspection and maintenance program (I/M) program 

administered by the Vehicle Pollution Management Division (VPMD) 

was started in March 1989. " 

b. "Mandatory woodburning restrictions in November 1988. " 

c. "And an oxygenated fiels program in November 1989. " 

In comparing KAFB's current and projected CO season emissions inventories 

and the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County CO season emission inventory, we find that KAFB's 

emissions are a small fraction of Bernalillo County-wide emissions, as shown in the table 

below: 

Table 4-2 

AlbuquerqueIBernalillo County and KAFB CO Emissions 



CONCLUSIONS 

Preliminan Conformitv Analvsis Results 

From the results of this preliminary conformity analysis, it has been shown 

that not only does KAFB currently contribute only a small percentage of the City-wide total 

CO emissions, but that even a 20% increase in growth over the next 10 years at KAFB 

should not demand any additional emissions share. 

The difference between the AEHD's baseline CO season inventory and the 

2005 projected CO season emissions is approximately 3,800 tons. Therefore, 

Albuquerque/Bernalillo County has a 3,800 ton CO per CO season growth limit over the next 

ten years. Based on this interim analysis, KAFB can actually predict a decrease in overall 

CO emissions by the year 2005, due to reductions in emissions from motor vehicles. Even 

those sources at KAFB predicted for an increase in CO emissions (stationary sources, area 

sources, and aircraft) will only contribute an additional 40 tons of CO per CO season in 10 

years over 1994 levels. This is only 1.1 % of the total City-wide emissions growth allowed 

in the Albuquerque/Bernalillo County by the AEHD's State Implementation Plan. 

Therefore, based on the interim analysis, it can be stated that KAFB has been 

allowed adequate room for growth, based on the 20% estimated KAFB growth factor. For 

the final conformity analysis, KAFB should better define what types of growth they 

anticipate undergoing in the next ten years, in order to determine whether or not the 20% 

growth factor is realistic. 

Utilitv of Results and Limitations of Analvsis 

As described above, the results of this preliminary conformity analysis indicate 

that there is room in the City-wide emissions inventory for KAFB to expand 20% by the year 

2005, and very likely well beyond. 



However, the room for expansion may be used by other facilities besides 

KAFB. Sandia Laboratories, Philips Laboratories, Motorola, and other industrial facilities 

may be planning to expand or relocate to Albuquerque. The impact of all additional growth 

may not have been accounted for in the AEHD projected emission inventories. The 3,800 

ton emissions growth increment will need to be split between KAFB and these other 

competing interests. 

To illustrate the potential for growth in the area, a simple calculation was 

performed to determine the number of motor vehicles that could be added to the inventory 

before breaking the 3,800 ton/CO season threshold. Any additional growth in Albuquerque 

will very likely include additional motor vehicle traffic, already the most significant 

contributor to CO emission in Albuquerque. (According to the AEHD's 1993 emission 

inventory, 63% of the CO emissions are attributed to motor vehicles.) Although motor 

vehicle emissions are not the only source of CO emissions, they are the most significant. 

Using the very conservative assumptions presented in Appendix C, it was found that 

approximately 52,000 daily commuters could be added to the Albuquerque area during the 

CO-season before breaking 3,800 tons of CO per CO season. 

It is important to note that this analysis is limited in that it does not evaluate a 

specific scenario, but has taken a broader view and has analyzed the AEHD's City-wide 

emission inventories and compared those to KAFB projected emissions. A very important 

part of a complete CO conformity determination will include ambient air quality modeling. 

CO is a localized pollutant, meaning that its impacts tend to be most important very near the 

source of emissions. Because of this, ambient air quality modeling is essential in 

determining whether or not new emissions will adversely affect air quality. Such a modeling 

analysis should include traffic and aircraft as well as background emissions. 
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Appendix A 

1 Stationary Source Emission Calculations 

rl 

1 

1 

1 

rl 

1 

rl 
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, * :  

Boilers 

The Air Quality Utility Information System (AQUIS) program was used to calculate 

CO emissions from the boilers at KAFB. The AQUIS algorithm is based on the criteria 

pollutant emission factors for external combustion sources published in Section 1 of AP-42 

and the boilers' annual consumption rates of fuel. 

The equation for calculating CO emissions from the boilers is shown below: 

emissions of CO (tonlyr) = (AU)(EF) / (2000 lblton) 

where: 

AU = Total annual fuel consumption, unitslyr 

EF = AP-42 emission factor, lb/ lo6 units 

The AP-42 emission factors are dependent on boiler size and fuel type. The 1994 

fuel amounts were used to calculate the emissions shown in Table 3-1. Table A-1 lists 

KAFB's boilers, their size, and their fuel type. 

The same procedure was used to calculate the projected emissions from boilers for the 

year 2005. It was assumed that boiler fuel usage will increase by approximately 20% over 

1994 levels. 

Seasonal emissions were assumed to be equal to annual emissions, since the boilers 

are predominantly fired only during the CO season (winter months). 

Internal Combustion Equipment 

AQUIS was used to calculate CO emissions from internal combustion sources at 

KAFB. The AQUIS algorithm is based on the type of engine (gas turbine, large bore, or 

small industrial reciprocating), the type of fuel being used, and criteria pollutant emission 

factors taken from AP-42. 



Date: 0 2 1  

EQUIP ID 
1 0 0 2  

Fuel type 
GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

GAS 

m m r s m L E , P $ ( I f b .  e. 6. 
Table A-1 

Fuel Consumption (units/y 
7 7 0 0 0 0 0 0  
6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
7 0 0 0 0 0 0  
7 0 0 0 0 0 0  
7 0 0 0 0 0 0  
4 0 0 1 8 9 3  
7 1 4 3 8 7 5  
1 7 3 6 3 5 8 6  
1 7 3 6 3 5 8 6  
1 2 7 3 3 2 9 7  
1 5 8 7 5 2 8  
1 5 8 7 5 2 8  
5 6 3 2 4 1 7  
2 3 8 1 2 9 2  
1 7 2 9 7 4 3 9  
1 7 2 9 7 4 3 9  
9 4 5 9 0 2 0  
2 6 2 6 0 3 6  
3 9 6 8 8 2 0  
2 9 6 0 0 7 8  
3 1 9 4 9 0 0  
8 5 9 9 1 1  
7 3 0 9 2 4 3  
4 1 5 0 7 2 4  
7 9 3 7 6 3 9  
7 9 3 7 6 3 9  
1 7 3 6 3 5 9  
3 3 0 7 3 5 0  
3 3 0 7 3 5 0  
9237428 
3 3 0 7 3 5 0  
7 8 4 8 3 4 1  
3 1 9 4 9 0 0  
2 5 2 3 5 0 8  
5857316 
2 8 1 1 2 4 7  
2 3 8 1 2 9 2  
3 1 9 4 9 0 0  
2 0 7 3 7 0 8  
1 0 7 4 8 8 9  
3 1 9 4 9 0 0  
1 3 2 2 2 7 8  
1 1 0 1 3 4 7  
2 3 8 1 2 9 2  
1 3 8 3 7 9 5 1  
6 9 4 5 4 3 4  
2 6 2 6 0 3 6  
4 9 6 1 0 2 5  
8 4 3 3 7 4  

KAFB External Combustion Sources 

Unit of measure 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 

Rated Input Capacity 
4 1 6 2 1 2 5 0  
3 2 9 1 7 8 9 9  
1 0 4 4 6 6 5 0  
1 0 4 4 6 6 5 0  
1 0 4 4 6 6 5 0  
1 2 1 0 0 0 0  
2 1 6 0 0 0 0  
5 2 5 0 0 0 0  
5 2 5 0 0 0 0  
3 8 5 0 0 0 0  
4 8 0 0 0 0  
4 8 0 0 0 0  
1 7 0 3 0 0 0  
7 2 0 0 0 0  
5 2 3 0 0 0 0  
5 2 3 0 0 0 0  
2 8 6 0 0 0 0  
7 9 4 0 0 0  
1 2 0 0 0 0 0  
8 9 5 0 0 0  
9 6 6 0 0 0  
2 6 0 0 0 0  
2 2 1 0 0 0 0  
1 2 5 5 0 0 0  
2 4 0 0 0 0 0  
2 4 0 0 0 0 0  
5 2 5 0 0 0  
1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
2 7 9 3 0 0 0  
1 0 0 0 0 0 0  
2 3 7 3 0 0 0  
9 6 6 0 0 0  
7 6 3 0 0 0  
1 7 7 1 0 0 0  
8 5 0 0 0 0  
7 2 0 0 0 0  
9 6 6 0 0 0  
6 2 7 0 0 0  

3 2 5 0 0 0  
9 6 6 0 0 0  
3 9 9 8 0 0  
3 3 3 0 0 0  
7 2 0 0 0 0  
4 1 8 4 0 0 0  
2 1 0 0 0 0 0  
7 9 4 0 0 0  
1 5 0 0 0 0 0  
2 5 5 0 0 0  

# Equipmen 
1 

Page no. 1 



EQUIP I D  F u e l  t y p e  

GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
NO. 2 O I L  
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE ) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
NO. 2 O I L  
LPG (PROPANE) 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
WOOD 
WOOD 
WOOD 
NO. 2 O I L  
LPG (PROPANE) 

GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 

m L m P I % . I c , m k E . m  
Table A-1 (cont.) 

KAFB E x t e r n a l  C o m b u s t i o n  S o u r c e s  

F u e l  C o n s u m p t i o n  ( u n i t s / y  U n i t  o f  m e a s u r e  R a t e d  I n p u t  C a p a c i t y  # E q u i p m e n  

CF 
CF 
CF 
CF 
C F  
CF 
CF 
C F  
CF 
C F  
CF 
CF 
C F  
CF 
CF 
C F  
CF 
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
GAL 
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
C F  
C F  
C F  

GAL 
GAL 
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  

P a g e  n o .  - 2 



D a t e :  0 2 / 1 8 / 9 5  

EQUIP I D  F u e l  type 

GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
LPG (PROPANE) 
NO. 2 O I L  
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
NO. 2 O I L  
NO. 2 O I L  
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE 
GAS 
LPG (PROPANE ) 
LPG (PROPANE 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE ) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
LPG (PROPANE ) 
LPG (PROPANE) 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 
GAS 

6 ; m E r s s k I L E m m m  
Table A-1 (cont.) 

KAFR E x t e r n a l  C o r n h n s t i o n  S ~ I ~ Z C P S  

F u e l  C o n s u m p t i o n  ( u n i t s / y  U n i t  of m e a s u r e  R a t e d  Input  C a p a c i t y  - -  # E q u i p m e n  

C F  
C F  
CF 
C F  
C F  
CF 
C F  
C F  
GAL 

GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
C F  
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  
C F  

h m I 
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Date: 0 2 / 1 8 / 9 5  

EQUIP I D  Fuel t ype  

1 4 0 5 2  GAS 

1 4 0 5 3  GAS 

1 4 0 5 4  GAS 

1 4 0 5 5  GAS 

1 4 0 5 6  GAS 

1 4 0 5 7  GAS 
1 4 0 5 8  GAS 

1 4 0 5 9  GAS 
1 4 0 6 0  GAS 

1 4 0 6 1  GAS 

1 4 0 6 2  GAS 

1 4 0 6 3  GAS 

1 4 0 6 4  GAS 
1 4 0 6 5  GAS 

1 4 0 6 6  GAS 

1 4 0 6 7  GAS 
1 4 0 6 8  GAS 
1 4 0 6 9  GAS 
1 4 0 7 0  GAS 
1 4 0 7 1  GAS 

1 4 0 7 2  GAS 
1 4 0 7 3  GAS 

rr * L r n I t I & . m k E . I t &  
Table A-1 (cont.) 

KAFR External Corrhustion SourCeS 

Fuel Consumption ( u n i t s / y  Unit of measure Rated Input Capacity - -  # Equipmen 
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The emissions were estimated using the following general equation: 

emissions of CO (tonlyr) = (AU)(HV)(EF) I (2000 lblton) 

where: 

AU = total annual fuel consumption (gallyr) 

HV = heating value of fuel (BTUJgal) 

EF = emission factor (IbJBTU) 

The emission factors are dependent on the type of engine and the fuel being used. 

The amount of fuel used by internal combustion equipment at KAFB in 1994 was used to 

calculate the CO emissions presented in Table 3-1. Table A-2 lists each piece of internal 

combustion equipment, its engine type, fuel being used, and the heating value of the fuel. 

The same procedure was used to calculate the projected emissions from internal 

combustion engines for the year 2005. It was assumed that the usage of internal combustion 

equipment will increase by 20% over 1994 levels in the next 10 years. 

Seasonal emissions were also calculated for internal combustion equipment. The CO 

season is 92 days long, while internal combustion equipment is used throughout the 365 days 

of the calendar year. Therefore, seasonal emissions were determined by weighing the annual 

internal combustion emissions by the ratio of 92 to 365. 

Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) 

AGE CO annual, seasonal, and projected emissions were calculated in AQUIS, using 

exactly the same algorithm as the internal combustion equipment. Table A-3 provides a 

listing of the AGE equipment, type and amount of fuel used, and the size of the engine. 

58th SOW Hush House 

The 58th SOW performs engine testing on helicopters in their hush house. Emissions 

were estimated using the jet engine testing algorithm taken from AQUIS. However, AQUIS 

does not contain emission factors for the helicopters of concern, and therefore, the emissions 

were calculated outside of AQUIS. 



Date: 

ID Type of engine - 

INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 

INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 

m k I l e r n s t * r n E E E  
Table A-2 

KAFR Internal Cnmhusti~n SOUTCCD 

Rated power (hp) Fuel type Annual fuel u u n i t s / y r )  
5 6 

DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
DIESEL FUEL 
GASOLINE 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
GASOLINE 

Page no. 1 

Unit of measure 

GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 



Date: 02/18/95 

AQUIS ID Type of engine 

INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 

INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 

INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 
INDUSTRIAL RECIPROCATING ENGINE 

E . m Y t E 1 L i * . e  
Table A-2 (cont.) 

KAFB Internal Combustion S o ~ ~ r c e s  

- Rated power (hp) Fuel type Annual fuel use (units/yr) 

GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 

DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
DIESEL FUEL 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 
GASOLINE 

Unit of measure 

GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 

GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 
GAL 

Page no. 2 



Date: n ? / i u / 9 5  

Aquis ID Equipment 
1154 HEATERS 

COOLERS 
COOLERS 
COOLERS 
COOLERS 
GENERATORS 
COMPRESSORS 
COMPRESSORS 
COMPRESSORS 
COMPRESSORS 
HYDRAULIC TEST STANDS 
HYDRAULIC TEST STANDS 
HYDRAULIC TEST STANDS 
BOMBLIFTS 
LIGHT CARTS 
LIGHT CARTS 
PRESSURE TESTERS 
JACKING MANIFOLDS 
OTHER 
COMPRESSORS 
OTHER 
COMPRESSORS 
HEATERS 
GENERATORS 
GENERATORS 
GENERATORS 
COMPRESSORS 
COMPRESSORS 
COMPRESSORS 
HYDRAULIC TEST STANDS 
HYDRAULIC TEST STANDS 
BOMBLIFTS 
BOMBLIFTS 
BOMBLIFTS 
LIGHT CARTS 
LIGHT CARTS 
PRESSURE TESTERS 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
GENERATORS 
LIGHT CARTS 
OTHER 
COMPRESSORS 
COMPRESSORS 
LIGHT CARTS 
OTHER 

h R E ;  & 8 1 t k ~  E E I a 
Table A-3 

Y3FE AGE Sourccs 

# units Engine type 
31 R 

R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
T 
T 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
T 
R 
T 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
BRUNER 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
R 
T 
R 
R 
R 

Fuel type 
DF 
G 
DF 
D 
G 
DF 
DF 
G 
JP 
JP 
DF 
DF 
DF 
DF 
G 
DF 
G 
DF 
G 
DF 
DF 
G 
DF 
JP 
DF 
JP 
G 
G 
DF 
DF 
DF 
G 
DF 
DF 
G 
DF 
G 
DF 
DF 
G 
G 
G 
DF 
G 
D 
JP 
JP 
G 
G 

Type of fuel 
GASOLINE 
DIESEL 
JP-8 

GASOLINE 
DIESEL 
JP-4 

DIESEL 
GASOLINE 
JP-8 

DIESEL 
GASOLINE 

Page no. 1 

Total annual fuel use (qal/yr) 
6055 

39853 
7365.9 



h. P% m m ~ m l p ~ h , ~ s m a  m m m  mi E 
Table A-3 (cont.) 

Dace: 0 2 / 1 9 / 9 5  YAFB AGE Sources Page no. 2 

A q u i s  I D  E q u i p m e n t  # u n i t s  E n g i n e  type F u e l  t y p e  T y p e  of f u e l  T o t a l  a n n u a l  f u e l  use ( g a l / y r )  

2 8 0 0 1  OTHER 1 R DF 
OTHER 1 R DF 
GENERATORS 1 R DF 
HEATERS 1 R DF 



CO emissions from each of the engines being tested were calculated using the 

following equation: 

emissions of CO (ton/yr) = sum of (A)(N)(EF)(T) / (2000 Iblton) 

where: 

A = annual number of tests 

N = number of engines per test 

EF = emission factor (engine mode specific) 

T - - time in each mode 

The number and length of actual tests done in 1994 were used to calculate actual 

emissions. Engine-specific emission factors were obtained for the helicopters tested by the 

58th SOW. Table A-4 lists each engine tested, the time spent in each mode, and the 

emission factors used. 

The same procedure was used to calculate the projected emissions from the 58th SOW 

hush house for the year 2005. It was assumed that the usage of this hush house will increase 

by 20% over 1994 levels in the next 10 years. 

Seasonal emissions were also calculated for the hush house. The CO season is 92 

days long, while the helicopters are tested throughout the 365 days of the calendar year. 

Therefore, seasonal emissions were determined by weighing the annual hush house emissions 

by the ratio of 92 to 365. 

Air National Guard Hush House 

Actual emissions were assumed to be the emission levels permitted in the Air National 

Guard hush house PSD permit. Projected emissions were also assumed to be equal to the 

permitted limits. Seasonal emissions were determined by weighting the annual hush house 

emissions by the ratio of 92 days in the CO season to 365 days a year. 



mh l p i I & E & I , E L h E l l P i & P D b E m  E rn mk E 
Table A-4 

58th SOW Hush House Emissions 



Open Burninglopen Detonation 

Actual emissions were assumed to be the emission levels permitted in the open 

burnlopen detonation RCRA Subpart X permit, Projected emissions were also assumed to be 

equal to permitted limits. Seasonal emissions were determined by weighting the annual hush 

house emissions by the ratio of 92 days in the CO season to 365 days a year. 



Appendix B 

Area Source Emission Calculations 



Area source emission calculations were performed using the data provided in the 

AEHD 1993 emission inventory. AEHD calculated woodburning emissions based on 

196,439 housing units. The base has 2,700 housing units. Emissions from base housing 

woodburning was estimated by multiplying the emissions that the AEHD calculated by the 

ratio of 2,700 to 196,439. It was assumed that woodburning occurs at base housing only 

during the CO season and therefore the annual woodburning emissions are equal to the CO 

season emissions. The results of the calculations are shown below. Residential natural gas 

usage emissions were calculated in a similar manner. However, annual emissions were 

estimated conservatively by assuming that the same natural gas usage rate occurs all year. 

Therefore, the CO season emissions were multiplied by the ratio of 365 days per year over 

92 days per CO season. 

Woodburning Emissions 

On-base housing units 

Albuquerque Housing units 

Woodburning Emissions City-wide (Iblseason) 

Woodburning Emissions City-wide (tonslseason) 

On-base woodburning (tonslseason) = (tonslyear) 

Residential Natural Gas Usage Emissions 

10A3 ftA3/season 

Emission Factor (lb/ 10A3 ftA3) 

Emissions (lblseason) 

Emissions (tonslseason) 

On-base Emissions (tonslseason) 

On-base Emissions (tonslyr) 



Appendix C 

Motor Vehicle Emission Calculations 



MOBILE 5a was used to generate the emission factors for both commuter vehicles 

and government owned vehicles. CO emissions from vehicles vary with the ambient 

temperature, fuel type, and modeled emissions year. Three sets of factors were generated 

for each year considered. The first emission factor is for the month of February, the second 

is for March through October, and the third is for the CO season (November through 

January). An annual average or composite emission factor was then calculated by using a 

weighted average of each of the three seasonal emission factors. The output files from the 

model are included in this appendix. The emission factors for the model's default vehicle 

mix are listed in Table C-1. 

Table C-1 

Emission Factors for Commuter Vehicles 

The most recent traffic counts available (1993) were obtained from the Middle Rio 

Grande Council of Governments of New Mexico. A copy of their report is included in this 

appendix. The table below shows the counts at each gate. The traffic counts include both 

incoming and outgoing vehicles in a 24 hour period. It was assumed that each vehicle passes 

through the same gate twice during the day, therefore the number of commuters is one-half 

the raw count, as shown in Table C-2. 

I 

Period for Which Factor 
Was Generated 

1 February - 28 February 

1 March - 3 1 October 

1 November - 3 1 January 

Annual Emission Factor 

Days 

28 

245 

92 

Emission Factor 
(glmile) 

1994 

38.0 

52.4 

37.6 

47.6 

Emission 
Factor &/mile) 

2005 

26.8 

43.1 

25.0 

37.3 



Table C-2 

Commuter Traffic Emission Calculations 

Carlisle Blvd. South of  Gibson 
at KAFB Gate 

at KAFB Gate 

North of KAFB 

Truman Blvd. South of Gibson 
at KAFB Gate 



Using the number of commuters in a given day in 1993, and assuming that each 

commuter travels 30 miles a day, the number of miles traveled per day in 1993 was 

determined. 

Number of Commuters per day in 1993 

Number of miles traveled per vehicle per day: 

Number of miles traveled per day in 1993: 

The number of commuters in a given day in 1994 was then determined assuming a 

20% increase as suggested by KAFB Civil Engineering Group. 

Number of miles traveled per day in 1994: 1,358,154 

The emission factor below was calculated using the MOBILE 5a model, the annual 

average temperatures, and a very conservative 15 miles per hour speed limit. Other details 

of the modeled emission rate can be found in the model output file presented at the end of 

this Appendix. 

Composite Emission Factor for 1994 (glmile): 47.6 

The annual emissions were then calculated by multiplying the emission factor by the 

number of miles traveled in one year. The emission factor in grams per year was then 

converted to tons per year. 

CO emissions for 1994 (glyear): 

CO emissions for 1994 (tonslyear): 

A similar procedure was used to calculate the emissions for the year 2005. It was 

assumed that commuter traffic would increase by approximately 20% over 1994 levels. The 

emission factor for the year 2005 is approximately 25% lower than that for 1994. Even 

though traffic may increase by 20% the overall emissions will actually decrease. 



1 

119 

41 

49 

rs 

cl 

d 

ill 

1 

I 

1 

1 

rl 

1 

rl 

1 

1 

di 

1 

Number of miles traveled per day in 2005: 

Composite Emission Factor for 2005 (glmile): 

CO emissions for 2005 (glyear): 

CO emissions for 2005 (tonslyear): 

The seasonal emissions factors were calculated using MOBILE 5a and the average 

ambient temperatures for November, December and January. The miles traveled were 

weighted by the ratio of 92 days of CO season to 365 days per year. The results are given 

below. 

Number of miles traveled per day in the 1994 CO Season: 1,358,154 

Composite Emission Factor for 1994 CO Season: 37.6 

CO Emissions for 1994 (g/CO Season): 3.34E+09 

CO Emissions for 1994 (tonsICO Season): 3,680 

Number of miles traveled per day in the 2005 CO Season: 1,629,785 

Composite Emission Factor for 2005 CO Season: 25.0 

CO Emissions for 2005 (g/CO Season): 2.67E+09 

CO Emissions for 2005 (tonsICO Season): 2,940 

The procedures used to determine CO emissions from base assigned vehicles were the 

same as those for commuter vehicles. There are 1,428 base assigned vehicles (600 from 

SNLIDOE) and it was assumed that each of these vehicles traveled 30 miles per day in 1994. 

This number was increased by 20% for emissions calculations in the year 2005. The 

emission factors used in the calculations are presented in Table C-3, and the results are given 

below. 

Number of miles traveled per day in 1994: 

Composite Emission Factor for 1994 (glmile): 

CO emissions for 1994 (glyear): 

CO emissions for 1994 (tonslyear): 



Number of miles traveled per day in 2005: 5 1,408 

Composite Emission Factor for 2005 (glmile): 38.1 

CO emissions for 2005 (glyear): 5.10E+O8 

CO emissions for 2005 (tonslyear): 562 

The seasonal emissions factors for base assigned vehicles were calculated using 

MOBILE 5a and the average ambient temperatures for November, December and January. 

The miles traveled were weighted by the ratio of 92 days of CO season to 365 days per year. 

The results are given below. 

Number of miles traveled per day in the 1994 CO Season: 42,840 

Composite Emission Factor for 1994 CO Season: 56.1 

CO Emissions for 1994 (g1CO Season): 1.57E+08 

CO Emissions for 1994 (tonsICO Season): 173 

Number of miles traveled per day in the 2005 CO Season: 5 1,408 

Composite Emission Factor for 2005 CO Season: 29.7 

CO Emissions for 2005 (g/CO Season): 9.99E+07 

CO Emissions for 2005 (tonsIC0 Season): 110 

Table C-3 

Emission Factors for Base Vehicles 

Period for Which Factor 
Was Generated 

1 February - 28 February 

1 March - 3 1 October 

1 November - 31 January 

Annual Emission Factor 

Days 

2 8 

245 

92 

Emission Factor 
(glmile) 

1994 

55.9 

70.5 

56.1 

65.8 

Emission Factor 
(gf miIe) 

2005 

30.8 

42.2 

29.7 

38.2 



Appendix D 

Aircraft Emissions Calculations 



Each of the groups at KAFB which maintain aircraft provided the type of aircraft 

used and the number of landing and take-off cycles performed by their aircraft in 1994. A 

list of the transient aircraft flying into the base in 1989 was also provided by the control 

tower (1989 was chosen because it was a representative year for typical aircraft volume; 

1994 was an atypically low-volume year). Aircraft types were matched to engine type using 

Jane's All the World's Aircraft and the USEPA's Procedures for Emissions Inventory 

Preparation, 1992. 

Emission factors for each type of engine were taken from several sources: Seitchek's 

Aircraft Engine Emissions Estimator; the Aircraft Environmental Support Office's  summa^ 
Tables of Gaseous and Particulate Emissions from Aircraft Engines, June 1990; USEPA's 

Com~ilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42): Volume I1 - Mobile Sources; and, 

USEPA's Procedures for Emission Inventory Preparation: Volume IV - Mobile Sources, 

1992. These emission factors were in terms of pounds of CO per landingttake-off (LTO) 

cycle, or in terms of pounds of CO per hour in each of the aircraft engine's modes. The 

emission factors used for each type of aircraftlengine combination are presented in 

Table D-1. Tables D-2 through D-7 present a breakdown of the number and type of aircraft 

used by each of the aviation groups at KAFB. 

An example of how annual CO emissions were calculated from aircraft follows 

below: 

Number of transient C-12 aircraft LTOs in 1989: 229 

Engine Type for C- 12 Aircraft: PT6A-4 1 

Number of Engines per Aircraft: 2 

Estimated Time in Each Engine Mode During LTO Cycle (hourslmode): 
taxi inlout: 2.65E-0 1 
takeoff: 6.67E-03 
climbout: 2.00E-02 
approach : 8.50E-02 

CO Emission Factors (Ib/hr/engine/mode): 
idle: 16.95 
takeoff: 2.6 
climbout: 3.07 
approach : 9.5 



Table Dl 

Aircrall Emission Factors 

Englnc Type # Enginn klodc 
Turbomea Marbore 

No m i v i o n  fsaon  found 

J-52-P-8B (or 408) Idle 
Msnual Idle 

3000 Ib thrust 
75% 'Ihrust 

Normal 
Military 

AESO 

Idle 
Manual Idle 

3000 Ib k t  
75% Thrust 

Normal 
Mlltary 

AESO 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

Appr,=h 

SEITCHEK 

Aimaft not found 

T53-L-703 
Helicopter 

Emission facton not found 

F402RR408 I 
Emiss~on factors not found 

Fuel Flow Emis. Factor 
Ob/hr) 

Idle 0 243 0.0180 
Takeoff 2.38 8.3OE-04 

Cllmbout 1.94 8.70E-04 
Approach 0.661 2.47E-03 

EPA Document 
Volume IV 

Mobile S o u m  

AH- 124 Aimaft not found 

AERO COM A u d  not found 

AS-350-B2 ASTAR D I D - I  1 
No cmiss~on facton found 

AV-9 A u m A  not found 

ldle 
.Approach 
Cllmbout 
Takeoff 

SEITCHEK 

Aucratt not found 

TF33102A Idle 
Takeoff 

Clmbout 
appmafh 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 
Approach 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Ciunbout 
Approach 

ldle 
Takeoll 

Climbout 



Table Dl 

Aircraft Emission Factors 

TYP* # Engina Mode CO 
Approach 44.6 

Fuel Flow Emu. Facta 
Ow) OW lb) 

CF6-80CZ 2 Idle 0.423 0.0480 
Usod w a s  case of CF680C Takeoff 4.70 5.70E-04 

scria (CFb80CZB2) Cl~mbout 3.88 5.5OE-04 
Approach 1.27 2.6SE-03 

EPA Document 
Volume N 

Mobile Sornm 

IT1 5D-5 
T r a k  

No m ~ u i o n  factors found 

Bell Rmg Airnaft not found 

Batmal  
(B- A36) 

IO-550-B 
Trainer 

No cm~uion factors found 

A i r 4  not found 

TA-56-A-425 2 
No n w i o n  factors found 

Idle 
A P P W ~  
Takeoff 

Climbout 

PW 120A 2 
No mission factors found 

Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 
Approach 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 
Approach 

Airm!? not found 

TFE 73 1 -2-2B Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 
Approach 

C-22 TFE 73 1 -2-2B 3 Idle 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 
Approach 

C-23 PT6AdSAR 
No emmion factors found 

C-25 &craft not found 

C-26 TPE 33 1 Idle 6.73 LBIHRIENGINE 
Takeoff 0.380 

Cl1mbout 0 510 
Approach 3.65 

C-26A 331-12U 
No emlulon facton found 



Table D-1 

Aircraft Emission Factors 

Engine Type It Engines Mode 
T56-A-16 4 Idle 

Takeoff 
Climbout 
Approach 

A i r d  not found 

TF33-P-5 4 Idle 
Ayumcd Takeoff 

Climbout 

"Wroach 

Airaaft not found 

TF33-P-7 Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 

Amdl not found 

RR Tyne RTY ?J> MK22 7 

No emlsslon factors found 

Amdl not found 

Fuel Flow Emu. Factor 
O b W  Obllb) 
0.0312 0.0615 
0.127 7.60E-04 
0.114 9.80E-04 
0 0695 6.96E-03 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

Approach 

EPA Document 
V 0 i ~  IV 

Mobile Sources 

TS 10-520-CE 
No em~ssion factors found 

Fuel Flow 
O b W  
0.0312 
0 127 
0.114 
0.0695 

19 5 
1.41 
1.25 
11 4 

5 31 
44.0 
44 0 
30 3 

Ems. Factor 
Obnb) 

0.0615 
7 60E-04 
9.80E-04 
6 96E-03 

CASA TPE331-10R-513C 
(CASA 300 Series) Assumed TPE33 1-3 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Clunbout 
approach 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Clunbout 
Approach 

Idle 
TakeolT 

Clunbout 
Approach 

EPA Dccummt 
Volume N 

Mobile Sources 

T55-L-712 
Helicopter 

No em~ssion factors found 

T55-L-712 2 
Helicopter 

No cmlsslon factors found 

501 -D22G 2 
76 Pasmger 
501-D22A 

No emlsslon factors found 

24.4 LBLTO CYCLE 

PT6A-65AR 
Transport 

No emlsslon factors found 



Table Dl 

W m l t  Emission Fadom 

~~~ TYV Engine Type Y Engina Mode 
DC-4 A i d  not found 

DC-6 R2800(100)F'W 4 
No m i u ~ o n  factors found 

Idle 

Approach 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

DHC-5 T64-6E 10 2 
CT64-8204 

T m  
No emission facton found 

PWl 20PWC 2 
No emission factom found 

T56-A-16 2 
Early wanung and control 

US Grnd Idle 
WS Grnd Idle 

Flight Idle 
75% 
100% 

Mil~tary 

SWCHEK 

Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

TF33-PW-1001100A 4 
Early warning and control 

F108100 
Early wanung and control 

Idle 
Appmafh 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 
Approach 

Idle 
Approach 
Climbout 
Takeoff 

LBl5TO CYCLE 

LB/HR/ENGINE Idle 
Approach 
Cl~mbout 
Takeoff 

FlOOPWlOO 

hcraR not found 

Aircraft not found 

LBLTO CYCLE 

None i~stcd 

F404-GE-400 

Total 0.0280 Metnc tonLTO cycle SWCHEK 

Idle 
Approach 
Climbout 
Takeoff 

101 LB/HR/ENGINE SWCHEK 
13.7 
9 02 
843 

SEITCHEK 

AESO 

99.2 LBLTO CYCLE 

Ground ~ d l e  
Fl~ght Idle 



Table Dl 

Alrcrntt Emission Factors 

Engine Type Y Engina Mode 
15% 
20% 
26% 
37% 
46% 
63% 

Fuel Flow Emis. Factor 
( I b W  OMb) 
0.452 1.39843 
0.381 2.03E-03 
0.148 0.0224 
0.0528 0.0586 

EF'A Doclrment 
Volumc N 

Mobile Sourcu 

Takeoff 
Climbout 
Apprwh 

Idle 

0-320 
Helicopter 

Idle 
Takwff 

Climbout 
Approach 

GultCtnam MK611-8 2 
( m I V )  Buincu Transport 

No mission factors found 

Idle 
Climbout 
Approafh 

Idle 
High Idle 
Approach 

CNIX 
Max. Cont. 

Takeoff 

AESO 

T58-GE-8F 

h m R  not found 

AirmA not found 

A m d l  not found 

T64-GE-415 

13.5 LB5TO CYCLE 

Idle 
75% 

Normal 
Military 

Maximum 

AESO 

T64GE-416 3 
Helicopter 

No crn~ssion factors found 

T64GE-4 16 3 
Hellcopter 

No emisslon factors found 

h m R  not found 

Arcraft not found 

ArcraR not found 

h m f t  not found 

Amraft not found 

HC-130 
Lockheed Model 382 
Hcrculu (HC- I30H) 

4 Idle 
Assumed Approach 

Climbout 
Takeoff 



Table Dl 

AircrnR Emission Factors 

A'-- w i n e  Type # Engina Mode 
HU-25 ATF 3-4A-K 2 

Trmsport 
No emision facton found 

KC-I0 CF6-5W2 3 
(KC1 OA) Traruporr 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Clunbout 
Approach 

Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

Kmg Air FT6A-2 1 2 
Bwinas Turboprop I0 & 
No emision facton found 

L-21 haall not found 

L-24 Air& not found 

L-25 Aum& not found 

L-35 Amaft not found 

L-60 A i d  not found 

None listed 3 LandwgTakeoff 199 LBLTO CYCLE 

A i r c d  not found 

CJ610-8A 2 
Business Jet 

No emis~on factors found 

CJ610-8A 2 
Buslnts~ jet 

No emlssion factors found 

h& not found 

TS6-A-15 
Transport 

Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Clunbout 

MD-80 hcral? not found 

MU-2 TF40-W-80lA 2 
CTuhmccs Adour MK 801 A) No emiss~on factors found 

ldle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 

25.4 L B W G I N E  
56.8 
92.7 
92.7 

250-C30R (7703-AD-700) 1 
Hellcopter 

No emlu~on factors found 

T53-701 2 
cargo 

No emlssion factors found 

ldle 
*P'o=h 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

9 28 L B W G I N E  
7.74 

0.989 
0.989 

PT6A-27 
Beech B99 hrlmcr 

ldle 
Takeoff 



Table D-I 

Aircraft Emission Factors 

~ ~ ' W l K  # Englna Mode 
Climbout 
Approach 

32.4 LBLTO CYCLE 

0-540-J3ASD 2 
No cmwslon facton found 

Aimatt not found 

Idle 
Approach 
Climbout 
Takeoff 

148 L B M G I N E  
39.7 
10.6 
10.6 

SEITCHEK 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 
Approach 

250-C20R 
Helicopter 

No emlsslon factors found 

Au& not found 

Idle 
15% 
20% 
30% 
40% 
60% 

62.6 L B M G I N E  
80.7 
79.6 
68.5 
6 4 3  
60.8 

AESO 

Aircraft not found 

F3-W-30 2 
No emlsslon factors found 

Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 

SEITCHEK 

1.73 LBLTO CYCLE AP42 

SEITCHEK Idle 

Approach 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 

Idle 
Approach 
Climbout 
Takeoff 

SEITCHEK 

Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Cl~mbout 

SEITCHEK 

26.5 LBLTO CYCLE SEITCHEK 

SEITCHEK Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

7 16 LBLTO CYCLE 



Table D-I  

Alrcrafi Emission Factors 

A~~ VP Engine Type # Eminu Mode 

T-45 Aircrsft not found 

Aimaft not found 

Aircraft not found 

Aircrsft lwl found 

Aircraft not found 

Aimaft not found 

PT6A-28 2 
Transport 

T53-L-703 1 
Helicopter 

No emission factors found 

'I700*iE-70 1 C 2 
Hel~coptn 

No mission facum found 

PT6A-27 2 
T m r t  

VC-I0 D-25V 2 
Hclicoptn 

No emission factors found 

VC- 137 JT3D-3B 4 

WC-135 hc ra f t  not found 

2 NKC-135ES TF-33PW102 

Fuel Flow Emir. Faftor 
Oblhr) Obllb) 

Takeoff 0 326 2.65E-03 
Cl~mbout 0.273 3.50E-03 
Approach 0 113 0.0405 

Idle 0.0507 0.132 

LandmgTakeoff 7.16 LBLTO CYCLE 

Idle 
Takeoff 

Climbout 
Approach 

Idle 
Approach 
Takeoff 

Climbout 

Tar WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

EPA DaYmcnt 
Volume IV 

Mobile Sourca 



Table D 2  

Mode Time In Mode LTO's CO 
(hourr/cycle) Cycledyr To* 

Taxi WOut 3 0.0702 
Take off 
Climbout 

Approach 

TlubomuaMsrborc 
No emission factom found 

Tau WOut 0 497 413 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Climbout 0.0133 
&pooch 0.0583 

Taxi WOut 0.497 87 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbad 0.0133 
A~prooch 0.0583 

Taxi WOut 0.497 203 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0133 
&W=h 0.0583 

Aircraft not found Tau WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Apprmch 

T53-L703 
No emission fadon found 

Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Appoafh 

F402RR408 
No emuslon faclon found 

Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

Taxi WOut 0 497 1 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Climbout 0 0133 
Approach 0 0583 

Tau WOut 0.433 I 
Take off 0.0117 
Climbout 0.0367 
A P P ~ W ~  0.0667 

Taxi WOut 0.433 4 
Take off 0.01 17 
Climbout 0 0367 
Approach 0.0667 

Tau WOut 0 433 5 
Take off 00117 
Cllmbout 0 0367 
Approach 0 0667 

Tau WOut 0.433 2 
Take off 0 01 17 
Clrmbout 0 0367 
Approach 0.0667 

CF6-80CZ 
Used wont case of CF6-80 
m a  (CF6-80CZB2) 

Tau WOut 0.433 3 
Take off 0 01 17 
Climbout 0.0367 
A p ~ m h  0.0667 

JTI 5D-5 
Tmmer 

No emlsslon factors found 

Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Clmbout 
Approach 



Table D-2 

Airmfl Type %hm 
Bell AvcnA not f o d  

nu ~n M O ~ C  LTO'S co 
(hwdt -yc~e)  cyc~n/yr T O M  

4 0.0936 
Take off 
Climbout 

Approach 

10-550-B 
Trainer 

No mission facton found 

Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 

A P P ~ W ~  

TA-56-A-425 
No anhian fsctas found 

Toxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbour 
br-=h 

Taxi WOut 0.265 13 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0200 
Approach 0.0850 

PWI 20A 
No cmLsicm f- found 

~ e u  WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
A p p r h  

Taxi WOut 0.265 184 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0200 
A P F d  0.0850 

Taxi WOut 0.265 229 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0200 
Approach 0.0850 

TF33 10% 
Same 8s B-707 

Teu WOut 0.265 I 
Take off 6 6 x 4 3  
Climbout 0.0200 
Approach 0 0850 

TFE 731-243 Tau WOut 0.265 2.19 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Clmbout 0.0200 
4pr-h 0 0850 

Taxi WOut 0.265 7 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0200 
Approach 0 0850 

FT6A65AR 
No mlvlon factors found 

Tau WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

I... 

Tau WOut 0 265 249 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Clunbout 0 0200 
Approach 0 0850 

ArirnaR not found Tau WOut 
Take off 
Clmbout 
Approach 

Tau WOut 0.265 2 1 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0 0200 
Approach 0.0850 



Table D 2  

Mode TircIn Mode LTO's CO 
(hwnlcyck) Cyclnlyr To* 

Taxi WOut 6 0.140 
Take off 
Climbout 

Approach 

Taxi WOut 0.265 207 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0200 
Approach 0 0850 

C-160 RR Tync RTY.2D MK22 
No emis~on facton found 

Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
A p p h  

Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
4vroach 

Taxi WOut 0 265 I 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0 0200 
Approach 0.0850 

Tau WOut 0 265 1 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Clvnbout 0 0200 
Approach 0 0850 

Taxi WOut 0.267 1 
Take off 5.00E-03 
Climbout 0.0833 
Approach 0.100 

Taxi WOut 0.267 I 
Take off 5.00E-03 
Climbout 0.0833 
Approach 0.100 

Taxi WOut 0.267 I 
Take off 5 WE-03 
Climbout 0.0833 
Approach 0 100 

Taxi WOut 0.267 1 
Take off 5.00E-03 
Climbout 0 0833 
tlpproach 0.100 

Citaclon None listed Taxi WOut 0.217 1 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8.33E-03 
Approach 0.0267 

I*.. T55-L-712 
No emlsslon facton found 

Tau WOut 
Take off 
Chmbout 
Approach 

T55-L-712 
No emission factors found 

Tau InIOut 
Take off 
Cl~mbout 

Approach 

501-D22G 
No emlsslon factors found 

Tau WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 



Table D 2  

Transient Air~rnR 

Mod. TLwIaMod. 
@wn/ryc*) 

Taxi WOut 
T P L ~  o a  
Climbout 

Appmech 

DC-3 PT6A-65AR 
No emission fPetar found 

0.241 
4.94E-04 Assumed Civilian 
1.55E-03 Mid Range la 
0.0106 

Taxi WOut 0 433 
Take off 0.01 17 
Climbout 0 0367 
&P-h 0.0667 

T64dE10 
No emission factors found 

Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Apposfh 

Taxi WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8.338-03 
Approach 0 0267 

0.0508 
1.26E-04 
1.57E-04 A u d A p p o r h -  
1.32E-03 Flight Idle 

Taxi WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8.33343 
Approach 0 0267 

Tau WOut 0.497 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 00133 
APP-~ 0.0583 

Taxi WOur 0 497 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0133 
Approach 0.0583 

Taxi WOut 0.497 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0133 
Approach 0 0583 

4.31 Emission Factor B d  on LTO Cycle 

Tau WOut 0.497 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0133 
Approach 0.0583 

T u i  WOut 0.497 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 00133 
&'roach 0.0583 

2.84 Emission Factor B d  on LTO Cycle 

Taxi WOut 0.497 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0133 
Approach 0 0583 

A r c d l  not found Tau WOut 0 497 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0 0133 
Approach 0 0583 

hmft not found Tau WOut 0.497 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Climbout 0 0133 
Approach 0.0583 

0.421 ee*. 

0.0309 Emission Factor B d  on LTO Cycle None l~stcd Tau WOut 0.497 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Climbout 0.0133 
Approach 0.0583 



Table D 2  

Transient Aimraft 

Mode Time In Mode LTO's CO C o r r m b  
(houdcyclr) Cycldyr T o - @  

Taxi WOllc 0 497 74 3 67 Emmion Factcu Based on LTO Cycle 
Take oIT 6.67E-03 
Climboul 00133 
Appoach 0 0583 

 tax^ WOut 0217 I 
Take off 6.67%-03 
Climbout 8.33E-03 
A p ~ m h  0 0267 

Taxi WOut 0.250 2 
Take off NIA 
Climbaut 0.113 
ApprnPch 0.113 

GultsePm MK611-8 
No emusion facton found 

Taxl WOut 0.217 4 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Climbout 8.33E-03 
b F - C h  0.0267 

Taxi WOut 0.250 27 
Take off NIA 
Climbout 0.113 
Approach 0 1 1 3  

0.183 Emission Factor B a d  on LTO Cycle 

Aircraft not found Taxi WOut 0 250 
~ a k e  otr NIA 
Climbout 0.113 
Approsfh o 113 

Aircraft not found Taxi WOut 0 250 
Take off NIA 
Climbout 0.113 
Approach 0.113 

Tax1 WOut 0.250 
Take off NIA 
Climbout 0.113 
Apprmch 0.113 

0 413 Emmion Factor Based on LTO Cycle 

Air& not found Taxi WOut 0 250 
Take off NIA 
Cl~mbout 0.113 
Approach 0 113 

Aircraft not found Taw WOut 0 250 
Take olT NIA 
Cllmbout 0113 
Approach 0 113 

M not found Tau WOut 0 250 
Take off NIA 
Climbout 0.113 
Approach 0.113 

ATF 3-6A-4C 
No emuslon facton found 

Taxi WOut 0.265 1 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Climbout 0 0200 
Approach 0 0850 

Tax1 WOut 0 265 10 
Take off 6 678-03 
Clunbout 0 0200 
*pr-h o 0850 

Tau  WOut 0 795 25 
Take off 00117 
Climbout 0 0267 
Approach 0 0867 



Table P 2  

Transient Aircraft 

Mode Time In Mode 
(hourJrycle) 

Tax1 WOut 0.433 
Take off 8.33843 
Climbout 0.0417 
Approsft, 0.0750 

Kmg Air PT6A-2 1 
No emivion f~ccon found 

0.399 Emision Factor Baed on LTO Cycle 

0.0234 .... 
0.234 .... 

None listed Taxi WCut 0.433 
Take off 0.01 17 
Climbout 0.0367 
AppmPch 0.0667 

AircrPft not found Tax1 WOut 0 217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8.338-03 
Approach 0.0267 

AircrPft not found Taxi WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8.33E-03 
Approach 0.0267 

Taxi WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbouc 8.33E-03 
& ~ r ~ h  0 0267 

Aimaft not found Taxi WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8 33E-03 
A p ~ r ~ h  0 0267 

Lear Aircraft not found Tau WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Clunbout 8.338-03 
A~P-h 0.0267 

h - 2 2  CJ610-8A 
No emluion facton found 

Tau WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8.33E-03 
b ~ h  0.0267 

Lear-25 CJ610-8A 
No emision facton found 

Taxi WOut 0.217 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 8 33E-03 
Approach 0 0267 

Tax1 InlOut 0 265 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0 0200 
Approach 0.0850 

MU-2 TF40-IHI-80lA 
No emlu~on fsctns found 

Tau WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 

Appmsfh 

0-2 I0360D 
No rmluton facton found 

Taxi WOut 
Take off 

Climbout 
Approach 

OH-58 250C3OR (l703-AD-700) 
No em~uion factors found 

Tax1 WOut 0 250 
Take off NIA 
Cl~mbout 0 113 
Approach 0113 

OV-1 T53-701 
No emission factors found 

Tau WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
hproach 



Table D 2  

Transient knfl 

Engine Type Mode Time InMode LTO'I CO 
(houn/cycle) Cyddyr T o m  

T76-G- 12A T a u  WOut 0.497 75 0.346 
Take off 6.67E-03 4. ME-04 
Cllmbout 0.0133 9.89E-04 
4-h 0.0583 0.0339 

T56A-7 Taxi WOul 0 265 52 0.841 Emiiion FmXm Based on LTO Cycle 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0200 
A ~ ~ r o a f h  0.0850 

PA-28 0-540-J3ASD Taxi WOut 
No rmlvlon facton found Take off 

Cllmbout 

RC-135 TI733009 Taxi WOut 
No emision factom found Take off 

Climbout 
Approach 

S-2 AE 10-540-DM Taxi WOut 
No m i s l o n  factors found Take off 

Climbout 

&m=h 

TF34GE-400 Tau WOut 0 497 9 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Climbout 00133 
Approach 0 0583 

S W 4  250C20R Tau WOut 0.250 26 
No m i l o n  fnclon found Take off NIA 

Climbout 0.113 
Approach 0.113 

185-GE-2 Taxi WOut 0 187 82 
No m ~ u i o n  factors found Take off 8 338-03 

Cllmbout 0 0233 
.Qw~ 0 0667 

13335 Taxi WOut 0 187 5 
Take off 8.33E-03 
Climbout 0.0233 
Approach 0 0667 

PT6A-27 Taxi WOut 0.187 49 
Take off 8 33E-03 
Clunbout 0.0333 
Approach 0 0667 

0.0424 Emission Factor Bawd on LTO Cycle 

169-25 Taxl h & t  0 187 710 3 95 
Take off 8 33E-03 0.208 
Climbout 0.0233 0.583 
Approach 0.0667 1.46 

J85-5 T a u  WOut 0.187 1338 20.0 
Take off 8 338-03 2.41 
Climbout 0 0233 2.38 
Approach 0.0667 6 57 

JW3A Tau WOut 0 320 38 0 494 
Take off 6 67E-03 2.92E-03 
Cl~mbout 0 0200 8.76E-03 
Approach 0 0850 0 0848 

F3-W-30 Taw IniOut 0 187 0 0468 
No e m ~ u ~ o n  facton found Take off X 33E-03 

Cl~mbout 0 0233 
Approach 0 0667 



Table D 2  

Transient AircraR 

Mode Time In hlode LTO'r CO Comuats 
(houn/cyclr) Cycledyr Tondyr 

Taxi WOut 0 187 3 0.0397 Emiu~on Factor B d  on LTO Cycle 
Take off 8.33E-03 
Climbout 0 0233 
Appoach 0.0667 

Taxi WOut 0.187 I8 
Take off 8.338-03 
Climbout 0.0233 
Appmach 0.0667 

~ a x i  w m  0.187 83 
Take off 8.338-03 
Climbout 0 0233 
A p p r h  o 0667 

0.297 Emission Factor B d  on LTO Cycle 

Tam WOut 0 187 14 
Take off 8 33E-03 
Clunbout 0 0233 
Approach o 0667 

Aircraft not found Taxi WOut 0.187 I 
Take off 8.33E-03 
Climbout 0.0233 
A-h 0.0667 

Aimsft not found Taxi WOut 
Take om 
Climbout 

Approach 

Aircraft not found Tau WOut 
Take off 
Cllmbout 

APP-~ 

Aimat? not found Taxi WOut 
Take off 
CILnbolu 
Approach 

0.0468 

0.0234 

0 269 Ern~ss~on Factor Brucd on LTO Cycle 

Aircraft not found Tau WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
.Approach 

Tau WOut 0 265 75 
Take off 6 67E-03 
Cl1mbout 0 0200 
Qproach 0 0850 

UH- I T53-L-703 
No mlsslon factors found 

Tau WOut U 250 
Take olf NIA 
Climbout 0.113 

Approach 0 113 

UH-60 

W-18 

vc- I0 

T700-GE-701C 
No cmwslon factors found 

Tau WOut 0 250 50 
Take off 
Climbout 0.113 
Approach 0 113 

Tau WOut 0 265 12 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0 0200 
+preach 0 0850 

D-25V 
No ernisson faclon found 

Tam WOut 0 250 I I 
Take ofl ---- 

I 'l~mbout 0 113 
Aqproach 0113 



Table D-2 

Transient Aircral? 

Wlh TYPC Mode Time In Mode LTO'r CO 
(hounlcycle) Cyclcdyr T o w  

VC- 1 37 JnD3B Tau WOut 1 0.0234 
No emission facton found Take off 

CllrnbOuI 

fvw'ach 

WC13S Aircraft not found Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Apposch 

**** R q n u a ~ I s  CO/yr n u m h  calculated by usmg an average cmlsslon factor whrch was 0 0234 ToniLTO cycle 

162 Total T o w  COIyr 
0.0234 Ampge Emission Fsda (TodLTO cycle) 



Table D-3 

58th SOW LTO's 

Enrim TYP Mode Time In Mode LTO Cycla CO 
fioun) To* 

TS3-L-11D Taxi WOut 0.250 1232 0.647 
Climbout 0.113 0.140 
A-h 0.113 0.140 

Airoraft not found Taxi WOut 
Climbout 
Approach 

T64-GE-416 Taxi WOut 
Hcliwptcr Climbout 

T64-GE-416 Taxi WOut 
Helicopter Climbout 

Aw-h 

T56-A-I 5 Taxi WOut 

cargo Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

Taxi IdOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

**** Rcprrscnta CO/yr numben calculated by using an average emission factor which was 8.28E-3 TonkTO cycle 

Average Emission Factor Calculation: 

Total Emissions aircraft with known emission factors: 
Total Number of LTO cycles for aircraft with known emission factors: 
AAverage Emission Factor (TonsILTO Cycle): 

47.8 Total Tons COW 



Table D-4 

NMANG LTO's 

Ai-fiv~ Enlim ' ~ P C  Mode Time In Mode LTO Cycla C O  
Olou=) 

F-16 FlOOPWlOO Taxi Inlout 4843 65.9 Eminion Factor b a d  on LTO Cyol 
T O W  

T t s  off 
Climbout 
4Pr-h 

C-26A 331-120 Taxi WOut 0.265 347 0.619 
Take off 6.67E-03 8.79E-04 
Climbout 0.0200 3.54843 
Approach 0.0850 0.108 



Table D-5 

US Customs 

Aircraft Type Engine Type Mode Time In Mode LTO Cycles CO Commenta 
(how)  Todyr  

C-550 JTl5D-4 Taxi InIOut 0.217 447 0.942 
Citation Jet Take off 6.67E-03 2.10E-03 

Climbout 8.33E-03 2.33E-03 
Approach 0.0267 0.0682 

C-12C PT6A-4 1 Taxi WOut 0.265 274 1.23 
King Air Take off 6.67E-03 4.75843 

Climbout 0.0200 0.0168 
Approach 0.0850 0.22 1 

UH60A T700 Taxi WOut 
Black Hawk Take off 

Climbout 
Approach 

C-210 CS10-520-CE Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

AS-350-B2 I D l D l  Taxi WOut 
Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

4.86 Total Tons CO/yr 

**** Represents CO/yr numbers calculated by using an average emission factor which was 3.45E-03 ToniLTO cycle 

Average Emission Factor Calculation: 

Total Emissions aircraft with known emission factors: 2.5 
Total Number of LTO cycles for aircraft with known emission factors: 721 
"Average Emission Factor (TonsILTO Cycle): 3.45E-03 



Table D-6 

US Forest Service 

Aircraft Type EngheTypc Mode Time In Mode LTO's C O  
fiours/cycle) C y c l d y r  T o d y r  

P-3 T56-A-7 Taxi WOut 156 2.52 Emission Factor bued on LTO Cycle 

Trans~M Take off 
Climbout 
Approach 

Taxi WOut 0.265 156 
Take off 6.67E-03 
Climbout 0.0200 
Approach 0.0850 

Airaaft not found 

PT6A-27 Taxi In/Out 0.433 
Take off 8.33E-03 
Climbout 0.0417 
Approach 0.0750 

DC4 Air& not found 156 2.33 *t** 

DC6 R2800(10O)PW 
No emission factors found 

11.67 Total T o m  CO/yr 
1.50E-02 TodLTO cycle 

**** Represents COIyr numbers calculated by using an average emission factor which was 1.50 E-3 TonILTO cycle 

Average Emission Factor Calculation: 

Total Emissions aircraft with known emission factors: 4.67 
Total Number of LTO cycles for aircraft with known emission factors 312 
AAverage Emission Factor (TonsILTO Cycle): 1.50E-02 



Table D-7 

DET 2 

Aircraft Type Engine Type Mode Time In Mode LTO's CO 
(hours/cycle) Cycleslyr Tonslyr 

2 NKC-135ES TF-33-PW102 Taxi WWt 0.433 35 4.21 
Take off 0.01 17 8.65E-03 
Climbout 0.0367 0.0272 
Approach 0.0667 0.185 

4.43 Total Tons COlyr 



Therefore, the CO emissions from the transient C-12 aircraft are calculated as follows: 

When times in each engine mode were not known for a particular aircraft type, 

average mode times for LTO cycles were taken out of AP-42 or the Procedures for Emission 

Inventorv Pre~aration . 

The same procedure was used to calculate the projected emissions from aircraft for 

the year 2005. It was assumed that aircraft volume will increase by approximately 20% over 

1994 levels. 

Seasonal emissions were also calculated for aircraft. The CO season is 92 days long, 

while aircraft are flown throughout the 365 days of the calendar year. Therefore, seasonal 

emissions were determined by weighing the annual aircraft emissions by the ratio of 

92 to 365. 
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Activities Supported by the 377th Air Base Wing, Kirtland Air Force Baoe 

HTSA Numbers 
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i 
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R4 
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Parent I Authorized I Aaeignad I Agreement I X 

Supported Activity o w  ( Off Rnl Civ Total 1 Off Bnl Civ Total ) Number 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  I - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
On Baee - 377 ABW 
= = I I = = = I = = = I = = = 9 - I P n P . I I I n = I s ~ ~ = I I = I I P I I = - 9 = - - m n n = = a = = s = = I m = a ~ = = n ~ I . = = ~ ~ = = ~ * = n = = = = ~ ~ I = = - = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = ~ - = = - m ~ = ~ * = = = = = ~ ~ ~ = - = n ~ - ~ = - = = = - = = ~ = * = = = a ~ = = = = I . ~ - = = = = = = = = = = =  

377 Air Baee Wing 377 A B W  1 178 1449 999 2626 1 205 1494 976 2675 1 
SVS/Nonappropriated Punds 377 A B W  l o  0 375 375 1 0 0 375 375 1 
~ ~ I ~ ~ I ~ I ~ ~ ~ I I I I ~ l ~ I = a I = I I I I D ~ I I ~ ~ D D D D = D ~ a I - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - ------  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  =====11111===11911====D= 

2 Activitiea - -  Group Totalo 178 1449 1374 3001 205 1494 1351 3050 

On Base - W D  Activities 

= = . ~ = = 1 1 1 = = 1 ~ = ~ - 1 9 ~ = = I I I = = . I . = I = I . - = I I I I n ~ = I = ~ ~ - a = = ~ = = ~ a - ~ ~ ~ = = ~ 9 = = ~ ~ = = = ~ = ~ = = = ~ = = * - = = = = = ~ = ~ = ~ = 9 ~ = I 9 = = ~ * ~ = ~ ~ ~ = = = = ~ ~ = = = = ~ = = ~ ~ ~ = * = = = = ~ ~ ~ = = ~ = = * = = = = 9 = = = = = = ~ - = = = = = ~ - ~ = = =  

150 TAC Ptr Group (NMANO) NGB 1 115 929 0 1044 ( 119 949 0 1068 lPB4469-94064-002 

58th Special Operationo Wing ABTC 1 176 1019 84 1279 1 163 1165 66 1394 1FB4469-94139-005 

604th Civil Engineering Sqdn APRES I 4  123 2 129 I 4 123 2 129 )PB4469-91126-401 

612 Air Ope GP OL OOAG/AFA 363 CSG/OLAZ (150 TFG/AF 1 3 1 0 4 l  2 1 0 I 
902 MI Gr,ABQ Resident Office MID-DNA, 902 HI Gr I 1  1 0 2 \  I 1 0 2 1 
AP Audit Agency APAU l o  0 7 7 1  O 0 5 !5 I 
AP Judicial Area Dee Couneel APAG I 1  0 1 2 1  1 0 1 a I 
AF Oper Test L Eva1 Ctr HQ USAP I 548 155 219 922 1 446 137 194 777 1884469-93316-005 

AP Security Police Agency AP/SP 1 l6 3 4 2 0 70 1 14 35 20 69 1884469-94124-004 

APOSI Det 116 APOSI l 3  10 2 15 I 4 8 2 14 I 
Aerwed Rsch Lab (Blaet Pac) USA 1 1  1 14 16 1 0 1 14 15 1184469-90284-012 

Armstrong Labe ( I ~ R A )  AFMC l o  0 4 4 I  O 0 4 4 (P84469-94222-009 

Army & AP Exchange Service AAPBS 1 0  0 260 260 1 0 0 246 246 1884469-90036-001 

Civil Air Patrol, NM AFAU 1 2  6 1 9 l  2 6 1 9 1 
~ o r p  of Engineers ~ l b q  Diet USA I 5  o 13 18 1 4 o 13 17 1884469-94214-616 

DCMAO Phoenix Residency DLA 1 1  0 4 0 41 ( 1 0 4 0 41 1~84469-94210-627 

Def Eva1 Support Activity DTL E I l4 6 80 100 I 13 6 73 92 1~84469-94237-619 

Def Nuclear Agency--Pld Comd DNA 1 121 7 9 285 7 1 275 148 lFB4469-87289-006 485 1 102 

Def Reutiliz L Marketing Ofc DLA l o  0 15 15 I 0 0 15 15 1184469-94305-633 

Def. Finance L Acctg. Service DLA l o  0 122 122 I 0 0 120 120 1864469-94079-611 

Defense Accounting Office DPAS l o  9 57 66 1 0 11 5 7 68 1PB4469-94069-608 

Defense Induetrial ReoourceSrv DLA l o  0 4 4 1  o 0 4 4 IFB4469-94151-620 

Defense Inveotigative Service W D  l o  0 14 14 I 0 0 13 13 1P84469-94066-607 

Defense Printing Service USN l o  0 3 3 1  0 0 3 3  NOT YET ASSIGNBD 
Det 2, 452nd FTS Det 2 l 2  2 1 1 24 I 2 2 1 1 24 lPB4469-93297-002 



Printed: 3/14/95 

Activities Supported by the 377th Air Base Wing. Kirtland Air Force Baee 

HTSA Numbers 

page 3 
i 
R 4 ~  

Parent I Authorized I ( Agreamant Assigned 

Supported Activity erg I Off Bnl Civ ~0t.1 ( off Bnl Civ Total I Number I w, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - -----  I - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
On Baas - Other Pederal 
.1===11.11.111111.1===. I . I . I . I . I . In . IP I I I - - I I I= -======~-====.==========-=====99=a=-==9====~=====~=~=====================~===x*===m==aa-======~. -==-==- -=-==- -=====- -===== 

I = I I I I . I I I . I I P I ~ I I I ~ = = I I I I n ~ I I I I = I = I = I I I . n n - - -  - - - - - - -  ------- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  . l l l l l l . l = = a l l l l l ~ l I I I I =  

8 Activitieo - -  Group Totals 4 16 1078 1098 4 16 1057 1077 

On Baee - Other Activitiee 
1 1 1 1 - 1 = 1 1 1 1 1 1 . 1 1 1 ~ 1 = ~ ~ a - - - = = - ~ - - - - - = = n ~ = = = = - = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = = - = = - n = = ~ = = . = a = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = - = = = = n = = = P ~ m = - = = . = = = - = - = = - = = n - - - = = = = = = = = = = = = - * = - = - = = = - - = -  

American Red Crose ARC 1 0  0 3 ' 1  O 0 3 I 
BX Conceeeionairee AAPES I 0  o 4 8 48 I o o 4 8 48 I 
Chapman College 377/MSB 1 0  0 3 ' 1  O 0 3 3 I 
College of Santa Pe at Albuq 377/t4SB 1 0  0 13 13 I 0 0 13 l3 I 
Coronado Club Sandia Labe 1 0  0 6 0 60 1 0 0 60 GO 1 
Bmbry Riddle 377/11~~ l o  0 3 3 I  O 0 3 I 
Kirtland Federal Credit Union PCU 1 0  0 73 73 1 0 0 73 73 1 
New Mexico State Univereity 377/MsB 1 0  0 2 I 1  O 0 2 2 I 
Sandia Area Ped. Credit Union FCU 1 0  0 40 40 1 0 0 4 0 40 I 
Sandia Baoa Elementary APS l o  0 6 5 65 1 0 0 6 5 65 1 
Sandia Laboratory QCU Sandia Lab FCU 1 0  0 3 1 32 I 0 0 3 2 32 I 
Scheduled Airline Trfc Office SAT0 1 0  0 12 12 I 0 0 11 11 I 
Southern Illinois University 377/MsB 1 0  0 3 3 l  0 0 3 3 I 
United New Mexico Bank PC0 1 0  0 14 14 I 0 0 14 I4 I 
University of New Mexico 3 7 7 / ~ ~ B  l o  0 2 I 1  O 0 2 a I 
Univereity of Phoenix 377/M~B 1 0  0 2 I 1  O 0 2 2 I 
Webater Univereity 377/MSB l o  0 11 11 1 0 0 11 11 I 
Wherry Elementary APS l o  0 7 0 70 1 0 0 7 0 70 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 = 1 1 ~ . = 1 1 1 = = L a = n I I ~ = ~ I I = I I ~ = . ) I I . - - - -  ------- ------- - ------  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  -==llall==lllllalll=I~== 

18 Activitiee - -  Group Totalo 0 0 456 456 0 0 455 455 

On Baas - Contractors 
1 ~ 1 1 1 = - ~ 1 1 - ~ 1 = = 1 = ~ n = = L - - - I = = - n = - - = = - - - L = = - I = = n = ~ = n = = = ~ = = = n = = = n = = = = = = ~ = - m ~ = = = = = = = = = = 9 = = = = ~ = . = = ~ = = = = = ~ ~ = ~ = n - ~ ~ = = = = = = ~ = = ~ ~ ~ = = = = = = = . P ~ a n = = = = = = = = I = ~ = = - = = = * = = = = = = = = = 1 x =  

M C  377ABW/CB l o  0 4 0 40 I 0 0 4 0 d o  I 
AOA PL l o  0 2 I 1  O 0 2 2 I 
AS1 PL I 0  0 1 2 1  0 0 2 2 1 
ATA PL l o  0 12 12 I 0 0 12 I2 1 
Adelante 377ABW/CE 1 0  0 2 2 22 1 0 0 2 2 2 2  1 



Printed: 3/14/95 

Activities Supported by the 377ch Air Base Wing, Kirtlsnd Air Force Base 

HTSA Numbers 

Paga -2 
I 
RC 

I Parent Authorized I Aaaigned I Agreement 
Supported Activity erg I Off Bnl Civ Total I Off Bnl Civ Total I Number I U 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - -  -------- --------  - - - - - - -  I - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  -------- - - - - - - -  I----------------------- 
On Baae - DOD Activities 
~ = ~ ~ = 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = ~ = ~ ~ ~ ~ = ~ ~ ~ . ~ = ~ ~ I = = = t ~ I = ~ ~ ~ = - - = = = = = = = = m = ~ = ~ ~ m ~ m = ~ ~ = = = ~ = ~ = ~ ~ ~ = = ~ = ~ ~ . ~ = ~ = = ~ ~ = = = ~ ~ ~ ~ a = ~ ~ = = ~ ~ ~ ~ = = ~ = = . = = = = m = ~ ~ ~ . = ~ = = ~ = ~ . = ~ = ~ = = = = . n = ~ = ~ = = = = = = = = = - = - = = = = = = = =  

Det 2,349 Contingency Hoapital AFRBS 1 ?I 52 2 75 1 16 3 6 2 54 [NOT YBT ASSIGNED 

Det 4, 505 CCBG/CC ACC 1 l2 5 10 27 ( 12 5 9 36 1~~4469-93316-006 

Det 706, DeCA/PCS DBCA/PCS l o  7 93 100 I 0 7 84 91  NOT YBT ASSIGNBD 
Drug Interdiction Program ANG 1 6  I4 0 30 I 6 24 0 30 lFB4469-94087-612 

Field Training Det 531 375 3d PLDTS 1 1  26 0 27 1 1 21 0 22 1 
HQ Air Porce Inspection Agency HQ Air Force Inspection ( 121 33 1 5 179 1 121 3 3 25 179 1F84469-94109-003 

HQ Air Force Safety Agency HQ AFSA I 53 18 64 135 1 59 21 6 2 142 lF84469-94237-010 

Kirtland NCO Academy ABTC l o  14 1 15 1 0 13 1 14 IF~4469-93297-003 

Naval Air Warfare Ctr Wpne Div USN I 1  2 13 16 1 1 2 13 16 1P~4469-94066-606 

Navy Liaioon Off JNWPS(PCDNA) USN I 1  1 0 I \  I 2 0 I 
Navy Personnel Support Act Det USN I 1  9 4 14 I 1 9 4 14 (~84469-94015-603 

Nuclear Wpno Integrtn Divioion AFMC i l6 0 6 2 78 1 13 3 5 2 68 IP~4469-94048-001 

Office of Aeroopace Iltudieo AEMC 1 13 0 25 38 I 12 0 16 28 lF84469-93316-004 

Phillips Laboratory AFMC I 301 100 747 1148 1 327 109 651 1087 1~84469-92225-404 

US Navy Balloon Team USN I 2  2 0 4 l  2 2 0 4 1P84469-94292-631 
USAQ Rae ABQ DET (ASC) AFMC 1 5  0 0 5 1  5 o O 5 I 
WSMR - Albu Freq Surv Unit USA Information Sys Cmd I 0 0 '2 2 1  O 0 2 2 (FB4469-90250-011 
WSMR - USA Big Crow Prog OLfic USA l o  10 7 17 1 0 14 7 21 1~84469-90250-011 

William Beaumont Army ned Ctr KAEB 1 1  1 3 5 1  O 0 2 2 1~84469-94213-625 

- ~ l = - ~ - = I . m ~ ~ t ~ ~ . ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ . = ~ m n I = I n I I n I I ~ n n m n n m . . . . - - - - - - -  -------  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - *  - - - - - - - -  l==llllml=llll=l===IIIIm 

44 Activitieo - -  Group Totals 1568 2698 2306 6572 1155 2836 2099 6390 

On Baae - Other Federal 
= = = = = = = = = = - = = = = = = = = ~ = = = - = - = = = ~ = = 1 - 3 m = = = - n = = = = = = - = = = = = = - = = = - = = = = = = = ~ ~ = = 1 ~ = - ~ = = ~ ~ = = = = = = = = m ~ = = = ~ = m = = ~ ~ I = ~ m = . ~ n = ~ = = = m ~ ~ n n ~ = = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ = ~ ~ ~ I ~ m n = ~ = n = ~ m = = = = = = = = = = - = = ~ = = = ~ = =  

Albuquerque Seismological Lab DO1 l o  0 17 17 1 0 0 25 25 1~~4469-94027-602 

Dept. of Bnergy Albu. 0per.Off DOE l o  0 900 SO0 I 0 0 877 877 IP84469-90114-006 

FAA Airport Trf Cont Tower DO1 l o  0 52 52 1 0 0 46 46 (F84469-94172-622 

US Coaat Guard Reserve DOT 1 4  16 0 20 1 4 16 0 20 1F84469-94277-629 

US Cuetoma Service, PB DOT 1 0  0 10 10 ( 0 0 10 10 IPB4469-94131-618 

US Customs, AOB DOT 1 0  0 8 9 89 I 0 0 8 9 89 1~84469-94296-632 

US Forest Service DPT/AG l o  0 0 O !  O 0 0 0 1 E84469-94027-601 
US Postal Service US PO 1 0  0 10 10 I 0 0 10 10 1F84469-94151-621 



9 Activities Supported by the 377t Air Base Wing, Kirtland Air Porce Base 

HTSA Numbers 

Printed: 3/14/95 page 4 

i u i  

Parent I Authorisad I Aeeigned I Agreement 
Supported Activity or9 I OEE En1 Civ Total I Off En1 Civ Total I Number ' k . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - -  --------  -------- - ------  I - - ------  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - -----  I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
On Base - Contractors 

Aeroepace Corporation 

Allied Signal 

BALL 

BDM 

BDM 

Ball Aeroepace 

CSA 

Dynaecan 

8'3 L O 

Swing 

Fiore 

DBSA l o  0  4  5  45 I 0  0  45 45 I 
Det 4 ,  505 CCEG/CC l o  0  2  5 25  1 0  0  2 5  2 5  1 

GDC Aseociates PL 

I PAa PL 

Jnhal'n Toxicol'y Reach Labs DOE/ALO 

Intermetrice 

JC k N (LMA) 

Kaman Sciences 

Lockheed 

MCP 

HMC 

HRC 

f4 '&A 

Maxwell Labs 

Metro Laser 

PL l o  0  6  6 l  O 0  6  6 1 
377ABW/CE l o  0  6  G I  O 0  6  6 1 
Det 4,  505 CCEG/CC l o  0  4  3 43  I 0  0  4  3 43 I 
PL 1 0  o s 5 1  0  o  s 5  I 
PL l o  0  6 6 1  0 0  6 6  I 
PL l o  0  24 24 1 0  0 24 I4 I 
PL 1 0  0  19 19  I 0  0  19 19  1 

Nichole Research Corp PL 

Orion PL 

P C W  377ABW/cB 

PS L PL 

RCI 377ABW/CE 

RDA PL 

Rockwell Power Systems PL 

~ockwell/Hughee PL 



1! Activities Supported by the 3 7 7 t  Air Base Wing, Kirtland Air Force Baae 

HTSA Numbers 

Printed: 3/14/95 Page -5 

Parent I Authorized I Assigned 1 Agreement 
Supported Activity erg I Off Bnl Civ Total I off Bnl Civ Total I Number ' k  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - -  -------- - -------  - - - - - - -  I-------- --------  -------- ------- I - - ---------------------  
On Base - Contractore 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

8-Systeme PL l o  0  2  3  23 1 0  0  2  3  23 1 
SAIC DBSA 1 0  0  3  4  34 I 0  0  3  4  3 4  I 
SBA DESA l o  0  14 14 I 0  0  14 l4 I 
Sandia National Laboratoriee DOB/ALO 1 0  0  7500 7500 1 0  0  7500 7500 1 
Sandia National Laboratories PL 1 0  0  6  6 1  0 0  6  6 1 
Sparta PL 1 0  0  1 1 1  0  o 1 1 I 
State of New nexico PL I 0  o 6  6 1  0  o 6  6  1 
Support Sye PL 1 0  0  14 14 I 0  0  14  l4 I 
Sys Integ PL l o  0  6  G I  0  0  6  6 1 
TASC PL 1 0  0  22 22 I 0  0  2  2  22 1 
TRW DBS A 1 0  0  1 0  1 0  I 0  0  1 0  lo I 
TRW PL 1 0  0  1 0  1 0  I 0  0  1 0  lo I 
Team Spec PL 1 0  0  4  4 l  o 0  4  4 I 
Tech Repe PL 1 0  0  2  2 1  0  0  2 2  1 
Teledyne Brown Bng PL l o  0  1 I 1  0  0  1 1 I 
United Int'l Bngineering PL 1 0  0  16 16 1 0  0  16  l6 1 
University of Dayton (UDRI) PL 1 0  0  1 I 1  O  0  1 1 I 
University of New Mexico DL 1 0  0  1 1 1  0  0  1 1 I 
W.J. Schafer h Aeeociatea PL 1 0  0  1 ' 1  O  0  1 1 I 
ws PL I 0  0  2  2 1  0 0  2  2  I 
Xerad PL 1 0  0  9  9 1  0  0  9  s I 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = = * I ~ I ~ D I ~ ~ ~ I P = = = = . - 1 1 1 1 * * * - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  ........................ 

59 Activitiee --  Group Totale 0  0  9066 9066 0  0  9066 9066 

Off Baae - DOD Activitiea 
~ = = = = = I l * ~ I = I = = . P I ~ = a a a = = * a P P P P P P P P P P i ~ a = n a = = a ~ a P a * ~ I = ~ n = = = = a = . ~ ~ ~ = * = = = = = n = = = ~ * ~ = = = = = * = ~ ~ n ~ n n = ~ = * = = = n n = ~ ~ * = = = * a = a n I n ~ * = n = a = a a ~ ~ n a ~ = = a a = = = = ~ = n = ~ ~ ~ ~ = = = = a = n = = ~ = = * = a =  

367 USAERS/DO 367 USAP l o  11 1 12 I 0  11 1 l2 I 
AP Reeerve Recruiting,302AW/RS AFRES 1 0  1 0  I 1  O  1 0  I I 
APJROTC/I~M 41, Valley High AFJROTC I 1  1 0  I 1  I 1 0  2  1 
Co D, 4  Recon (Reo) USMC l 6  84 0  90 1 7 110  0  117 lEB4469-94109-614 

Def. Criminal Invest. Service DOD-IG l o  0  3  3 I  (I 0  3  3  1P~4469-91141-004  

Defnee Diotr.Reg. Central DLA l o  0  0  O 1  O  0  0  0  1 ~ ~ 4 4 6 9 - 9 2 3 6 3 - 0 1 4  

Det 1 18 SUR 18 SPSS l o  1 0  I 1  O  1 0  1 (PB4469-93098-401 



9 Activitiee Supported by the 37 Air Base Wing, Kirtland Air Force Baee 

HTSA Numbers 

Printedr 3/14/95 Page . 6  

L Rf 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Parent I Authorized I Aeeigned I Agreement 
Supportad Activity Org I Off Bnl Civ Total I Off Bnl Civ Total I Number I ------------------------------  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - ------  -------- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  I - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Off Baas - W D  ~ctivities 

= 1 1 = 1 1 = 1 = = = 1 = = 1 = 1 1 1 = = = I I I = = = = I = I m - = = = I = = = = - I = = = . = = ~ . - = = = = = = m = = = = . = = = - = = = . = = = = = = = - = = = = - = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = = = = = . = = ~ = = = = = = = = = = = ~ = = = = = . - = = ~ = = = = I = = = = = = = = = = = - = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = -  

HQ 5  US Army, Pt. Sam Houeton 5  US Army 1 2  3  0  5 1  I 3 0  4  1184469-94129-617 

HQ 90th Army Reeerve Command USA I 52 370  1 8  440 ( 46 319 12 377 lPB4469-95034-603 

JROTC - Albuquerque High USA l o  0  0  O l  O  0  0  0  1884469-94066-609 

JROTC - De1 Norta High AU 1 1  1 0  I 1  I 1 0 2 1 
JROTC - Bepanola Valley High AU I 1  1 0  I 1  I 1 0 2  I 
JROTC - P t  Wingate High School USA 1 1  1 0 2 1  I 1 0  2  1884469-94066-605 

JROTC - Highland High School USN I 1  1 0  2 1  I 1 0 2 1 
JROTC - Lo8 Lunae High School USA l o  0  0  O I  O  0  0  0  (PB4469-95009-601 

JROTC - Moriarty ~ i g h  school USA I 0  o o 0 1  0  o o o 1 ~ ~ 4 4 6 9 - 9 5 0 0 9 - 6 0 2  

MOJROTC Bldorado High School USMC I 1  1 0  I ]  I 1 0 2 I 
MCROTC Rio Grande High School USMC 1 1  1 0  I 1  I 1 0 2 I 
Military Bntrance Proc Station USA I 3  1 0  11 24 I 3  11 13 2 7  1884469-94049-604 

NJROTC West Meea High School NJROTC I 1  1 0  2 1  1 1 0  2 I 
Naval (I Marine Corp Rerve Ctr USN I 2  12  0  14 I 2  12 0  14 1184469-94201-624 

Naval Recruiting District USN l o  0  0  O 1  I) 0  0  0 1184469-94292-630 

Office of the Proj. Mgr. USA 1 0  0 0  O 1  O 0  0  0  lP84469-93541-603 

SMALC-Log. Support Facility AFMC l o  0  0  O l  O  0  50 50  (184469-94180-007 

US Air DOC Cntr 6 ~ t .  Bliss I 0  o o 0 1  0  o o o 1184469-94066-610 

US Army Recruiting Command USA 1 1  23 1 25  1 1 2 3  1 25 1 
US Marine Corp Recruiting St USMC I 4  5  8  2  64 1 4  5  8  2  64 1184469-94111-615 

USAFROTC - UNM Det 510 AU I 5  2  2  9 1  5  2 2 9  I 
USAROTC - UNM USA 1 2  2  1 5 1  I 2 1 4  )PB4469-94111-626 
USNROTC - UNM USN I e  1 0  1 19  1 5 10 1 16 1184469-94180-623 

USPPO (National Guard) USA I s  2  6  0  3 1  1 5  2 6  0  3 1  1F84469-94242-628 

= = = I = - m = I - I = - m = = = I = = = = ~ = n = . = = I I = ~ I = I ~ = I n m I m m m n - - - - - - - -  -------  ------- - - - - - - -  ------- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  n===ll=====lll===l=a=III 
3 1  Activitiee - -  Group Totals 9  8  6 2 1  40 759 88  597 8  6  7 7 1  

Off Baee - Other Federal 
= = - ~ = = = = I m = I I = a = P ~ = * I . I n = = - = n . I D m I n I = = I n I I n = ~ = I = ~ = = = . I ~ = n = = ~ n = I ~ = = ~ . ~ n m - m = = = = = = ~ = - I = = . = = = = n I = = ~ ~ = m = ~ = = ~ = = s ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ = = ~ n . I ~ a m m ~ ~ = ~ n ~ m ~ ~ ~ a = ~ ~ ~ = ~ a a n = n ~ = ~ = = = = - * = = - ~ = = * I = ~ =  

ABQ Area Indian Health Service l o  0  0  O 1  O 0  0  0  lF84469-93309-601 
FAA Air Pacilitiee Sector l o  0  50  50 I 0 0 50 SO lPB4469-94095-613 

US Iuunigratn & ~aturalization Department of Justice I 0  0  0  " 1  O 0  0  0  1P84469-93309-601 

Vetran' e ~dminiatration liooptl l o  0  0  " 1  O  0  0  0  lFB4469-90075-004 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE RESERVE 

9 Mar 95 

MEMORANDUM FOR 377 ABW/XP 
ATTENTION: MS. PAM BLANKS 

FROM: Det 2, 349 CH/SGA 
2050 Second Street SE 
Kirtland AFB NM 87117-5000 

SUBJECT: BRAC Information Inquiry Response 

1. The following information is provided per your request. 

a. Current Mission Statement: This unit is a deployable 
AMC-gained Contingency Hospital that provides personnel augmenta- 
tion and insures a 72 hour response capability to AMC, allowing 
AMC to reduce shortfalls identified by theater operation plans. 
In peacetime, the unit will support tasks determined mission 
essential by Medical Group and Wing Commanders. 

b. Relocation Plans: It is my understanding that we have 
no off base relocation plans in conjunction with the possible 
major realignment of Kirtland AFB, NM. Attached is a copy of the 

@ message telefaxed to me by HQ AFRES on 28 Feb 9 5 .  On page 2 I 
have annotated paragraph 6, where it is stated that "AFRES activ- 
ities will remain in existing facilities". 

c. Facilities Requirements: A s  the facility Detachment 2 
currently operates out of has been targeted for demolition, we 
have been actively working towards an on base relocation. In the 
event that Kirtland is chosen for major realignment, Detachment 2 
would need to be relocated to a more adequate facility as the 
result of frequent heating, air conditioning, plumbing, and 
electrical difficulties. A move to a more mechanically sound and 
dependable facility will significantly decrease the financial 
requirements for long term maintenance within the facility, as 
well as increase mission accomplishment due to reductions in down 
time . 
2. If you should have any questions or require any additional 
information, please feel free 

MARY 'J . DUSSAULT, ~ s g t ,  USAFR 
Health Services Manager 

Attachment: 
General McIntosh BRAC 95 Message 



GLW McINTOSE BRriC 95 MESSAGE: 

Secretary oiDefenee Perry hag made his decision ofwhich bases to 
recommend to tbe BRAC commission for cIosure. Although the Reserve has bases 
and units announced, it's important to remember that some very important steps 
remain: Thc BRAC commfssion can changc the ifst by sddjng o r  deleting bases 
before it fornards it to the President by July 1st. The President can then approve 
or reject the list If hc rejects ft, the commission has 30 days to submit a revised list, 
if the President rejects the second list, no closure or realignment can take place. If 
he approves the commission'u list, he must submit the entire list to Congress. If 
Congress does not disapprove the Ikt on an all or nothing basis, it has the force of 
law. Since BIiAC 91, the commission has changed the Secretary of Defense's list, 
but the President or Congress hag never rejected a BRAC IM. 

The followl'ng actions sffect Air Force Reserve uniis. Detsils and a timetsble 
to implement these actions are pending, 

The Secretary of Defense has submitted the folIowing actions to the BR4C 
commission: 

1. Bergatrom Air Reserve Base, Texas: Close Bewtrom ARB. The 924th Fighter 
Wing dl inactivate. The wing's F-16 aircraft will be redirected or retired. 
Headquarters 10th Air Farce relocate to Navd Air Ststion Port Worth, Joht 
Reserve Base, Texas. Justification: Due to Air Force Reserve f i t e r  force 
dmdown, the Air Force Reserve has sn excess of F-16 fighter Iocstions. The 
closure of Beretrom ARB is the most cost effective option far the Air Force 
Reserve, The relocation of 10th Air Force hesdqnsrtcrs to NAS Fort Worth will 
also conocnte the unit with one of iQ major subordinate units. 

2. Greater Pittsburgh LAP Air Reserve Station, Pennq4vsnfx Close Greater 
Pittsburgh U P  Air Reserve Station (AM). The 911th A f r M  Wing will hacthatc 
and its C-130 afrcmf't wfU be distributed to Air Force Reseroe C-130 units at 
Dobbins ARB, G e o ~ g  and Petenon AFB, Colorado. Justification: The R w e m  
hns more C-130 opcrnting locations than necessary to effectively support the 
Reserve C-130 aircraft h DoD9s Force Structure Plan. AIthouB Greater 
Pittsburgh ARS is effective at supporting its mission, its evaluation overall under 
the eight criteria supports it elosurc. Its operating costs are the greatest m o n g  the 
Air Force Reserve C-130 operations at civilian airfields. In addition, it's location to 
other AFRES and ANG units provides opportunities for its personnel to transfer 
and continue their service without extended travel. 



3, Homcstead Air Kegerve Base, Florida: Change the recornrnendntion of the 1993 
Commission regardiug Homcstcad ARB as follows: Redirect the Joist Rescuo 
Squadron with ih assacinted afrcrsft to relocate to Patrick AFB, Florida. 
3ustificatfon: the 301st RQS is temporarily located a t  Patrick AFB pending 
reconstruction of its facilities st Homestead, uphich were destroyed by Hurricane 
Andrew. As part of the initiative to have Resene forces assume a greater role in 
DoD peacetime missions, the 301st RQS is assumma primary responsibility for 
space shuttle support and range clearing opemtiom at Patrick AFB. Tbia reduces 
mission Ioad on the active duty force structure. Although the 301st RQS couId 
perform this duty kom the Homestead Air Reserve Station, doing so would require 
expensive tempornry duty an-anpments, extensive scheduling dffficaltim and the 
dislocation of the anit's mission from fts beddawn site. 

4. Brook Air Force Baee, Twas: Close Brooks AFB. The Reserve's 710th 
InteMgence Fiight wlIl relocate tv Lackland ARB, Ttraa. JustiGcstion: The Air 
Force has more Iaborohry capacity thnn necessary to support current and 
projected Air Force research requirements. As an instdlation, Brooks A1E"B ranked 
Ioner thsn the other bases tn the Laboratory and Product Center subcategory. 

5. Roslyn Air Guard Station, New York: Close Roslyn Air Guard Station. 722nd 
Aeromcdical Staging Squadran (A.FRES) win relocate to suitabb Leased space 
within tbe current recruiting ares. 

6, KrtIand Air Force Base, New ~Mexico: Realfgn Kirtland AFB, AJ?'RES -- 
adhitlee will remain in existing facllitles. - -  > 

W e  must get the ward out on these actions as soon as possible. I know I've 
said this before, but it bears repeating: R e g d e s s  of persona) opinfons, it's oar 
responsibility as pmf~sional mclilbera of the total  force to ~llpport the SecrefB1Y9a 
recommendatlone, 

NOTE TO EDITORS: Any questions regarding the BRAC proceag as a whole or 
the AF selection process must be referred to Maj Mary Fcltault, SAFPfiI, dsn 225- 
0640/commercial(703) 695-0640, Individual units &odd go through their 
headquarters. 



Point Paper 
on 

The OEce of Aerospace Studies (OAS) 

PURPOSE: To d i s s  the impact of potential realignment of Kirtland GF;B, in light of 
recent BRAC findings, and to discuss &re options.. 

1)1IScuSSION: 
a OAS is a field operating agency (FOAJ reporting to HQ AFMC/DR W e  

currendy have an MOA with Phillips Lab for administrative support. 

b. OAS has a twohld mission: MAJCOM element providing t&c4 a d y t i d ,  
and costing support to the operatjonal c-s, AFMC, and the Air Staff in plamiq, 
conducting, and reviewing Cost and Operational EfEectivems Analyses ( C O W )  and 
related studies supporting acquisition decisions. Supports AFSPC and AFMC product 
centers with artalyticd investigations and mahations of space systems and related issues. 

c. OAS has 38 aut-ons (13 mititar). and 25 civiiian). OAS occupies building 
460 on KAFB. The organization occupies approximateIy 9,000 square feet of floor space, 
induding office space for perwnnef, cunfkence mom, camputer mom, and storage. That 
would be our approximate requirements in any other facirhy. 

d We are ~irrently working realigament issues fb OAS with AFMC/DR No 
deckions about when or Swe WOUM redocafe have been made. Options inchrde: 

- Remain in place witzing PL MOA 
- Relocate in toto to WPAFB or elsewhere 
- Relocate part of the organization to W P M  and part to PL or 
SMC 

e. M y  assumption, without Headquarters guidance or apprwal, is that at least part 
of the organization might relocate, perhaps to W P B .  However, I can't make any firm 
prediction T i n g  wouid be governed by Headquarters instructions; probably not before 
Me 1997. Space requirements in any new kii i ty would be a p p h t e i y  9,000 square 
ket of floor space. 

RECOiXMENDAITON: None, for infbmtation only. 

: 3 0 S Y O  SE :LT 26, 8Q YYW 



MEMORANDUM FOR 377 ABW 

FROM: N'MNG-CDS 
BLrXi 20 1 40 

SUBJECT: W B  Closurc / Realignment 

.. . 
t . . 

. . .  

1. New Mexico National Guard Counter Drug Support's mission is to provide 
additional support to Fedcral , Statc , and Local Law Enforcement in the interdiction and 
d c d  reduction of illegal drugs in the state of New Mexico. 

2. Relocatioll plans, if any, will be &doped  when the final outcome of K A m ' s  
futm is k i r k d .  CDS will m a i n  in the state and hopefLlly in AIbuqutrquc. 

3. Facility requirements ate as follows; 

b. 6000 sq ft storage of operational quiprnmt 

c. 1/4 a m  vehicle storage ( mutor pl ) 

4. Closurc of KAFB will make it harder for uq to operate, bul we will contime rn 
matter w W  The biggest impact will'be an troop care. Base housing , medical , 
coinmi-, and all other bentfits afforded to our active duty pusonucl will bc lost 

5. POC on this matter is LTC Stout and CW4 Maciolek at 846-1031. 

ROBEKT A. MACIOLEK 
CW4, NMARNG 
AIR OPERAT3ONS 



- - -  
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR FORCE OFFICE OF SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS DETACHMENT 11 6 

2060 Ssoond Street SE 
Kirtland AFB NM 871 17-6622 

8 March 19% 

MEMORANDUM FOR 377ABWXP (PAM BLANKS) 

FROM: AFOSI Defachrnent 1 16 

SUBJECT: Requested information for BRAC Team 

REP: Your telephonic request dated 7 Mar 95 

I. The following information is provided in response to ref: 

A. MISSION: AFOSt Detachment 116 provides specialized investigative services to the 377 Air 
Base Wing, 58 Special Operarions Wing, Phillips Laboratory and existing associate units with DoD 
missions. AFOSI conducts investigations involving criminal, fraud, counterintcllingence and serious . . rtdmuush.etive matters. AFOSI has been grant& investigative jurisdiction of Kiland AFB and the 
noabem third of New Mexico. APOSI conducts Air Force liaison with federal, srate, and local law 
enforcement and security organizations in Albuquerque and throughout northern New Mexico. 

B. RELOCATlON PLANS: Unknown; however, if realignment occur8 and the Phillips 
Laboratory remains at Kktland APB, a small AFOSI unit will be required to provide them with 
defetzsivt counterintelligence and fraud investigative services. The remaining persormtl will most 
W y  be reassigned to existing AFOSI detachments worldwide. 

C. NEEDED FACILITIES: AFOSI will continue to require office space to support a smaIkr 
number af persormel. Additional .specialized requirements include a need for an interview JXXWII, 

evidence storage and weapons storage. 

D. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The Phillipe Laboratory wiIl require continued defensive 
counteriotelligmce support from AFOSI regardless of any decision to realign KirUand AFB. The 
f-gn inteIIigence threat to the Phillips Laboratory will remain and APOSI is prepared to provide 
t h e  critical services. 

2. If we can be of further assistance, you can contact us at 846-6378. 

"HELPING TO PROTECT A GREAT WAY OF UFE" 



Q I R  OPS 

. * I N  

-UM FOR 377 AB WIXP 
A'lTN: PAM 

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

M R R  08'95 1 0 : 1 9  No.003 P.02 

!WBJECR lCirtland Closura Impact 

1. Thofdlowhg is hmitted in tespo~ise toyour questions 8 Mar 95: 

a M i ~ i o n  -The 12 AF comnuuuh's qmemlativc to the 150 FG (NMANG). Advioes the 150 FG 
cmmmder in all  are^ doperatirme, mdntenance. uakty, mobility, and stport f'undarms. Acts as 
liaiew with USAF on 150 FG readimx issues. 

b. Rd4crtida - Thie d c & t n w  wwld relocale with the 150 FG sltould thir ANG dl relaca6e. 

c. FaciWs Rfrasvucnrrt - Thee warld & no dmge in filities infraslrucbm requirema as a 
rCGUlt &a KXPB d m .  howwcr, this inliasnP&n is already incorporated im existing or pmpaeed 
150 PG Itrdlitics and docE not currently require additional faa l i b .  

d Other - This 612 AOG Detactmont is an active ety  USAF unit who9 adtninistntive. medical, dc. 
muir-~m rrm~t bc m d f d  as a m l t  of W i l y  clamre. 

DAVlD S. PAR- Lt CIA, OSAP 
150 PG Air Forcc Advisoo 



FAX TRANSMISSION SHEET 

NORTHERN AREA OFFICE 
US ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, ALBUQUERQUE 
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TO: Zy - 

DATE: 3 / 7  /95- 
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--ARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
5420 CREW T W W  WQ (AM0 

FROM: OEEVR (Hs Long, 6-7921) 

SUBJ; Relocation of the Corps of Engtneers 

TO: CESWA-E;IA-K ( A t t n :  Bill IlcCollon) 

I .  On 18 Hay 1992. the  Klrt land Facilities Board Space Utllizatfon Panel 
approved your relocatfon into Bui ldf  ng 20606. The attached dragram defines 
t h e  area you w i l l  be receiving. 

2-  I f  you have any f u r t h e r  questions, please don1 t hesitate t o  contact Hs 

Construction and Base 
Oeve lopment 

1 Atch 
Diagram 

AM-GLOBAL REACH FOR AMERICA 





A.m 10-1-1 
16 January 1995 

Change 3 

(1) Superrrieee, directs, and manages asieigned operatione and 
=inteaance projecte. 

( 2 )  .~Avea  am District focal point and public/cuetomer interface  on 
M t t e t B  related to the ptrojeet ( a ) .  

(3 )  Prepaeen cost e e t h t e e  for cutrent &ud f u t u z m  year project 
budge cequemte, identifieta rdditionrl funding needs, 8nd releame% rurpSur funde 
from assigned project(8). 

( 4 )  Bear6 rarpns ib i l i ty  fat a11 nmpctm of operatione, maintenance, 
and rdmintmtration of water and associrted rarourceo, Lneludiag the natural, 
drveloped, hiotoric, and archaeological maaurcee. 

( 5 )  Operatee and maintaine structure6, ran&, and watere for 
authorized project purpoeee which may Include recreation, flood control, 
forentry, fisheries, and w i l d l i f e  purposes. 

(6) supervieen and directe maintenance work by field ~ i t e  forcee. 
Perf- min+emce work r t t lUz lng  project mechanical and heavy c o n o t r u c t i ~  
equipent. UtLlFtee reeourcen to -lap md hplmnarrt pruventive maintenance 
Fnopcctione and all repairs. 

( 7 )  Adminfetere routine rervics, maintenance, and repair cantracts 
for a l l  project features inaludinq bat not lihited to dam, flood control/water 

"7 
ti; +) rmpply mtructuren , pumping plsnta, and natpral renourcen. 

2:. 3 - .-. 
(8) Eneures that al l  Wntenance aetivitier and contracto conform to 

applicable environmental law8 and requlat io~~ .  Enmurco enviroamental compliaace , 
inclu~¶iag ERGO, at field eitee. 

(9) Deternines the extent  of and ochedules all repair8 to facilities.  
Pzeparee field estimate of direct coet of maintenance work w h e r e  much of +he wark 
i r  oaually accooppliehed by hired labor. 

(I) Reeponeible to the Chief ,  Conetruetion-Oparatfon. Division. 

(2 )  ACte am Resident contracting Off icer .  authorized to modify the 
contzact to a c ~ o d a t e  field chtuagelr within the monetary 1imitntCans mtated in 
h i e  authority and w i t b i n  the limitas af available funde. Praoidee Engineering and 
Pluming Dlviaian tha tap.& eomta neoded to develop eatirnatea above $50,000 a d  

of the envelopen d~eiga cancepte reflecking f i e d  inmight, 

(J!  Xaintaine active liaiaon with a l l  ozganizatfan sleanents wi th in  



ADR 10-1-1 
26 J a a u w  1995 
change 3 

the Df 6tricrt off i c e  and contractors to t?eure tlmely completion of action6 being 
pesfonned by others. Reparte problem area6 and/ar lack o f  support to Chief,  
Canstructian-Operations Dl~iei0n. 

(4) Develops planning hformatien &nd -idea rec-ndatiena t c r  
Chief, Couatruction-operations Division. coordfnat~r prvblemu and provide8 
technical  advice to apprcpfiate office s t a f f  elements. 

( 5 )  Perf~ras revien o f  ehmp drawinge within technical capsbflity. 

(6) Particfpatas i s  the conetmactibility reviewm of temmtruction 
pluru md rpecificationm duefng both deeign and conrtmactiaa phmes. 

( 7 )  Eetrbli mhecr s e ~ i r e m e n t m  and proesdurer f o r  preliminary and 
final u n i t  and subsystem t e s t e  and eerws as D i a t r i c t  representative during 
actual f i e l d  or factolty testa.  Preparee or reviewe final teat reports, 

(8) Exercises direct  mupervieion .over the I lk t land  and Ca-n 

.\ 
11) Reeponeible to the Area Engineer, Uoehera Area M f l c e .  

(2 )  Acte a6 the Authorired Repramentative of the Contra~t img O f f i c m r  
,,=- .. 

- 1  t m  adrsiniater fixed-price conetruction contracw aeeigned to the R e a u n t  :. . J .- ., Engineer. Reeident Eagineer acts re Reeideot mntracting Officer. 

(3)  Appravelr cen'trsctaf Accident Prevention P l u a  and Quality control 
Plan. Coordinatee w i t h  Constmction Brancb and Safety O f f i c e r .  

(4)  App-8 coaettuction echedule. Cootdfnatecr with Area Office. 

( 5 )  Honitora contrkctor prepamad field re-buUt **wings r m  job 
progreeeee tot forwarding to cus+omer, thraugh hrea O f f i c e .  

(6)  rnmpectr coniitructf on material, equipaent, and workmanehip fez 
ccmpliance with drrwinge, epecificatione, and safety requiramentm. 

(7)  Compliee with the Quality A66utanCO Program. Waintaine an 
rffectiw Quality Aeaurance Program for each contract. V e k - i f i e e  8 t a t U 8  o f  the 
contzactors. Preparee draft construction EtatuS reporto. 

18) Bold0 we-fiaal uld f ina l  inmpetctionr of mtrmctor's work. 

( 9 )  b ~ ~ & c t a  pre-conatructioa confereacsu~ pro-work safety 
c~nferencee, and quality control confersncee fax thoae contracts aesf9nedtothe 
Reeident Offices. 



WHR 87 "53 Id4 >-VM 5@52tzb235 
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ATlR 20-1-1 
16 Jmq 1995 

Change 3 

(LO) Proparem "Contr&ctrar'a Performance Evaluatian" repertr, 

(11) Enf orcee eafety pr- . ' m i a n a  of the conttact rpecif icaticnn and 
HQUSAC15 Safety Requiremente HandboUx. Znveutigateo and reporto accidentg 
rrsulting Fn pereonal injury or property damage. 

C. h t h e r n  Area 0-. 
\ - / 

Contracting Officer, to mdify t h e  
coattact to a within the etated i n  

the Dietrict  of retf ono being 
perfoaaPd by to Chief, 

4 Develapm p l a ~  and provideo recoapmendatiann to 
/-".-;E> Chief, COnatruction-Operations probleme and provides 
-' -%J 1 technical advice to 

( 5 )  Perfoms review of drawings within ttchnicd capability 
and proceeeee modificationa and 

( 6 )  p e i ~ i p a t e r n  tfkv~bility z e v i e w s  af ~ ~ n ~ r u c ~ i o n  
plans and epeoificatione during bo deai and eonettuaion phaeee. 

( 7 )  prooaduree for preliminary and 
fi-1 u n i t  and dug- 
r c t a a  fLeld or factory repotta. 

( 8 )  Exercieee t eupervisbn over t h e  El Pa60 and Bollomad 
h i d e n t  O f f  ice8 . \ 

8. -0 and m&an M E  Resident O f f f c e e .  . .  

le +a t h e  Area 
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TALKING PAPER 

MPACT OF BASE R B A L I ~ T  ON 
AREA DEFE;NSE COUNSEL OFFICE 

- The Judge Advocate General Department established the Area Defense Counsel in 1976 
pursuant to MID directives. 

- The ADC charter provides that this office will be responsible fbr prmidiig the 
kllowing legal services. 

-Defense Counsel in Courts-Mal and Article 32 investigations Manual fbr 
Courts-Martial (MCM), AFT 5 1-201, AFR 1 10-9, Article 27(b(2) UC1W, and 10 U.S.C 
8(357(8) 

-- Defknse Counsel in admirristntive separation actions of oEcers and enlisted 
p e r ~ ~ d .  AFU6-3206, MI 36-3207, AFI 36-3208 

- Defense Counsel in Article 15 actions. MCM, A H  51 -202, U r n  

- Militmy legal advisor in fbreign c r h h d  jurisdiction cases. AFI 5 1-202, AFR 
1 1 1 - 1 p w q h  1 8(g)(4) 

- Defense Counsel and d t a t y  legal advisor in interrogation situations. -4FI 
5 1-20 1, AFR 1 1 1-1 paragtaph 18-3(g)(2) 

- Defense Counsel and military Icgal advisor in other adversc actions to include 
Reports of Survey, Line ofhty Determinations, APWOIER appeals, military pay 
pmblerns, Flying Evaluation Boards, Medical Crederrtials Hearings, letters of reprimand, 
court of inquiry, aa&rxinistrative demotion, digest files, denial of reenlistmat,etc. MIS1 - 
201, AJX.111-1, AFI9O-30 I, m6-2401,AFI36-2403,  -6-2106, AFX 36-2907, AFI 
3 6-2503, AFI36-3 004, AFI 36-29 1 0, M U  6-2502, AFI36-2606, AFR68- 1 

- Scope of Responsibility: W active duty military members on base and gurromdhg 
metro area including military members of all branches of service, reserves and Nationd 
Guard. There are several units operating o f f  base manned by military penomel. 

- Proposed realignmentldeactivation of the Area Defense Counsel d, as a minimum, 
deny remaining military personnel ready access to legal clef- counsel and representation 



as required by public law, congressional and DOD directives and AF regulations and 
mstructions. 

. . - Remauung military pepsonnel would be denied ready access to legal defense c w n s e l  
and representation. 

- k m e n d a t i o n :  To insure continued legal d h  d c e s  are easily accessible to 
remaining rmlitary members, recommend this satellite office s-ed by one military defhse 
attorney and one paralegal remain active and either be supported by Air Force Legal 
Services Agency, Washington M= or by an &er Judge Advocate 0- remaining in tht 
=%a. 

Capt ApoVADCbseann Flore-se Paralegal, 846-5554 



SVB~ECX:  B W  S i t e  Survey lnfornatlon 

1, 'Per our conversation of Uti3 morning, please use the atcached 
fnf6 to answer the local wing Plans orLlce tasklug t o  provide 
t h b  w i t h  your mission, relocation plans, and facility infra- 
structure requirements 23'LT COB 8 M a r  95. 

2. :Please q h a s i t e  that no new s i t e  far relocatirsg yuur utlvrrivn 
hasjbeen detewmined, but ISETC is currently explbrlng me options. 
N a d ,  the ~~qr i i ze raen tb  are c s t ; h t a t ~  only and have not yet been 
coogdinnted with AETC; as suchc the infornwtivn must be treated 
as draft rough estimates mly. 

3. :Please keep us posted on eny new clevelopwents. Unril the 
AeTC P-Plark is developed, m will not h a ~ e  d e f ~ % i t i v e  answers fox 
mu * 

RMlXLL E. PIOQTEN 
Colonel, USAF 
Commander 

Attachrowt: 
Klrtland NCOA Info 



- .  - .  . 

4 i Uirrion. m e  NCQ a c a d d e s  provide sclezct&d poatcmads85aasd 
officers quality professional military education to nore effi- 
cieritly and effectively develop and fulfill Lhelr responsibili- 
ties iu the world's best atxospsce fighting force. 

- The capability and capacity of the Kirlland Academy must be 
transferred to sorue future location 

- M T C  must be contacted for curreuL infontmtion on apy plana 
fez relocation 

- MTC P-Plan has not yet been developed for t h i s  issue 

- The EoLLowing are the sequftcmerats for a 6-seminar WC2A 
(reelacanent) capacity 

-- Approximately 20K square P o o L  Academic Facility far s i x -  
seminar capacity { 14 +tudents/s~raiao~, 8 4  studcntslolrss. seven 
cla$ses/yearl 

-- - Six seminar rums 

--- O f f i c e  space adequate fur 14 stafft'faualty -era 

--- Auditorium capaclty of approximately 100 personnel with 
associated audiovisual booth capability 

--.. Student lounge 

--- Faculty Lounge 

--- Conf ercnce roan 



K I R T L H P ~ U  NLU H W D ~ Y  

--- beaming Resourcc C c n t e r  

j ___  Drill Padt~thletic area 

--- Faculty locker ruonts/shower facilities 

--- Ready accesa to installation Fitness C e n t e r  

-- Siny le-occupancy bi lreting for approximately 84 
6tudentstclass located close to academic facility 



DEPARTMENT OF TEE AIR FORCE 
~ l , b S Z D P I l ~ ~ s Q v ~ O N , A P I F O R C I ~ ~ ~ ~  

KWLW AIR FORCE W r N W M m  871 1 7 4  

8 Mar 95 

SUBJECT: BRAC 

1. The mission of Detachment 2, 452d Flight Test Squadron, i s ' t o  
"Provide safe and eTfective maintenance, modification, and 
operations support to all Kirtland-based Test Wing customers". 
The detachment has been in place since 1978 o r i g i n a l l y  part of 
the 4950th Test Wing. We transferred to the 412th Test Wing a t  
Edwards AFB in 1993 when the 4950th was closed as p a r t  of the 
previous BRRC. O u r  current  customers include the *gus Branch of 
Phillips Lab and ",he US Army Big Crow Program Office. Bas ica l ly ,  
we provide these custamers with airburae platforas required by 
their programs. 

2. The disposition of D e t  2, assuming Kirtland AFB closes, has 
not been determined. If both of our current custoners remain in 
Albuquerque, it is likely that Det  2 will remain here also, 
(Please note that this is my 'opinion' and not necessarily the 
position of HQ AFMC or the AFETC.1 If the decision i s  to disband 
the D e t ,  then t h e  aircraft w i l l  be returned t o  Edwards AFB. All 
D e t  owned equipment would be shipped to Edwards ZU?B. Twenty four 
nilitary personnel would require a PCS move. Edwards AFB would 
require no BRAC funding since they  a r e  already equipped to handle 
these aircraft. 

3. We currently use the f a c i l i t i e s  listed below: 

a. Triple  wide trailer next to hanger 7 6 0 .  
b. Small office i n  hanger 1002. 
c. Self help converted Conex trailer at ?ad 4. 
d. AGE buiiding south of hanger 760. 

If Kirtland AFB closes  and Det 2 remains in.Ubuquerque, we 
request the facilities and infrastzucture listed below: 

a. Hanger 1002, to include a l l  of f i ce  and shop space. 
b. Bldg 1007, Power shed, 
c. Bldg 1006, AGE buildiag. 
d .  Bldg 1009, Life S ~ p p o r t .  
e. Bldg 992, S : ~ F F O ~ ~  building. 



f .  Parking aircraft spaces west t o  include wash rack east 
t o  San Yateo perimeter fence and north to perineter 
fence. 

These facilities would allow us to support both our customers in 
the same general location instead of t he  three separate operating 
locations we currently use, At the present we operate two C-135 
aircraft and will be acquir ing a third in April with the 
possibility of a f o u r t h  in June. We a re  manned with 95% military 
personnel and 53 civilian personnel. For f lying operations, we 
require the functions of base operations and weather. In 
addition, we need GSA vehicles and aircraft fuel. We operate and 
maintain our own AGE equipment. We could set up our supply lines 
directly with Edwards. Local purchase, LP store and tool issue 
requirements needs to be addressed. W e  u t i l i z e  f l i gh t  medicine 
and the base hospital.  i#e would need provisions f o r  fire and 
rescue. We require Hazardous Materials waste disposa:. 

4 .  In addition to our awn operations, we have supported a 
variety of alrcraft  frcm all services on a temporary basis. 
These customers i ~ c l u d e  but axe not limited to NASA, Hanscom A A ,  
OPTEC Threat Support Activity, US Navy E-6 program, etc. It 1s 
possible that we could provide scme transient senices far the C- 
141's supporting the 898th Munitions Squadron. Xf Kirtland AFB 
closes and D e t  2 remains, we w i l l  be capable, on a limited scale, 
of providing support far AEMC cperatfons front Albuquerque 3 -- International A i r p o r t .  

-2s 

D E N N ~ S  R. CLBRI(, Lt C O ~ ,  USAF 
Commander 



- - - - - - - 

NQR 08 ' 95 Q L : CBFP1 t3f324 K I RTLRI\ID AFB 

HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE SECrURXTY POLICE AGENCY 
(AFSPA) 

Kirtland AFB, Nbf 

MISSION: The Air Force Security Police Agency ensures effective policies, plans, 
programs, and resources are in place execute peacetime and w r t k e  responsibilities for 
law ehrcement, physical and iufomation security, air base defkme, and combat auns 
training and maintenance. Key customers: The Chief of Staff, Air StafFDkctontcs, Air 
Fme Semetaiat Directoratcq and LVAJCOIM Clriefs of Security Police. 

IRIELOCATIOX PLANS: According to the SECDEF's plan, AFSPA is to relocate to 
Lackland AFB, TX. We have been contacted by oEcials from the support group at 
Lackland. They are planning for our nhcation thcrc. That is Ule only official contact we 
have meived. 

FACILITY INFRASTRUCTL-E REQUIREmNTS: AFSPA's fwctions are, in the 
main, ahiaistrative in nature. Wc currently have 33,000 square fcet of office space, 
conference facilities, computer hardware work stations, and files for approximately 75 
staff offEcers, enlisted, and cit-ifians. Sufficient parking 1br POVs is also required. 

OTHER PERThY ENT INFORMATION: AE'SPA annually hosts Peacekeeper 
Challenge, the prcmicr police/ground defe&combat skills competition for the Air 
Force. This is an inte~national event involving the USAF, Great Elfibin's RAF, the 
Royal Australian Air Forcc, and the Royal Canadian Air Farce. This is a high level 
international event attended by djr~finguishd visitors fiom all s e ~ c e s  involved 
Requjcemenfs: Several thousand acres of open, natural termin, geographically separated 
from tlw main operating base industrial areas {flightline, cantonment, and dormitory 
areas) by at least severnl miles. Rationale: safety. Live ammunition is wed during 
portions of the event Various obstacles and firing ranges for the events are required. 
Additionally, a minimum of 10,000 square feet of climate antmlIed storage space is 
required for event equipment thnwgiwut the year. 

Major BattcnlHQ N;SPIVCCE/DSN 246-6980!sdb/8 Mar 95 



3RAC INFORXATION 
D?AS-CO/AL3UQUERQUZ OFFICE 

MISSION - AS an operating location to t3e Defense ?iiisnce arid 
Accountl ng Service - Columbus Center :he AlbuqcerQue ?ayment Office 
operates and manages a Cenrrsl Proci~reaent Accounting and Finance 
Disbursing Systec; disburses over $12.5 billion Central Procurement 
Funds on Air Force ?rime contrac:; with naJor DUD contractors 
annually. ?repares fiduciary reports and statemezts of 
accountaSility to the US Treasury, !IFAS-DE, and Air Force funding 
activities. Assists AFI.ICITI in L3e tdentification of requlred 
changes (to include uggradlng of system) to the Centrai Procureaent 
Disbursement System. Nonitors ia~lementation and operations, 
conducts continuing progress evaluations. aesponsibla tor internal 
contro: reviews, self-evaluation program and Ac~uisition Xsnagement 
Information System (AMIS) data base purlflcation. Per forms 
contract audi ta, reviews and impie2ents new ?olic?es and 3roceGures 
to ensure accuracy and erflciency of the accounting and finance 
abstraction and paymznt functions. 

BZLOCATIOY - This act!vitY has Deen schedule(1 to transfer to 3FAS- 
Columbus Celter in Columbus, Ohio for the past several years. 
Partial transfer of contracts was completed in April and November 
1 9 9 4 .  The third transfer Is now scheduled :or llugust 1 9 9 5  and the 
final transfer is scheduled for November 1 9 9 5 .  I f  transfers occur 
as scheduled (several delays have occured in the past) the entire 
function would cease to exist in Alauquerque by the and of 1995. 

FACILITY iNFRASTRUCTU39 INFOFIHATION - D F A S - C o l ~ a . 3 ~ ~  Center iS now 
in place and 2 facilitiss there will aDsor3 t2e A1311querque 
workload wlthout any additional facilities requirements. 

OTHER INFORHATION Tne transfer 3f the Albuquerque worBioad -.o 
Columbus, o h l o  will d l ~ ~ i J ~ e  approxlaately 50 clvillan employees. 



' . '  
DEFENSE CONTRACT 1ZiN.-iGEhfENT OFFICE 

ALBUQUERQUE 
BLDG. 20203B 

F STREET 
KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 

To probide contract administration support for DoD and other Government (i.e. NAS.4) buying 
activities and program offices. DChziO-Albuquerque provides contract administration support 
(business and technical) throughout the State of New Mexico, Northeastern hizona, West Texas, 
and Northern Mexico. Contract .ldrninistration support includes production and operations, 
quality (hardware/software), engineering, transportation and packaging, safety, flight operations, 
pricing, contracts, and property. The DCMO provides oversight for over 100 dBerent contractors 
who have requirements for over 1500 contracts. The D C M ,  of the Defense Logistics Agency, is 
a subordinate headquarters of the Defense Contract Management Area Operations-Phoenix and 
the Defense Contract Management Command. 

RELOCATION PLANS 

The DClLlO currently has no relocation plans at this time regarding base realignment at Kirtland. 
Our higher headquarters, DChlAO-Phoenix is protided facilities and office space under a GSA 
contract. I believe that the DChlO would need to make similar arrangements with GSA here in 
Albuquerque. However, if a tenant activity, such as Phillips Lab, remains, and could control a 
quantity of facilities md office space, the DCMO would certamly pursue an Inter Service Support 
Agreement (ISSA) with that achity. The DClLlO would not be able to provide, alone, the 
necessary support currently being received fiom the 377th Wing. 

F.ACILITIES/OFFICE SPACE 

The DCMO Headquarters is located at Kirtland XFB on the second floor of building 20203B on F 
Street. The headquarters consists of approximately twenty-four (24) personnel. The remaining 
Dm30 personnel are located at contractor's facilities in and around .;Ubuquerque, Carlsbad, and 
Las Cruces, New h/Iexico, and El Paso, Texas (to include Fort Bliss). All senices that the DCMO 
headquarters currently receives would need to continue for "adequate" contract administration 
mission support. 

The DCkIO office area is currently being scheduled for renovation. This \dl more than likely 
change. The one requirement that n-e have. especially given our interface with multiple 
contractors and ~~ all buying activities within DoD, is to have a professional office area in 
which to conduct our business and mission. Present facilities, inferior wall appearance, closets, 
and latrines Gust to name a few), do not assist in representing the "professional" image that our 
people must exhibit. 



Definse Logistk Agency 

Inter-Office Memorandum 

In Reply 
Refer TO: DChtfDIV-GPOP (Afaj. Jeromei(505) 836-6232) 7 Pvlarch 1 99 5 

SUBJECT: Organization Relocation 

TO: 

1. As per your request earlier this morning, I a& forwarding to you our mission statement, 
relocation plans, and facilities space requirements. The specific square footage authorization is 
avaiIable through the ISSA office located in the 377th Wing Headquarters. 

2. 1 request that our office be notified of any relocation issues regarding tenant activities here at 
M a n d  AFB. The sooner we have information regarding relocation andlor alternative support, 
the sooner we can plan for our future needs, so that mission support will bc minimally affated. 

3. If additional information is needed, please call me at the above listed number, or at 

54. 
6-6229/6259. I look forward to receiving additional information as soon as it becomes available. :,.a :- 

cc: COL Thomas R. Barnes, Commander 
DCMAO-Phoenix 



MmORANdUM FOR firtland APB BRAC Committee 

SUBJECT: Misslon  change^ Related to B W  

1. Veterlndxy S~rvlce'~ rnln610nts are based on an &etivs duty 
population. 

2.  Claaure of Kirtland MI) with removal of 621 active duty 
peraonnel would effectively cancel our mission a t  Klrtland. 

3. BRAC Lmpact would be closure of our clfnic at KAxtland ~ 4 t h  
transfer of our military petsQnne1 and 1088 of on@ lWR/NAECf 
civilian emp2oyee. 

4 Pequeot earliest notification o f  clocrura, if finailted, In 
order to provide our employee an opportunity t o  compete for other 
job8 under BRAC- 

3 .  PoSnt of contact 1.8 the undersigned a t  DBN 569-2344. 

CFt Ill% Taylor 
MAJ #ye 
CPlP Bhadomy 
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Counte- m, Defm~Ndcar Agtn~y 
902d Militaq *m Group 

U.S. A m y  InWa1gencc and Security Command 
1684 Texar Stnet Se 

Kirtlrad AS& NM 87117-5669 

MISSION: 

Provides dire& countezin~ence end m u n ~ p i ~ e  support to Field C d  
Defarse Nuclear Agency VCDNA) aaivitiu in New Mexico, Nevadq and Johnston 
At01 Deters, detects, and investigates acts of subversion, @ o w  md dotage md 
terrorism target@ FCDNk Advises and conducts tmammss training on CI and 
operations Security (OPSBC) issues, khdhg s i d a t o d  nuclear d k t ~ ~  tern, other 
sensitive test and evaluation operations, and trtaty wrpport with form~r Russian Republics. 
Responsible for dired intcxhct with all ikderat, state, and hcal hw arforcmncd and 
intelligewe agencies. 

POINTS OF CONTACT: (505) 846-8786 FAX: (505) 846-1552 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
AI,BUQUERQUE PREQllENCY SURVEIFaLANCE INIT 

. KIRTLAND AIR FORCE B M E ,  NEW MEXICO 87117-5000 

*T.ILMtO( w 

AFSJ 7 Feb 9 5  

hfpmRANn[JM FQ]l Chjef, 377771 A i r  Rase wing Win3 Readiness Office Kirtl-and h j r  - I-- 
t.'ij'rce Hase, N H  R 7 1 1 7  

SUBJECT: Configuration Uma/llesumc P i  l o  Amount 32RMlt 

1. Thc primary function of t h o  All~uqucrquc Frcqucncy Surveil lance I ln i t  is the 
successful complstlon of the following requircmcnts, 

a.  Monitor t h c  radio froqucncy spectrum to detect, ident:i.fy, locate and 
eliminate potcnt is1 or actual radio frequency i n t c r f  crcnce, 

b, Mtrkc radio f~cqucncy !jca~ches to dctcminc clcar  charnels and 
suprartahi l i t y  of proposed radio freqtjency acsignmen t s ,  

c .  Perform frequency spectrum analysis to include em3 ssion bandwidth, 
field intensity, dircction finding and modulttion measurments, 

d .  Accomplish radio frequency monitoring services for Mhit.e Sands Missile 
L Range and Kirtland Air Forcc Rasc, In support of tho lkyartmcnt of Defense Area 

Prcquency Coorclinator, wc prov;idc assistmcc to a1 1 government agencies that 
--?3 . .- ' . request our servicos . 
- 

e. Perform prevcntivc and corrcctivc mintcnmcc on assigned coaurmnication 
and electronic cquiprnent . 
2, There are two civilian personnel a s s i q n e d .  One GS11 and one 6509. 

3. One forth of tho assigncd space is used for maintenance. One forth is used 
far off ice ,  storage, heating and a i r  condit.ioni.ng. One ha.lf is used for 
operation area. 

4. This unit ha% adnri.nj.strati.on equipment. which consist of typewriters, f i l e  
cabinets, deskq, chairs, hook she lvcs, sccurity conttiincr and computer, 

5.  This unit has onc special purpose vehicle and onc ESA administration vchiclc. 
The special purpose v ehi c I e is -aintained by t3e 377th Tran sportati.on squadron, 
T h i s  and a l l  support. requI~cd  is outlinctI it1 the fntarservice Support Agreement 
between Kirtland AFD and White Sands Missilc Range, W, 

Chief, hl b\xquarquo Prcqucncy 
Surveil lance IJnit 



TEL : Mar 07,95 12:46  h0.902 P.03 

DEPARTMENT O F  THE ARMY 
Ar,euQuERque Pneqtrmcr sunvnrcrmcn UNIT 

. KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO 87117-5000 

M C L Y  TO 
.T lEY?IW OL 

A P S U  7 Fcb 95 

MEMORANDUM FOR 3 7 7  ABW/XP, Wing R c a d i n c s s  O f f i c e r  ~ i r t l a n d  ~ i r  
Force Base, IH 8 7 1 1 7  

The Albuquerquc Frequency S u r v e i l l a n c e  Unit i s  not p l a n n i n g  to 
relocate .  A s  s t e n a n k  of the  377 A n #  w a  w i l l  r equ i t e  the same 
support outlined in the Interservice S u p p o r t  Agroament between 
X i r t l a n d  APB'and the Whitc Sands  Missi le  Range, NM aftcr tho 
Basc realignment. 

ELDEN K. OKINO 
C h i o f ,  Albuquerque Freqeuncy 
S u r v e i l l a n c e  . O n i t  



-. 

TO: W 

Army h Air Force Exchange Service 
Kidland AFB Exchange 
BuiMing 1 I126 
Kiflland AFB, New Moxico 871 17-5000 

KAFB - GM 09 Mar 1995 

MISSION ON BASE: 

To service the Military and Retirees population 

RELOCATION PLANS: 

Unknown at this t i m e .  This will be up to DOD. If it 
comee to the point of closing, we w i l l  be qiven 
guidance from AAFES Readquarters. They w i l l  walk us 
through it. 

\ 
Facilities Information Structure L o c a t i o n .  N/A 

Point of C o n t a c t :  Bobbie Windham, General Manager 
( 5 0 5 )  242-0602 



M A R -  7 - 9 5  T U E  1 6 ' 3 7  PSD A B Q  

. A ,  

PIRSOWNEL SUPPORT ICTIVITY DET4CHMSNT ALB'JOUBRQIIE (NAVY1 
BUILDINO 826 (2ND DECK) XIRTLAn AFB 

- l a  provide gay transPo~~ation %upper t for app?owimatc!y 31% 
a r t l s *  otflcc~/enl~sted nsvel p e ~ a o n n c l  esaigeed i n  numpous gecgrs??,;cal 
are-;:: t o  1ncLuda the at ate^ a i  New Maxico; Texan, and Arlzonn.  A d d l t ~ ~ c ~ ?  \ y ,  
a:.!*$ t8 !. J Z  ptSsvided t o  eyprbxfmtely $dB o f  Jlcer/cnlleted naval se ir! \$*d 
: : p t r s o n n a l  assigned t o  Naval  & Marine Corps Reserve C C ; : ~ S F ,  
A i :*u.;.*!+ :.,j\-c . 

lG::QC4TI0El PLANS 

- P,prll t o  July  1995 timef~ame. ~elocite from curpent facility ( b l d t  +tZ:?l 
t..l s;+':. ~ : n g  of  Naval A i p  Walrta~e Centelr Qetachnent, Albuque~que ( b l d ~  f d 2 T 1 i .  

- ShouId t h e  aRAC Csmmittte 4esi nate Xirt land AFB f b r  closri~r- a p  
re:s cp::r t-rip 1 ng t h e  Navy P e ~ e o n ~ e  1 S u p p a ~ t  4 ,s t l v  i ty Detachment, Aibt~querqr;rt ul : 1 
~ i - ~ i l !  tee UfiAC funds to relacate t o  c o m e r ~ c ~ a l  f a c i l  itirs. 

PAS! i.12'1 i?S INFRASTRUCTURE BBQot REk$WPS 

. 338@ t o  4088 square feet 

- intrusion Alarm Syetem t o  centtdl  and protect  government r . ? y r - 9 :  1 . . 
CD4:7bk 

Dedicated phone and electric41 cequl remen t s  for operat! r , ~ :  .af 
~.3.;/i.!:r..*::nnel a u p p o ~ t  computer eyjt+rn: Sietllitt Airlint T l c k t t l n g  eqll:g;rint:  
n.: t!.;:!.yitj~pendrntfretl~ee ident i  t i c a t i o n  card Iseuance system (DEERS: r n ~ d j  

*;t~!- -r- .*~;o  % a l l  syatem. 

- 51:8 tomr Service Parking La t !apprdx IS spaces) . 

Sisdicapped access for r e t l r e d  nll t tary  and depeneent customers. 
. . - - . . . - , - .  - . . .  





Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Questions 10 Mar 95 

1. DESA Mission: 

The Defense Evaluation Support Activity (DESA) provides planning, test support and evaluation 
capability to Defense wide activities of the USD(A) and specifically to the DTS&E in the 
execution of specific test and evaluation (T&E) responsibilities. 

The Defense Evaluation Support Activity (DESA) is an independent field activity, chartered by 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense to provide specialized, non-traditional evaluation support to 
DoD and other Government agencies. DESA conducts a wide range of evaluations, technology 
assessments, field tests, and focused research projects to provide clear answers to complex 
questions. Entrepreneurial and quick-reacting, DESA has learned to exploit off-the-shelf 
technology to solve the unique problems of its customers. DESA does not have an "oversight" 
mission; it is a hands-on, customer-oriented service organization providing tailored assistance at 
locations of the customers choice. 

2. RELOCATION PLANS: 

DESA has no plans to relocate. The plan is to remain in the Albuquerque area on Kirtland if 
d - 3 ,  
tr- ,. . 
F .-, 
4- 

possible (or what KAFB becomes). DESA had initiated an effort with 377th CES to design a new 
DESA facility. That plan is presently in the A&E phase, that phase scheduled for completion the 
middle of May. Facility is projected to be located at the comer of Wyoming and Hardin. 

3. FACILITIES INFRASTRUCTUREmYFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS: 

DESA presently has one facility (building 2045 1) consisting of 18,500 sq ft, and a complex of 
trailers located directly behind in a secure compound on the comer of Wyoming and Hardin. We 
have one maintenance facility (bldg 30142), approximately 4,200 sq ft located near the old 
manzano area, with approximately 2.5 acres of open storage area. Within the old manzano 
complex DESA has two 5,000 sq ft warehouses (37572,37573) and one 3,000sq ft (37569). Off 
Kirtland AFB we are leasing a complex which consists of approximately 85,000 sq ft. 

PERSONNEL ASSIGNED 

TOTAL ASSIGNED - 100 CIVTLIANS 
32 MILITARY 

ALBUQUERQUE NM - 29 MILITARY CONTRACTORS - 100 IN ALBUQUERQUE 

87 CIVILIANS 

WASHINGTON DC - 3 MILITARY 13 CIVILIANS 



DESA POINTS OF CONTACT FOR THE BRAC: 

PRIMARY: MS BARBARA MALE 
(505)262-45 10 

ALTERNATE: LAWRENCE T. ZEZZq JR 
(505)262-4520 



O E W E  WVWTKiATIVE S€RVIC€ 
INVESTIQAM FIELD OWICE 

P. 0. BOX 1 m  
KlRtlAND AFB. NM 87185-D 

The Defense Investigative Service (DIS) is a separate agency of the 
Department of Defense under the direction, authority and control of 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense [Conwand, Control, 
Coauaunicatians and Intelligence). 

Mission: 
DIS currently administers four programs: 

A. Personnel Security fnvestigative Program 
Conduct background investigation for security clearance. 

B. Defense Industrial Security Program 
Ensures that US industry, while performing on government 
contracts, properly safeguards classified information. 

C. A r m s ,  Ammunition and Explosives Security Program 
Provides far protection of sensitive, conventional arms, 
ammunition and explosives in the custody of contractors. 

D. Key Assets Protection Program 
promotes the security of facilities which provide critical 
industrial production or services 

.;- 
+ -;i 

Relocation Plan: 
Hove ta office space in Albuquerque. 

Facility Infastructure Requirement: 
DIS occupies 2000 square feet, rooms D21 & D23, in Building 20604 
12000 Wyoming SE). This is administrative office space. 

Key Personnel : 
Stephen W. Sigurdson, Special Agent in Charge 
G e r a l d  E. Banuaert,  Field Office Chief 
John 5 .  Daily, Assistant Special Agent in Charge 

Telephone: 
(505)846-7101, (505)846-1014 

Business hours are 0 7 : 3 0  to 17:00 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
UPS. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

ALBUQUERQUE SElSMOLOGlCAL LABORATORY 
BUILDI&G 10002, KIRTLAND AFB-EAST 
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 871 15 

The Albuquerque Seismological Laboratmy CASL) is  operated 
Survey's Geologic Division, and is an international data reception, processing, 
d ispibution, and research facility for remotely sensed seismological data, ASL is 
responsible for assembling, installing, and maintaining digital seismic data acquisiti 
systems at approximately 150 locations throughout the world. This 
station operator training and user assistance. Users of the data 
Incorporated Research Institutions for Seismology, the US. 
Foundation, and the National Earthquake Information 
universities and agencies in foreign countries. 

The final product of the Albuquerque Seismological Laboratory b di 'tsl seismic datk'frorn 
seismic stations located around the wwfd. This data is af the highes quality possiblb 

e r  .! obtained from statmfdhoart instrumentation which is installed i n  se smic observatdr es. 
.. d -- This data is dim i buted, free of charge, to government agencies (civilib and defen?, 

university research scientists, and private companies worldwide. Th re data are usp 
e&nsively fir basic geophysical research (e.g. earthquake rupture p aesres, earthqu ke 
hazard and damage assessment, internal structure of the Earth, etc.) s well as routine 
us&? in ongbing projects (hypocenter determination and catala pu lication, nud 
manitwing, etc.). 1 I 

I I 
i 1 

Although ASL is  considered a Base tenant the Lab i s  actually 

Base. At this; time, we have no relocation plans. 
Re&mtion. : Our facilities and land are leased fiorn the Isleta 

I ... -esR-. 
I 

If the current access was denied, another access 
bu(ld new facilities or relocate into existing facilities elsewhere an alternate wdy of 
accessing our current facilities could not be found. It is to remain a{ our 
current locatfon because of its known low seismic existing borehole 
and tunnel fdcilities. hew borehole and tunnel at a n b w  
location (at considerable expense), but these would have to be remotely located (a& 

I 
I I 1 I 

I I i I / 



SENT BY: ; 3- 8-95 ; 1 :30PM ;USGS A04 SEISMIC LAB+ 990468500;# 3 

We currentfy get some services from KAFB: I ! 

from civilizatian) in order to achieve the required low seismic background noise 
conditions we current1 y enjoy. 

1. Phone service 
2. Elecbicity 

: 3. Road access 
4. Security (minimall 
5.  Fire protection (minimal) 

I 

i 

i 

If we could 10 longer get any of these services from KAFB, we would make other 
arrangements for them as necessary, and would not plan to relocate. 

tontact: thkles R (Bob) Hutt, Chief 
U.S. Geological Survey : ~ l d u ~ u e r ~ u e  Seismological Lab 
(5015) 846-5646 
FW: 846-6973 
Emhil: hutt@asl.a.usgs.gov 



Q O U * U  J JUU I W I 

TO: Pam Blanks 

Kidand AFB 

Fax: 846-6500 

Pages: 3, including this covw sheet,' 

Fnun: Jackie Savage 
- - 

U,S. GE0,LOGlCAL SURVEY i 

(505) 846-5646 

Fax: (505) 8466973 

Here i s  the information you requeged. I f  y w  ne 
I further, pleese give me a call. , 
I 

anything 



DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE 

KIRTLAND ATR FORCE BASE, NEW MEXICO 

March 8, 1995 

TO: De artrnent of  the A i r  Force 
3 7 8 1 ~ ~  
ATTN: Pam Blanks 
Ki rtiand AFB, NH 871 17-5000 

Dear Ms. Blanks: 

In answer to the questions you posed to me during our conversation t h i s  
morning the fo l  lowing information is provided: 

I t  . ISSION. The u k of this uni ssion i s  v 'de 
tech" t car ruppoir to UP !us rams and.. orfflf 85 agency oS334?gAEDln ! i % d e U f ~ t  ylroenr 
and furtherance of pol icy and adherence to sta tutes ,  

2. RELOCATION PLANS{ A t  present w e  ds not haw any plans to relocate. We 
wpuld fully intend to r a in  in  our current.facilities xe u l n ter agyci 
Suppdrr Agteement with z a r a v s r  agency rfmalns in sonttof 07 fgeaEase, an a J r t  
our support requirements as needed.  Our fac i i i t l ' es  here a t  Kirtland AFB are 
of the permanent type, We have our Site Bldg,  61 2 and a Remote Site at PB 822 
several kilometers from Bldg,  612. A t  each location we have buried antenna i ines 
in a semi-permanent configuration. 

3. FACIL IT1 ES INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRMENTS: Due to this S i  t e a s  location as 
part o f  a nationwide network o f  facilities i t s  location i s  c r i t i c a l  to the US Customs 
Service Technical lntelligance Branch located on the Srennis Space Center, Bay St. loui: 
MS. I t  i s  ant ic ipated  that  any relocation would be extremely cost prohibit ive 
gnd wquld require extensive pre-site selection surveys conducted by both the US Customs 
Service and Nat ionaf Secur-ty Agency (NSA) . 

4.0THEU PERTINENT INFORlltATtONc I t  must be, stressed,. . . ,S i te  locat ian i s  o f  prime 
importance. I.n the'acccmplishment of our assigned migsion. Any signif icant  disruption, 
for whatevw reason w t l l  result' in  missZon fai.1~1-e. 

18d.N i ~ n q  1 b u J o ~ t ! v o  .feel fycc tb contact me a t  546,.5410. 
6e ~ F t q i y e d .  by contacting the .~hlef, TechnScal tntel l igencc 

space ' t e n t w j  715 39529.. . ,'(6011 688~5295, 

REFLY TQ: US CUWOMS SERVICEIERLN, BUlLDING 6 12, KIRlXAND AFB. NbI 871 17 

TOT% P. El2 



MkR-18-1995 10: 23 FROM 

UXiTED STATES COVEKNXf EXT 

Memorandum 

FROM : Chief, Abuquerque jtviitian Q p a k m  Brim h 

SLfSJECT ; Bwe Realignnlcnt CIOsum - K M B  

This is in responsc to your telcpho~ic rcqrrest of March 8, 1995 Ecrn Pam Blartks to provide the 
foilawing informatian: 

1. JWSSTON: The mission of the AIhquerp Aviation Operations Branch of the U. S . Custums 
Service is to deed ,  identi&, track, intercept md apprehend inzraft engaged in srxiuggIhg. The 

.?. Bmch also supports and assists ather Customs elenlwds, as well as other MeraI, state and toed 
law cnf'orcwent agencies. The Branch opetatm a d 0ctt of bircrsft to accornylish our 
mission 

2. RELOCATION PLAY I The A&uquerque hiation Opmtbm Brandr Gicility is lac&& on a 
parcel of land (5 68 acres) in the southeast quarter of Section 34, Township 10 North, R a g e  3 
East, New hicxico Principal himidian, Kirtfand Air Force Base. The f~c i i ty  is located adjacent to 
the FAA control rawer and our opuatkms could cunrinue on KAFB by facing off the ateas. 
Access onto the base wrrufd antinuc rhough the eushg  gates along G h n  east ofwrnq~ 170. 

3. F.clCILfTES INFRASTRUCTUta: If wu w m  to relocate we would need the same type of 
facility, acreage, ramp space and runway access. finding a bation to nreet our needs wouid be 
difficutt, if no% impossibIc. Congress appropriated the monies to t k  US Cwtonls Service 
specificaily fbr the constnr~tion ~ f t l r i s  facility prdicatcd on the neesf of our mission h this 
geographic area md location on W. The fxifity was cornpktd In 19531 and a, 25 yenr lea% 
is  in efi'ec: until 3 1 October 20 14. 

4. ADDITIONAL CONSLDER4TfOWS: If the base doses som of tho dstrimentl a W  on 
ow agency wr)utd be the loss of security, firc protection, safety, w&er and sewage acczsq 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
377th Tmnrpat& -dm, (AFMC) 

8 March 1895 

MEMORANDUM FOR 377 ABWIXP 
ATTN: Pam Blanks 

FROM: 377 ABWlLGTT 

SUBJ: BRAC Queatians/Anbwsre Rsgarding the Scheduled Airliner 
TMJc Officers (SATO'a) 

1. Tho following infamation is provided per your request: 

a. Mlsaion: The SAT0 mlaalon ib to prwide airllne ticketing, car rental and 
hotellmotel accommodafion servlms for gov~rnment travelan. SAT0 Is 
prwiding thk service far both affkial and unoffcial travel. 

b. F adtitities infrastructure inlbrmation/rsquirement8: SATO'e prebsnt 
location, mah office, ia trailer 45'lG. These cramped, inadequate conditions, 
f temporary' bcatlon), have existed h c s  Mor 92. A mlocation prolect, to the 
old Que Peaa facility bldg 10155, Ir undervvlay wiih e ptqjectsd move data d 
Jul95. 

c. Other pertinent Information: Kirtland SAT0 has operated under a 
memorandum of undentandlng since 16 Apr 81. The most recent action is the 
pmparatbn ef rr contract rawd package with the ewafd dab scheduled for 
31 Ju195. The requests for propopal HAIJ &e isaued to small busirm%alamall 
disadvantage burinsss (SWSDB} onty. 

2. For information regarding the contract, please call Mr Ross Garcia at 6-4673, 
for information regarding SATOjSATO op@ra,ms, plea8e call my TrMlc 
Management Offrca P O )  rapreeentatlve, Wt Stwe Kato at 6-1763. 

Traffic Management Off icor 



ALBUQUERQUE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
WHERRY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE, EAST 
BUILDING 25000 

ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 871 16 
PETER P. HOROSCHAK, Ed.D. 
SUPERlNTENDEM 

Wherry Memo 
To: BRAC 

From: Margaret Clark +ef Ch4.L 
Date: March 9, 1995 

Subject: Information Requested 

MARGARET CLARK 
PRINCIPAL 

(505) 268-2434 

1. Mission 

To provide quality instruction to children and to develop an appreciation of 
diversity among learners so that they become successfbl and productive members 
of society. 

2. Relocation 

Should not effect location of school. Wi effect size. 

3. Facilities Infrastructure Information 

Does not apply. 

4. Other Pertinent Information 

The estimated reduction in revenue to Albuquerque Public Schools at the current 
unit value is $5,007,268. [This is 2467.85 units times $2029.1 

An Eq~ral Opporrunity Employer 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

DATE: 2 8 F E! 1491 

PMD 0017(12)/64222F 
Program Management Directive for 
Nuclear Weapon Systems Support 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: This Program Management Directive (PMD) supersedes PMD 
0017(11)64222F, 2 March 1992. This PMD directs the continuation of activities related to the 
acquisition. integration. stockpile maintenance, nuclear surety, command and control. sustainmen1 
and suppon of US nuclear weapons systems under the Nuclear Munitions htegared Weapon 
System Management (iWSM). 

PROGRAM TYPE: MISSION SUPPORT PROGRAM OFFICER: 
Maj Selva, SAFiAQQS, 
DSN 223-6303 

CATEGORY: Science & Technology DECISION AUTHORITY: 
MajGen L.E. Curtis ID. SA-ALClCC 
DSN 945-69 15 
PRODUCT GROUP MANAGER (PGM : 
Col C. B. Stut~, SA-ALC/NW 
DSN 945-7287 

I. PROGRAM INFORMATION 

.A. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES: The objectives are: (1 )  to acquire and maintain nuclear - weapons and nuclear weapon delivery systems, (2) to provide technical support ro USAF and 
NATO to enable them to perform their nuclear weapon related missions. and (3) to ensure the 
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems meet validated USAF requirements and are safe. 
reliable, compatible, and supportable. 

8. REFERENCE DOCUMENTS: 

(1) Department of Energy (DOE)/Deparunent of Defense (DoD) MOU .4T(29- 
21-290 for Development, Producuon and Standardization of Atomic Weapons. 21 March 1953. t,. 
supplemented. 

(2) Supplement LO the 1953 Agreement for the Development. Production and 
Smdardizarion of Atomic Weapons becween the Deparunent of Energy and the Depamnent of 
Defense. 5 September 1984. 

NOT RELEASABLE OUTSIDE DoD UNLESS SANITIZED/APPROVED BY SAFiAQQS 



: a - c o - a *  , JC .5133 r ,  b~ 

I I 
I .  

(3) DOEIDoD MOU AT(29-21-3486, Nuclear Weapon Development Liaison 
Procedure, 4 September 1975. 

(4) DOWDoD MOA AT(29-21-281, Statement of the Division of Equipment 
Raqoosibity Between the DOE and the Armed Forces, 4 March 1954. 

(5) DOE/DoD MOU, Objectives and Responsibilities for Joint Nuclear Weapons 
Activities, 17 January 1983. 

(6) DOWAF MOU AT(29-2)-2172 for Mutual Assistance, 2 November 1985. 

(7) DOEIAF MOU AT(29-2)-2396, Reliability Assistance, 30 July 1969. 

(8) DOEIAFMAVY MOU DE-GM-04-84-AF-30536, Agreement on Division of 
Respansibilitics for Aircraft Monitor and Conml ( M A C )  System, 27 March 1986. 

C (9) DOWAFNAVY MOU DE-GM-04-87-AL43564, Agreement on Parachutes 
and Delivery Aircraft Suppon for Nuclear Weapons, 9 May 1987. 

(10) ATSD(AE) Memo, DoDlDOE Procedures for Assessment of Use Control 
Effectiveness, 28 January 198 1. as amended. 

! (1 1) USAF Operational Review, PN 79-2102L. 

k (1 2) SAC SORD 003-65-I/JI/m/N-(A), B- IB Aircraft, 1 Oct 89. 

(13) SAC ROC 3-66, New Strategic Manned Bomber, 2 Nov 78. Rev 9 Nov 84. 

(14) PMD 5077(4 11/PE0207590F9 .4ircraft Stores Certification (SEEK EAGLE). 
1 1 February 1993. 

(15) Air Force High Altitude Electromagnetic Pulse Criterion. NCGS 80-6 Rev 1 
April 1981. 

# (16) PMD 2313(2)/11213FI11215F/643 12F, Intercontinenral Ballistic Missile 
(ICBM) Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM), 12 August 1992. 

(17) Concept of Operations (CONOPS) for Integrated Weapons S ysrem 

I - Mmagement of Munitions (Nuclear), June 1993 

!; 
C. RESOURCE PRIOFUTY RATING: This program carries a USAF precedence 

MtiQ 2-09 FAD 11). However. direct activities or suppon for spacific systems are assigned the 
Pwedence rating of that system. Send any request to change this assignment to HQ USAFlPED 
IAW 16-301 (formerly AFR 27-1) for review. 

2 
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@ D. ENVIROK>iENTAL CONCERNS: 'Ihir pmgram must review all mission suppm 
icrf\;itf& for compliance wth DoD and Air Fom d h a i v e s  cwcerniq hazardom materid 
minirnbtion and omne depIeting chemic J elimination. These arc DoD 5000.2. part 6, section I, 
pm 3.c: Air Force Supplement to DoD 5000.2, part 6 section I. para 3.c (W): and two Action 

u Memoranda. both cosigned by CSAF and SECAF on 7 January 1993. entitled 'Air Force 
Pollution Prevenrion Pro#'asnn and "Ban on Purchase, of Ozone Depleting Chemicals." 

I E SURYIVABILm: Nuclear weapon systems supported under this PMD require 
nuclear swivability. Individual weapon systems will address survivability in their respective 
requirements documents. 

8 II, PROGRAM DIRECTION: The following program requirements or actions are mandatory, 
Notify SAFIAQQS immediately of any inability to comply. 

I A AFMC/Nucleat Product Group Manager (PGM) will: 

i (1) Manage all AFMC nuclear activities. 

(2) Provide the single .4FMC officid point of contact for internal and external 

I nuclear weapon and nuclear weapon system customers, 

(3) Provide technical assistance and support to AFMC System Program Directors 
(SPDs) and Product Group Managers (PGMs) in dle design, development, modification. 
procurement and support of ceded nuclear capability for their weapons systems. 

t (4) Along with Air Force Safety Agency (AFSA) and the MAJCOMs, maintain 
nuclear surety of all USAF operational nuclear weapon systems and provide necessary 

t 
coordination and support for nuclear certification of all USAF and non-US NATO operational 
nuclear-capable aircraft and missile systems. 

(5) A F h 1 U S A - A L W  at Keily AFB wdl be responsible for nuclear item 

1 . management and depot maintenance management. AFMUSA-ALC/NWI at Kirtland AFB 
designated rhe Development Suppon Manager with responsibility for nuclear weapon 
kwopment phare management and advanced concept studies; weapon, operational weapon f SYSQm, logistic aansponation system and storage facility studies, reviews and assessmenrs: 
m p o n  system design safety and integration criteria development and management; engineering 

lo@tic consulting for weapon system developmentlmodification, nuclear cenificarion 

USAF pod NATO &raft/nwlear weapon loading, matddernate, air ~ n s p o ~  and delivery 

i Technical Orders nos). 
- 
-* 

(6) Provide the AF focal point for development of USM nuclear weapons 
Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) procedures. training shapes. simulators, sad relared devices 
and Proeedure~ for mission crew and load crew mining. Design. develop, and test other ~a&ng 
and test devices as needed. 

3 
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(7) Perform the following tasks at Kirtland AFB, 

.. . . 

(a) Serve as the Air Force technical interface with the DOE for 
development and major modification of nuclear weapons during Joint DoDIM)E Phases 0 
through 7 (Reference LB (1 1 and (2)). Support the Joint DoD/DOE Nuclear Weapons Stockpile 

*Improvement Program Where the Air Force is the lead agency, provide a Lead Project Officer 
(LPO), chairperson or member as designated below: 

5 Joint DoD/DOE nuclear weapon development Project Officers Gr0up.S (TOGS) 
> .  

I . c ~ .  during DoD/DOE Phases 0 through 7. These FQGa include Weapons, Use 
.A 1 ,& Control, and Aircraft Monitor and Convol System (AMAC). (Chairperson) 

Joint DoDnX)E nuclear weapon development Study Gtoups (SG) during 
DoDIDOE Phases 0 through 2. (Chairperson and member) 

SAF/AQQS special studies related to nuclear weapons. (Chairperson andlor 
member) 

The Surety Subgroup(DoD/DOE Phases 0 Lhrough 7), Stockpile- to-Target 
(STS) Subgroup (DoDiDOB Phases 0 through 7) and Maintenance and 
Logistics Subgroup (DoDAOE Phases 0 through 3) for each weapon POG 
and/or weapon development Study Group. 

Non-AF POGs for nuclear weapons in the USAF inventory but for which the AF is no- 
the lead agency. (Member) 

(b) Provide a chairpersonlmem ber for aircraft nuclear weapon system 

I P ~ s  (established for each Air F o m  nuclear-capable weapon system boughout iu life cycle) 
and provide support to weapon system subgroups including compatibility, integration. surev. 

(c) Provide a chairperson and Air Force member of DoD Design Review 
and a e ~ m e  Groups ( D U G )  for which the Air Force is he cognizant agncy. Provide a 

member for nuclear development proBams for which the Army or Navy is the cognizanl 

(d) Provide the chairperson for the Nuclear Airlift Project Officers Group 
(NALPOG). Functions of the NALPOO are described in USAF Operational Review PN 79- 

) 2102L hference LB.(I I) above. Develop, ten, and cenify tie down and larding ;echniques for 
the &borne transport of nuclear weapons cargo. Provide technical support to improve nuclear 
logistics [Khnology and transpona~ion of nuclear weapons. 

(e) Provide, coordinate, and forward Military Characteristics (MCs) and 
the StWkpile-to-~ar~ec Sequence (STS) for approval through SAF/AQQS to the Nuclear 
Weapons Council Standing Committee (NWCSC). Publish the STS. Review these d ~ ~ u m e n @  
houghout the system life cycle of the weapons in che U S M  inventory m d  forward 

C Ecommended changes to SAFtAQQS. 

4 
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(0 Provide a DoD focal point for Joint DoD/DOE stockpile confidence 
' & &kinll groups. Provide a USAF'co-ebairJ~~~ember of the Joint Test Working Group+ 

Provide nuclear weapon subsystem (NWS S) test plans for USAF nuclear weapons during 
development and as required during the weapon system life cycie. 

(g) Submit an executive summary of each Air Force led Joint DoDflDOE 
POO meeting to SAFIAQQS within ten working days of the meeting. Minutes o f  these meetings 
will be distributed within 60 days of the meeting. 

(h) Monitor DOE nuclear weapons studies and Army and Navy nuclear 
weapons development, modernization and security programs. Conduct technicaI interchanges as 
qutred. 

(i) Serve as the USAF interface with DOE for nuclear-capable aircraft, 
missile (air carried and intercontinental ballistic (ICBM)) and bomb development and 
modification. Develop and uansmit Air Force requirements. criteria, and guidance to DOE for 
nuclear weapon integration with specific aircrafc air canied missiles and ICBMs. 

(j) Perform Aircraft Monitor and Conuol (AMAC) tests on USAF and 
non-US NATO operational nuclearcapable aircraft and air-launched missile systems. Provide thc 
&st capability to venfy AMAC designs and interfaces for compatibility, safety and reliability of th4. 
nucleat weapon to air vehicle interface. Conduct AMAC surveillance testing to verify aircraft 
AMAC system capability levels are assured and maintained 

&) Provide nuclear safety. security and compatibility desxgn guidance for 
specific suppon equipment and suspensiodrelease equipment wed in nuclear weapon systems am: 
ptovide engineering evaluations of suppon and suspension/release equipment as requad to 
support USAF nuclear surety efforts. 

(1) Serve as the Air Force Technical Order (TO) content manager and 
A h C w  night Manual Management Agency for USAF and NATO Caregory I Nuclear Weapons 
Basic Information and Loading Procedures. Air Transpon Procedures and Aircrew Deliver). 

, PrO~durcs TOs and Category 1 IN air launched missile warhead mateldernate TOs. Provide 
ehnical nviews and other assistance as necessary ro prepare and maintain USAF TOs for 
nuclear ceffied missile systems and equipment. Ensure nuclear surety and nuclear capability 
V u h m e n ~  are integrated into TOs throughout the nuclear weapon sysarn's complete lif~ cycle. 

(m) Manage the Air Force Nuclear Hardness Data Base Center ior 
OPerational nuclear-capable aircra[t Maintain -aft vulnerability data required for developmenl 
of safe exape parameters for USAF and non-US NATO nuclear aircraft systems. Develop and 
manage nuclear weapon delivery procedures for USAF and non-US NATO aircraft systems. 

(n) Provide a member for Silo-based ICBM Nuclear Surety ){'orking 
Groups. 

5 
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(0)  Support nuclear weapon system compatibility W i t i o n  effoas for 
a K  EAGLE program per paragraph LB.(13) above, on new and modified nuclear-capable 
& d L  Provi& guidance to aircraft weapon system POGs and oversee maintainhe nucleax 
compatibility cenification of a l l  operational U S M  and non-US NATO nuclearcapable aircraft 

@) Provide Technical Nuclear Surety Analyses (TNSAs) as necessary to 
tuppon nuclear weapon system sdety studies c o n d d  by the USAF Nuclear Weapon System 
Safety Group (NWSSG) per AFI 91-102 (formerly AFR 122-2). Review the adequacy of 
command source documents produced t~ support TNSA development. 

(q) Provide technical assistance to the Air Force Safety Agency's (AFSA) 
Directorate of Nuclear  sure^ (SEN) in support of nuclear safety design certification and reIated 
effom per AFI 91- 103 (formerly AFR 122-3). Serve as Air Focce technical point of contact for 
nudear surety design criteria, standards, specifications, and related requirements documents for a! 
USAF nuclear weapon systems, nuclear-capable aircraft and missile weapon systems Provide th.. 
Wor Nuclear Surety Engineer for nuclear surety design requiremencs and for technical 
evaluations of all USAF nuclear weapon systems. Monitor AF nuclear weapon operations to 
ldcntify nuclear surety concerns. Identify major concerns to the responsible SPD or PGM for 
action and send an information copy to DOE, the operating MAJCOM(s), the Air Force Director 
of Nuclear Surety. and other USAF command elements, as required. 

(1) Provide the Ax Force technical focal point for nuclear security 
tCCh010gy programs. Evaluate existing nuclear security provisions and safeguards for posible 
MnicJ  ~lmrabilities and propose methods to comcr any found. Identify major concerns CO 

: (bc nspomiblc SPD or WM for action and provide an information copy to rhe operating 
MNCOM(s), the Air Fobrcc Safety Agency (AFSA) and the Air Force Security P o k e  Agency 
(AFSPA). Conduct research and development ac t iv ih  to advance nuclear security technology. 
kvelop design criaria for future security upgrades and enhancement, and assist AFSPA in 
ideneing  ma for possible improvement. Investigale methods to model nucleu security . ~ M J ~ O S  threats for applicability to nucleu surety upgrade efforts. 

(s) Design, develop, test, and evaluate prococype systems and equipment 
w " ~ h  show potential for cost effective safety and compatibility improvemenu. Conduct applied 
whnology effom as required in the m a s  of nuclear safely. command and conuol. nuclear 
-Porn duign. logistics, security, support equipment md testing. Conduct research and 
development actintie to advance nuclear weapon environmental design criteria and STS 

$ 

eo*nmen~. Pmvide the USAF focal point for intrinsic radiation and environmenral studies. 

(t) Provide the AFMC voting members and technical advisors for the 
USAF hWSSG safety studies and operational reviews. 

(u) Provide the Air Fom m e m k r  of the Joint DoD/DOE Technical 
-men[ Group and the DoD Operational Impact Group. 

6 
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(v) Serve as the Air Force Executive Agent to the Joint Nuclear Weapons 
ating all Air Force input and signing for the Air Force on 

(8) Provide status repons, as requested by SAWAQQS, for the W C S C  on any 

d, in maintaining and updating nuclear cargo ahraft 

(2) Suppon the NALPOG. 

(3) Provide cargo aircraft as necessary to support nuclear weapon cargo Ioading, 
. " down, and compadbility tesu. 

(4) Support airlift of nuclear support equipment, nuclear test items and 
kr#nuntntation for dtveloprnenc compatibility, and ceMcation testing as required. L--. , k. c A.F/SP will: 
- . -  - - .. . 

(1) Sene as the Air Force point of contact for physical security portions of USAF 
W S S G  nuclear weapon system safety studies per AFI 9 1- 102. 

- .  (2) Provide the voting member of the USAF NWSSG for weapon sysrern security 
m rtters. 

(3) Maintain a liaison with the AFMC's technical focal point for nuclear security 
e c k l o g y  programs to assure timely consideration of security ttuears. needs. policy, tactics. and 
~ l a e d  matters in developing nuclear security technology efforts. 

- D. AFSA Directorate of Nuclear Surety will: 

(1) Conduct the USAF Nuclear Surecy Program and oversee MAJCOM Prog-.. 
W 9 1 - 10 1 (formerly AFR 122- 1). 

i (2 )  Chair and provide support for the USAF NWSSG per AFI 9 1-102. 

(3) Conduct nuclear weapon system cerufication actions per AFX 91-103 
(fomcrly M R  122-3). 

(4) Maintain the AF191-1 series, Establish a liaison with AFMC for the technicti 
cmtentof AFI 91-107 and AFMW 91-201. 

( 5 )  Oversee MAJCOM actions to maintain nuclear certification of all LrSM 
O m r i o * a l  nuclear weapons sysrems and all non-US NATO akcraft authorized to carry nuclear 
weapons. 

7 
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nt DoDflX)E POGs and carrier 
ear weapon systems. 

C and AFSA in maintaining nuclear certification of all USAF 

Q )  Provide combat delivery aircraft as necessary to support flight EStlng of 
weapons throughout design, development and production phases 
cle (to include post production and rnadication flight testing). 

(4) Provide the USAF nuclear forces voting members u, rhe NWSSG. 

cognizance of this program to provide future OT&E 

.A. above will be forwarded to 

hown below are for planning purpost. 
of this program. The program 
re that program content and 

tent with the latest SECAFKSAF guidance (i.e. POM, BES. 
t constitute authoricy to commit, obligate, or expend funds 

Program Authorizations (PA) and Budget Authorization 

FY95 

5.296 5.445 5.637 

. '* 

1 Atrachmel. 
Distribution LI: 
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w e  to id* "basesn kvo1ved in c l o s ~ , . t / ~ a l i ~ n t  sceam-o. Sote *&at &e term 
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La, dosing or being realigned Tie texm "Gaining Base" ro~3x-s to bost cr indtpeadent 
activifes which %iLI be receiving sites fot hctionslpmonne3 e ~ ~ s f c z c d  &om losing 5zse[s). 
For emnple. a losing bzse is the activfty refC'id ta in <be data ca ~asbg, ie, a N a a  .-- .-.. - 
Scation. Xospical, etc. fndi~6uat tznants should not be septrately kt& on this table, c.g., 
BIvlch Medid WC, Persome1 S U ~ ~ O L T  I k t ~ b - t .  ek. >dividud icnanS wU. howem, 
be specifically i t n E e d  in subsqumt tzbles in &:e d z t ~  cd. Tae cdumn of t2e table 
should bc d to i&entify rclcmt  OIL regadkg w c - & ~ ~ a r r s  tu be tixmkmd. 
For mampls e n ~ s  in &&a calm &odd 5e shod p h e s  srs3 as. ".5sde workloaiY, 
"&ipsu, "F-14 s+admzs8', "temtsS, eta, or to psvide other daii*is-.g :fi*odoz. PAS 
&-a calum a d  only be mlnprerad to iden;iLjr mjor c i x n p 7 3 ~ ~  02 the =losJ ru reaEi~ t  
~ 6 0 .  a d  shauld not 5e used to List d knant rimes, etc. 
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To Pam Blanks 

morn Big Crow Program O f f i c e  

Subject Response to Phonecon march 10 

1. Our mission statement is included in th i s  package. As of 
Narch 1 w e  were reorganized but 1 didn't get a copy of t h e  new 
mission statement but it should be close to the old one I am 
sending you. 

2 .* We are not relocating. 

3.  We do require more space and we would l i k e  to use Hangar 1002 
and buildlng 1029 so that w e  can locate a l l  our offices in one 
area. 

4. If we can move from the trestle site it will probably have to 
be closed and dismantled. The trestle itself will also have t~ be 
dismantled at a substantial cost to the government. There should 
be funding allocated for this cleanup. 

5 .  Far further information please contact undersigned at DSN 246- 
7458.  

Jack Benthem 
Electrical Engineer 
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BIG CROW PROGRAM OFFICE 
STEWS-DATS-C 

3710 TRESTLE ROAD 
KIRTLAND AEB, NM 87117-5000 

The following mission stateinent was f o r  Nuclear Effects 
Directorate, which became the Directorate fo r  Applied 
Technology, Test and Simulation 1 March 1995. 

MISSION AND E'UNCTION STATEMENTS 

DIRECTORATE FOR APPLIED TECHNOLOGY, TEST AND SIWLATION 

26-1. Mission 

D i r e c t ,  conduct, coordinate, sponsor and support ~pplied 
Technology, T e s t  and Simulation, Electromagnetic 
Environmental Effects, Directed Energy Effects, Space 
Environmental Effects (NEQDES) Test, Evaluation and 
Assessment (TEA) activities applicable to all weapon systems 
and related componentry f o r  Department af Defense. Develop, 
manage operate and maintain resources required to conduct 
tri-service NE4DES survivability, vulnerability and l i f e  
cycle survivability test programs; nuclear radiation 
dosimetry studies; methodology studies; radiobiolagical 
tests; nuclear effects tests; and t e s t  technology programs 
in the nuelear/E3/DE space science discipline. 

Operates and maintains the Fast Burst Reactor IF'BR) 
facility, the Linear Zlectron Accelerators ( L I N X )  
facilities the Gama 



Radiation Facility (GRF), the ~elativistic Electron Beam 
Accelerator ( R E B A ) ,  the White Sands ELectromagnetic Pulse Systems 
Test Array (WESTA) , t h e  white Sands Thermal Test Facility (WSTTF) , 
t h e  Large Blast Thermal Simulator (LBTS) facility, the Horizontally 
Polarized Dipole (HPD), the Vertically Polarized Dipole I1 (VPD- 
II), the A i r  Force Los A l a m o s  Electromagnetic Pulse Calibration 
System (ALECS), the Ferranti Impulse Generator (PIG), and t h e  
Electromagnitic Radiation Effects ~ a c i l i t i e s  (=El. Operates and 
maintains special E3 t e s t  platforms f o r  performing electronic 
warfare test, evaluation, and assessment capab i l i t i e s -  Performs 
and sponsors studies on test methodology, simulator development and 
simulaki.on fidelity i s sues  of NE4DES environments, including 
charged and neutral particle beam devices. 

26-2 office of khe Director 

a. Manages the Direc tora te  act ivi t ies ,  including government 
and contractor functions support ingthe  mission of the Directorate, 
and i t ' s  t e s t  fac i l i t i e s .  

b, Directs development of new instrumention, equipment and 
facilities; manages in terna l  development project activities; and 
directs the NE4DE survivability testing evaluation, and assessment 
funct ions  ass igned to the Directorate. 

.G 

c. Provides support and consultive services to the Services 
and other Government agencies on the current s t a t u s ,  capabi l i t i e s  
and future  needs of NE4DES survivability testing. 

d. Coordinates the fundamental test technology program asd 
programs of exploratory development within the Directorate and by 
contractors to the Directorate. 

e. Allocates all resources to component elements of the 
Directorate. 

26-3. Health Physics Division 

a. ~dninisters, monitors and controls  all aspects of 
radiat ion sa fe ty .  

b. operates and maintains health physics monitoring equipment, 

c. ~ d n i n i s t e r s ,  monitors and develops Directorate safety 
programs. 

d. Develops, reviews and monitors the preparation of 
Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements for 
the directorate. 

26-4- Nuclear Opsrations and Scppart Division 
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a -  Operate and maintain simulator test facilities.  

b- Develop new simulator technology and facilities. 

c. Provide primary administrative customer interface. 
d. Provide advanced instrumentation support to directoratc. 

e. Provide ADP support services to the directorate. 

f. Provide membership to NATO ACf225  (Panel VIIITSP). (NATO 
technical subpanel on tri-servicc aspects of nuclear survivability) 

26-5 .  Pro jec t  Support Branch: 

a. Operate all nuclear simulator Iacilities at NED-south 
Operate and maintain LINAC f a c i l i t i y  (gamma dose rate) 
Operate and maintain GRF facility (gamma tota'l dose) 
Operate and maintain WESTA facility {EEIP facility) 
Operate and maintain STTF facility (solar thermal) 

b. Operate and maintain Kirtland AFR simulator facilities 
Operate and maintain HPD (EMP f a c i l i t y )  
Operate and maintain VPD-I1 (EMP facility) 

.& 

Operate and maintain ALECS (EMP fac i l i ty )  
Operate and maintain TRESTLE (EMF facility) 
Operate and maintain FERRANTI (lightning facility) 

c. Develop new ionizing radiation simulators. 

d .  Project engineering and sponsorship support to customePs. 

e. Provide technical and engineering support: to facilities. 

f. Provide ADP, networking and telecommunications support to 
directorate 

g. Perform program tracking a ~ d  facility scheduling. 

1 .  Marketing of simulators and services for directorate. 

1. Provide interface to Post Engineering services 

j- Provide vehicle and telphone coordination 

k- Buildings and grounds coordination 

1. Shipping and receiving coordination 

26-6. Operations Branch: 

a .  operate and maintain mlRE site fac i l i tes  
Operate and maintain electromagnetic radiation transmitter 

facilities 
Operate and maintain electrostatic discharge facility 



Operate and maintain anechoic  chamber 
Operate and maintain large electromagnetic test cell 
Operate and maintain millimeter wave instrumentation system 

b. Operate and maintain REBA (relativistic electron beam 
accelerator) 

c. Develop new electromagnetic radiation simulators. 

d. Facility instrumentation development 

. Cal ibrat ion  and repair of facility instrumentation. 

f. Develop new directed energy environments simulator 
facilities 

26-7.  LBTS Operations Office: 

a. Operate and maintain t h e  Large Blast Thermal simulator 
( LBTS ) 

b. Provide t e chn i ca l  support to LBTS customers 

1' 
c. Develop new shock tube capabilities 

d .  Marketing of LBTS services 

e - Provide engineering support to Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA) 

f. Charactarization and integration of LBTS components " 

g. Logistics, security and safety support far LBTS 

26-8.  Nuclear Survivability Assessment Division 

a. Develop test plans and conduct blast  effects test 
prcqrams, nuclear survivability, li2e cycle nuclear 
survivability, and piece part and component tcot programs on 
assigned Arny and DoD systems- 

b. Monitor and participate in nuclear effects test programs at 
contractor or other government facilities. 

c. Operates, maintains and upgrades the semiconductor test 
facility; maintains  the semiconductor response data base; and 
maintains t h e  data base f o r  life cycle nuclear survivability of 
assigned systems. 

d. Maintains the capability for modeling and analysis of the  
response of systems and components o f  systems under test to nuclear 
environments. 



26-9. Lar-d Systems Branch 
a. Develops and implements Division's engineering, research 

and inves t igat ions ,  hardeninq techniques for thermal and blast 
effects . 

b. Markets DoD agencies for system requirements. 

c, Develops, operates and maintains a l l  d a t a  acquisition 
systems (except piece-parts). 

d, Responsible for TMD. 

e, Responsible for UGTfAGT Protocol. 

f -  Projet ~ngineer for all customers Ear NUC and ENE for 
surfacc systems (land and w a t e r ) .  

26-10, A i r ,  Space and ~omunicat ions  Branch 

a. Develops and i m p l e m e n t s  investigations and hardening 
techniques for  INR. 

b- Markets DOE and private  industries. 
.\ 
c, Rcspansihle for a l l  piece-part characterization, TLE 

documentation and assessment. 

d. Develops, operates, and manages all software and hardware 
f o r  piece-part testing. 

.* 

e. Develops, operates and maintains instrumentation ATE, DAS 
and computer support for piece-parts, 

f. Project Engineer for a l l  customers for NUV & EME, o f  all 
air, space and commo systems. 

26-11, Analysis and Special Support Branch. 

a- Develops and implements Division's engineering and R&D 
investigations and hardening techniques for  EME. 

b. Markets DNA and NSA for testing requirements, 

c. Responsible f o r  a l l  piece-part/circuit analysis .  

d- Develops criteria for EME a n a l y s i s  and support. 

e. Provides ADPE support for the D i v i s i o n  [BAMBI, RZDZ, etc) . 
f. Develops, operates and manages Division software and 

hardware. 
g -  Respcrisj.ble for NWE RLD i ~ ~ v e s t i g a t i c n s  and e n g i ~ e e r i r q .  



26-12. Reactor Physics Div i s ion  

a. Operate and maintain the WSMR Fas t  Burst  Reactor facility 
in concert w i t h  all Army regulations. 

b. Develop and implement modifications to upgrade r eac to r  
f a c i l i t y  output capabilities. 

c. Develops and refines advanced technologies for new 
methods af radiation measurenents and f i e l d  characterizations. 

d. Develops theoretical methods for predicting and 
simulating t h e  physics associated w i t h  nuclear testing technology 
and nuclear ovsnts. 

c. Investigates and assesses simulation f i d e l i t y  issues. 

f. Investigates and proposes advanced nuclear effects 
simulators, including charges and neutral particle beams, to meet 
existing and future t e s t i n g  requirements. 

g .  Coordinates the fundamental t e s t  technoloqy program and 
programs of exploratory development within t h e  center and by 
cori$ractors to t h e  center. 

h. Provides consulting services i n  specialized technical 
fields. 

i. Develops national  and international standards ior nuclear 
effects te s t ing .  .- 
26-7. Programs and Management Services Divis ion 

a. Manages the Directorata8S financial planning, test 
workload development and customer interfaces. 

b. Provides long-range planning, technical staff support, and 
project planning. 

c. Develops, and manages the Directorate's budget. 

d. Manages the Directorate administration and training for 
both military and civilian personnel, coordinates incentive awards, 
manages rccords management, cacrdinates suqgestions, and processes 
all incoming and outgoing mail. 

e, Develops, plans, and manages a l l .  areas of security, 

f, Manages logist ical  suppart f b r  the Directorate. 

g- Provides engineering support to f o r  a l l  Defense Nuclear 
Agency (DNA) programs for.the installation. . 



26 -8 .  Big crow Program Office 

a. Provides E3 test environments and test measurement support 
'to programs. Develop, integrate, and mainta in  advanced radiation 
effects test technology concepts to meet the E3 test environment 
support requirements of the military and other national and 
international customers. 

b. Provide E3 test support from land-based and airborne 
platf oms. 

c. Design, develop, integrate ,  operate, maintain, and update 
state-of-the-art test facilities to accurately emulate the present 
and future r 3  threat environments. 

d. Pxovjde, operate, and maintain on-board and remote sensors 
and monitors to monitor system operation and collect test data. 

e. Conduct E3 measurements, evaluations, and assessments. 

f. Conduct E3 training missions. 

c j .  Perform necessary test methodology investigations and 
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DEPARTMENT OF AJR FORCE! 
AIR EDUCATION AND TRAINING COMMAND 

9 Mar 95 

MEMORANDUM FOR 377 ABW/XP 

FROM: TD 53 J/CC 
4250 Randolph Avalue 
Kirtland AFB NM 871 17-5842 

SUBJECT: Background Wornation far the BRAC S~rvcy Committee 

1. The m i d m  of Training Detachment 531 Is to develop, conduct, and pmdde advanced 
aircraft and a a . a t e  system courses to our p r h r y  customem; ?he 58th Special Upcmtims Wing 
(SOW) 377th Air Base Wing. We are also tasked to provide training to 150 associate units 
on K i W  and support several MAJCOM's worldw~'&. 

2. Our organization consists of 19 wthosbfid positions wilh a cumcula consisting of 64 
courses, 24 of which detachment p~sonncl have prime authorship nsponsibilitics. We train both 
m i h v y  and civilian pe.rsme1, and graduate over 1300 students (umualIy. We mdoct heljcuptm 
and GI30 aircraft training in a variety ctf career fie* ta include RopuIsion, Ckmmunicu- 
~ ~ a v i g a t i o n ,  Guidance and CQabvl, Blectmnic Countct hkasmq Electronic Warfan, 
P h l i c s ,  and Bltdro-Envitcmmtntal systems. 

3. Located on the wcst side of Kirthnd AFB, our facllity was completed in February 1992, 
at a cost of $2.1 miiion. The facility consists of 6: administrative offices (1769 total sqrlers feet), 
I8 classroomr~ (8,874 total sqwm W), 1 labomtory (2,300 total square fact), 2 break areas 
(1,243 tom1 square feed), and a storage area of 170 square feet. Therefore, in order to maintain 
the same qua1it.y of training, we would require a facility of tlw s ~ m e  capacity. 

MlCHAEL PBRNANDEZ, MSgt, USAF 
Superinteiidcnt 



DET 4, :*rjZa (:LEG 

BACKGROUND PAPER 
ON 

DETACHMENT 4,505TH COMMAND AND CONTROL EVALUATION GROUP 
USAF AIR WARFARE CENTER (AIR COMBAT COMMAND) 

1. Mission: To continuously improve joint Theater Air Defense research, development, testing, 
evaluation, and training by providing the world's most advanced distributed simulation for 
developers and wadighters ... the Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility 
(TACCSF). Det 4 is responsible for development, operation, and currency of the $200 million 
TACCSF c~nsisting of high fidelity operator-in-the-loop Air Force and Army command and 
control and weapon system simulators which are linked to joint simulation facilities- Det 4 
plans, schedules, executes tests, and analyzes data in support of joint services. DOD, and 
DOE. 

2. Relocation Plan: There are several possible locations from which TACCSF could be 
operated effectively. The primary location being considered in Hurlburt Field, FL. The 505 
CCEG, Det 4's parent unit. is lacated at Huflburt and them are complementary cammand and 
control simulation activities taking place in the Hurlburt-Eglin area. Co-location with these 
activities would greatly improve coordination and synergize C4 testing and -ng exercises. 
Oher loeations which should be ansidered include: Nellis Am, NV, the National Test Facility 
at Falcon AFB, (20, Davis Monthan Am, AZ. Shaw AFB, SC, Barksdale AFB, LA, Hanscom 
AFB, MA, Langley AFB, VA, Mountain Home AFB, ID, Moody AFB. GA, and Seymour Johnson 
AFB, NC. 

3. Facility Requirements: 

a. Simulation Area: 20,000 sq ft of secure area for classified operations and storage. 
r,:\* - - .. . At leas! half of this area should be cleared to an SCI level. 
.--,' 

b. Office space for at least 129 military, government civilian, and contractor personnel. 

c. Three general purpose conference moms at 350 sq ft each. 

d. One large conference room at 2500 sq ft. 

e. One break room at 350 sq ft. 

f- One local area network equipment room at 150 sq ft. 

g. Air Conditioning: 200 tons. 

h. Uninterrupted Power Supply: 625 KVA 

4. Cost of Relocation: In 1992, at the direction of HQ USAF/CVA, Oet 4 conducted a cursory 
analysis with its contractors to determine the costs of moving the TACCSF and its personnel to 
the National Test Facility at Falcon AFB, W. The projected cost at that time was 
approximately $4 million. 

Lt Col Lester/Det 4, 505 CCEG/8-1472/d1119 Mar 95 



DET 4 ,  505 CCEG Fax : 5O5-846-14a Mar 9 '95 7:57 P. 03 

5. Other peRinent data: The attached schedule shows the armt schedule for TACCSF 
projects by awbmer. Note the high level of activities through the Apr 96 time frame. This 
suggests that a move after chis point would minimize the impact on TACCSF users. 
Andher consideration which muld impact the schedule for a relocation is the potential 
n,pJacement of old computer hardware. It would be mare cost effedive to rehost some of the 
TACCSF simulation s o w  on more capable computers to reduce life cyde costs and 
improve system reliability. The obsolete hadware could be left behind wbkh would reduce 
ship@ng costs and time required to bdng the entire facility back on line at its new location with 
new host proassom. If funding is available for rehosting a portion of the TACCSF simulations, 
the optimum time to move would probably shift to the end of N98. 



IJt l 4s 505 CCEG F3;x: : 5(35-~413-14:55 Pbr 9 '95 7:5g F. 04 



Ht  h H  KIRTLqIJL kt- kl IvMM TEL z.3-23b-5282 Mar 09 95 1 1 : 3 3  P u 0 . 0 0 1  F.02 

DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
A I R  FORCE AUDIT AGLNCV 

9 March 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR 377 ARW 
ATTN: Ms. Pam Blanks 

FROM: AF Audit Agency 
195 1 2nd Street. SE 
KIRTLAM) AFR NM 871 17-5556 

SUBJECT: Requcst for Relocation Information 

'l'hc following information applies to the AF Audit Agency Area Audit C X c t  at 
Kirtland AFB and is providcd per your request. 

MISSION. lyrovidc indcpcndtnt evaluations of managerial responsibilities. Provide 
reports of audit eva1uating thc cffcctivtness, efficiency and economy of Air Force 
progt.arn management. 

RELOCATION PLAYS. This dccision will be madc by Mr. Jackie Cmwfwd, Anditor 
General of the Air Force. Our audit responsibility includes c o ~ m g t  of the Phillips 
Laboratory and 898th Munitions Squadron, both of which are staying at Kistland Am. 
'l'hcrcfol.~, the decision whcthcr to relocate has not yet been made. Regardless of whether 
this afiw eventually relocates, we anticipate continuing our mission here at Kirtland for 
at least several years. 

E'ACILmES AND MFEWSTRUCTURE REOUInEMENTS. Our mission requires only 
gencml officdadministrative space to suppart rm ofice chief, five profkssional auditors 
and a secretary. We require te1ecommnnications (inc1ud'ing computer access and LAN 
capnbiliries), general supply, rcp~ucrion (both a copier in, or wry near, the ofice and 
printing to reproduce final reports), civilian personnel, travel, accmting and finance, snd 
other general suppori (c.g., police, fire, CE maintenance, library, etc.). Thesc things will 
bc rcquued at Kirtland as long as wc remain here and would also be required at a gaining 
Location, if applicable. 



AFRH KIRTLRND AFB NMM TEL:8-246-5282 

4 L 

Mar 09 95 11:34 No.001 P.03 

OTHER PERTINEN'J' INYOKMATIO~. If this offtcr is moved from Kirtland, in a11 
probability it would not be relocated intact. Our secretary is managed through the local 
civilian perscnmcl office here at Kirtland and hcr fizture would be decided here. The 
office chief and auditors ere managed centrully by rhe AF Audit Agency using support 
fmm a civilian pc~sonncl oficc at Rolling AF73. These six people would likely be 
handled on an individual basis since our audit clients are going to several widely 
d i s p a d  lacatiom. 

P O N  OF CONTACT. Mr. Paul C.  Rolfc, office chiefi on 8465503. We are located m 
building 20140 (the old hospilal) at room 236 ei a]. 

PAUL C. ROLFE 
Chief, ARB Audit Ofice 



You asked us to nnswer the foIIowing questions wnceming Air F o ~ e  inspection A p c y  (-1 
lor the USAF BRAC site visit to Kirtland AkB. 

a. Wbat is our mission? 
Answer: Providing objeztive md indcpndent assessments of Air Fom wadiness, 

discipline, and management c'ficiency and e&tiveness- . . 

6. Relw-ation plans lf my- 
Answer: W e  do not cmnrly have any relocation plans- We arc in the process of 

cleveloping these plans but they are still in the conceptual phase. 
. ?  

c. What will you mcd in fiarititics, i-trutture andlar infannation? 
Answcr W e  do not know all the answers' to this question. Wc.do h o w  that the 

f d t k  we currently txcupy meat our needs. 

d Any other pertinent MorrnalJuo. 
Answtr: It is to early to know what other information is needed or k ~ ~ o w n  at this time. 

df&& TbIOMAS R. BROWN, I . Col, USAF 

AFIA POC for BRAC 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL RESOURCE SERVICE 

KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 

ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 87117-5000 

09 MAR 94 

SUBJECT: Base Realignment/Closure Issues 

MISSION STATEMENT: The Defense Industrial Resource Service 
(DIRS) conducts surveys on a continuing basis of the industrial 
capabilities of niajor U.S. industrial corporations and research 
organizations in New Mexico to support the Department of 
Defense in the event: of full mobilization or national crisis. 
DIRS also coordi~iates specific study efforts within the 
military services in order to insure the efficient and timely 
developmetit of procurement strategy beneficial to the interests 
of DOD. The office is subordinate to the Defense Industrial 
Relations Activity and responds to taskings from elements of 
the individual military services as needed. 

The Kirtland DIRS office has received no notification of 
inst~uctions from its headquarters element t:o relocate, and it 
plans to remain at its current location as long as tenant 
services remain available at Kirtland. Should the time corne 
that tenant services no longer will be available, the DIRS 
office rnay seek co~nmercial office space. Please keep the DIRS 
point of contact apprised of changing developments regarding 
the co~ltinuing availability of the DIRS office space. 

K. LAMONT HUNTER 
Director DIRS 

LESLIE BRUCE. LT COL, USAF 
Focal Pvint Officer 

SYLVIA M. BROWN 
Point of Contact DIRS 
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DEFENSE FINCINCS AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE 
D f  FENSE ACCOUNTING Qf FlCE - DENVER CENTER 

wao GIBSON BOULEVARD SE 
IURTLAND AFB NM 67117-5550 

W R W V  
RSFCO DAO-DE IUR'ILWTP March 8,1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR 377 ABW/XP 
ATM: Pam Banks 

SUBJECT: Base Relocation and Closure (BRAC) Questions 

In response to your questions fa the BRAC i n f m o n  gatking, here is sa odinc of 
our plans. The Defense Finance and Accounting Service will realign this D d a  Accounting 
Ofice to an operating location within the three years urbRther or not FZrllead AFB is 
reynganjzed. W e  \dl move to Lexington, Kentucky with all associated worWoad on a schedule 
akeady dctamhed. Xf the BRAG should d d d e  to realign resources on Kirtlaxld earlier than our 
scheduled move, our schedule would be accelerated to meet the BRGC schedule. If  you have 
any fiather questions, please contact me at DSN 246-7258. 

cnmth El Powelson, CMSgt, USAF fl#L 
- Deputy Dcfsme h~~ m c c r  





Air Force Safety Agency 
Mission Statement 

The Air Force Safety Agency, a field operating agency, manages the Air Force 
Mishap Prevention Program and the Air Force Nuclear Surety Program. It 

.., 
L, 

develops regulatory guidance, provides technical assistance in all safety 
4 disciplines, and maintains the Air Force data base for all safety issues 
B - 
y throughout the Air Force. 
E 

' The agency has four mission directorates: Flight Safety, Ground Safety, 
Weapons and Space Safety, and Nuclear Surety. The Flight Safety Directorate 
leads the Air Force Mishap Prevention effort for manned aircraft. The Ground 

- Safety Directorate concentrates on ensuring a safe work environment. Weapons 
L-4 
1 .. 
0 4  

and Space Safety personnel ensure safe handling of explosives, with a focus on 
'0 
T 
17J 

ammunition transportation and storage, as well as oversee mishap prevention 
10 
Q programs for ballistic missiles, remotely piloted vehicles, and satellites. The 
5 Directorate of Nuclear Surety is responsible for managerial oversight of the Air 

Force nuclear weapons surety programs. - -. 
:.I . . 
S; 
9 

a The agency also has three support directorates: Engineering and Technical 
Services, Life Sciences, and Data Operations and Analyses. 

d 

m 

3 HQ AFSA 
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Air Fears Clouded 
minutes of metings of the Air Force's Base 

ommendations. 
By John Fleck from big winner to big loser overnight, Sen. Jeff Bingaman, D-N.M., on wednes- 

JOURNAL STAFF WRITER when a proposal to move 6,000 people to the day of minutes of the 
base from California was scrapped out of a discussions Kirtland. 

=he beginning of the end for Kirtlmd ~i~ fear the influx of people and their cars On Feb. 28, the Defense Department 
announced a proposal for deep cuts at Kirt- 

Force Base w a  a fear of d m g  Albu- increase earban monoxide in land that would eliminate 6,850 jobs a~ pan querque's air. . querque's skies. of the agency's base closure process. 
As the Air Force deliberated its base c la  With that Option the -land Elected officials and community leaden 

sure proposals late last year, kintand went to according to hope to persuade the Defense Base Closure 

IGrtland's Future 
and Realignment Commission, an indepen- 
dent body set up by Congress to make rec- 
ommendations on the issue by July 1, to 
overrule the Kirtland cuts. 

According to the Air Force documents, 
air quality wasn't the only factor consid- 
ered. Cuts at W a n d ,  according to the Air 
Force, would save more money than closing 
Los Angeles Air Force Base, headquarters 
for the Air Force's Space and Missile Cen- 

Angeles base's connections with the South- 
ern California aerospace industry were a 
point in its favor. 

But the key decision, according to the 
minutes, came when the Air Force decided 
at a Dec. 15 meeting that moving Los Ange- 
les Air Force Base personnel to Kirtland 
"was not a viable option because of air qual- 
ity conformity problems in Albuquerque." 

In a letter sent Wednesday to Secretary of 
ter. 

Secretary of the Air Force Sheila Widnall MORE: See AIR on PAGE A2 
also argued in a Jan. 11 meeting that the Los 
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based on air quality - that's quite a 
leap, I would hi&," Dennis said 

Bingaman made the same point in a 
strongly worded letter he sent Wednes- 
day to U.S. Defense Secretary William 
Peny. 

In the two-page letter, Bingaman 
questioned the Air Force's decision to 
use air @ty as a critical fhctor in de- 
ciding against moving thousands of 
jobs from the Los Angeles base to 
Kirtland. 

"y38vi&lY, ~lbuquerque's air qual- 
ity far exceeds Los Angeles' and it is 
outrageous that Kirtland would lose out 
to Los Angeles A .  based on air qual- 
ity comparisons," Bingarnan said. 

"A -tion that the expansion 
of Kirtland should be ruled out be- 
cause of air quality points out a very 
faulty decision-making process by the' 
Air Force." 

But Mary Feltault, an Air Force 
spokesman, defended the decision, 
saying: "We have to adhere to local 
airquality standards." 

Bingarnan's letter is the latest effort 
in a lobbying campaign to save Kirt- 
land 

The campaign by New Mexico offi- 
cials is designed to convince the inde- 

sure Commission to reject the pro- 
pendent Base Realignment and Clo- I 

posed cuts at the Albuquerque base. 

The eight-member commission has 
until July 1 to accept or reject the Pen- 
tagon's proposals for closing or mak- 
ing major changes at 146 bases. 

Chuck Pizer, spokeman for the base 
commission, said the group welcomes 
fact-finding efforts by communities 
llke Albuquerque that would be af- 
fected by Pentagon cuts. 

" W e  communities have an obvi- 
ous self-interest, they also have the 
ability to find the flaws in the military 
justification process," Pizer said "It's 
a vitally important process." 

Bingaman's letter was part of his ef- 
forts to show that the Air Force &- 
ly targeted Kirtland for cuts over Los 
Angeles. 

Two weeks ago, the senator released 
documents showing that Kirtland 
ranked higher in the Air Force's rating 
system than Los Angeles in evaydhg 
except 15st  and return on investment 

Bingarnan and other delegation 
members have questioned those fig- 
ures as well, saying they don't account 
for increased costs that would be in- 
curred by U.S. Department ofEnergy 
facilities at Kirtland. 
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Officials sputter 
The Air Force says Albuquerque's air quality can't withstand  en Dennis, an environmental sci- 

entist with Albuquerque's Environ- 
more residents relocating from the LOS Angeles base. mental Health Deuartment, said 

By Karen MacPherson ~ 

-WASHINGTON - The Air 
F'drce's conclusion that Albu- 
querque's air phty couldn't handle 
thousands of people moving from Los 
Angeles Air Force Base to Kirtland 
Air Force Base doesn't make sense, 
officials say. 

Democratic Sen. Jeff Bingaman re- 

leased documents Wednesday show- 
ing that Air Force officials conclhded 
that moving personnel from Los An- 
geles to Kirtland "was not a viable op- 
tion because of airquality confoxmi- 
ty problems in Albuquerque." 

Instead, the Pentagon has recom- 
mended cutting 6,850 jobs at Kirtland 
while leaving the L.A. base un- 
scathed. 

Wednesday that the city hasn't violat- 
ed Clean Air Act standards for three 
Y-. 

City and federal officials would find 
ways to cope with increased pollution 
fiom any personnel expansion at Kirt- 
land, Dennis said. 

"To say that they (the federal gov- 
ernment) wouldn't move people 

PIeasesee AIWA8 

over base-cut logic 
Study: L A  pollution 
can shorten lives 
Los Angeles Daily News 
LOS ANGELES - Fine airborne particles from 

diesel engines and other industrial sources reduce aver- 
age life expectancy from one to three years in Los An- 
geles, according to a pollution study of the nation's 15 1 
largest metropolitan areas. 

srigharn young university researcher C. Arden Pope, 

author of the study, said, "It seems that (fine particles) 
are a larger health risk than the other pollutants. . . ." 

Officials with the South Coast Air Qualiq Manage- 
ment District, which regulates air @ty in the Los An- 
geles area, said this and other recent studies raise seri- 
ous questions about the dangers of fine particles. 

Fine-particle pollution comes &om windblown dust 
and soot, diesel, auto and jet emissions, wood smoke 
and particles &om other chemical components of smog. 

Los Angeles is one of five U.S. metro areas that is out 
of compliance with federal standards at levels consid- 
ered serious, official said. 



City: More Jobs Not a 
Danger , to Air Quality: 
Air Force's Kirtland 
Concerns Off-Base 
By Michael Hartranft 
JOURNAL STAFF WRITER 

Baffled by Air Force comments 
that Albuquerque's airshed can't 
handle growth at W a n d ,  city offi- 
cials say the metropolitan area can 
absorb 50,000 jobs in the next 
decade without violating clean air 
laws. 

That claim is backed up by a plan 
that may be submitted to the Envi- 
ronmental Protection Agency by 
July 1, city officials said Thursday. 

"I underscore that I don't have 

expertise in the internal workings 
of the military," Mayor Martin 
Chavez kid. "But the idea that air 
quality in Albuquerque is such we 
can't accommodate (Kirtland's 
expansion) is ludicrous." 

Minutes from 1994 meetings by 
the group that prepared the Air 
Force's base closure recommenda- 
tions indicated that a proposal to 
move 6,000 people from a Los Ange- 
les base to Kirtland was scrapped 
out of fear that the influx of people 
and cars would increase the city's 
carbon monoxide levels. 

On Feb. 28, the Defense Depart- 
ment announced a proposal for deep 
cuts at Kirtland that would elimi- 
nate 6,850 jobs as part of the depart- 

ment's base closure process. 
Chavez said he agrees with Sen. 

Jeff Bingarnan, D-N.M., that the 
beginning of the end for Kirtland 
was concerns about,dirtying Albu- 
querque's air. 

"It seems to me either you're a 
receiving base or a giving base and 
we were very much a receiving 
base in December and Los Angeles 
a giving base," he said. "Once they 
decided on the air quality thing, 
Kirtland was no longer a receiving 
base and had automatically become 
a giving base and fair game. That 
was the turning point." 

Albuquerque is designated by the 
federal government as a non-attain- 
ment area for carbon monoxide. But 

it's about to seek redesignation as a 
clean air area on the strength of 
going three straight years without 
violating federal standards. 

The EPA requires the city submit 
to submit a plan for how it will stay 
in compliance for the next 10 years. 

The plan, scheduled for d'public 
hearing next month, offers contin- 
gency measures in case the metr* 
politan area slips back into non- 
compliance, said Steve Walker, 
manager of the city's Air Pollution 
Control Division. 

"But I think what is important in 
(the plan) is that there is room for 
growth, in rough numbers, for prob- 
ably at least 50,000 new jobs over 
that period," he said. 

Walker also said that under a new 
federal law, the Air Force last fall 
had to submit documentation on the 
air-quality effects of more cars and 
people due to a proposed expansion 
at Kirtland's Phillips Laboratory. 
He said the estimated effects 
weren't enough that the city would 
have required the Air Force to take 
extra environmental measures. 

"The idea that somehow Albu- 
querque has no headroom in its air 
pollution budget is incorrect," he 
said. 

An Air Force spokeswoman in 
Washington, however, denied that 
the city's air quality drove the deci- 
sion to cut back at Kirtland. 

"The Kirtland realignment was a 

manner for us to achieve a cost- 
effective savings by drawing down 
the military support infrastruc- 
ture," said Maj. Mary Feltault. "The 
major mission at Kirtland is Phillips 
Laboratory. Phillips is not going 
away." 

Albuquerque's air quality was an 
issue, she said, when Kirtland was 
being considered as a potential 
"receiver" for the space and missile 
system operation if Los Angeles Air 
Force Base was closed. I 

As it turned out, she said, the Air 
Force didn't recommend closing 
Los Angeles because of the costs 
involved and the link between the 
base and the southern Califo* 
aerospace industry. 



Editorials 
Air Quality Arguments 
Won't Help Save Kirtland 

It really wasn't air quality that made Kirtland Air Force 
Base go from a big winner to a big loser in the base closing 
process. Instead, an old air quality report coupled with the 
expense of closing a Los Angeles base and its proximity to 
the Southern California aerospace industry triggered deci- 
sions that eventually could lead to the loss of about 6,850 mil- 
itary and civilian jobs. 

Powerful arguments, among them California smog, could 
have been made for closing Los Angeles Air Force Base and 
moving its activities to Kirtland. Instead, Air Force planners 

- used a federal report on air quality as one of the reasons it 
woddn't move jobs to Albuquerque. 

Arguments in favor of expanding, rather than realigning, 
Kirtland could have included: There has never been a severe 

. earthquake in Albuquerque in recorded history; neither 
wildfire, flood, mudslide nor freeway gridlock has troubled 
residents. Smog is very rare here. Yet, the U.S. Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency still lists Albuquerque as failing to 
meet federal air quality standards for carbon monoxide. The 
city has not exceeded those levels in the last three years. 

The Air Force decision may have been inevitable, however. 
Albuquerque has no major league professional sports team. 
It is hundreds of miles from Disneyland, Universal Studios, 
Hollywood, surfing and ocean beaches. More importantly, 
New Mexico has far fewer electoral votes than California. 

The Air Force insists that the decision not to move the Air 
Force's Space and Missiles Systems Center from Los Ange- 
les to Albuquerque involved considerably more than a non- 
compliance air quality report - primarily costs and proxim- 
ity to the aerospace industry. Once the decision not to move 
the space commaad was made, however, it triggered the 
Kirtland reduction decision that left Albuquerque blowing in 
the wind. - It remains pretty thin evidence to support the Air Force's 
Base Closure Executive Group recommendations on Kirt- 
land. Still, Albuqucrque can't rely on refuting outdated air 
quality reports to convince the Defense Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission that the recommendation is flawed. 
The city will need much stronger arguments if it is to prevail. 
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