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So~oki Associates Inc_ 

Compr hensive Reuse Plan for Miamisburg Mound 

lJnderstanding the Reuse anti Development Planning Process for Mound 

There are several key factors that will interact with one another to affect the reuse plan and 

implementation strategy adopted for Mound_ Thes include, but certainly are not limi ted to: 

1. The ten-year time horizon which has been set by Miamisburg Mound Community 

Improvement Commission (M1v1CIC). 

2. The need to retain and replace jobs at Mound. 

The fact that, for the most part, the facilities at Mound are highly specia lized in their 

commercial applications. 

4. The enVironmental clean-up process whereby Mound is "released'' to Uvt lC over :1 ten­

year period with the undeveloped land coming under 1\tfMCIC's full control fi rst and most 

of the major building assets being available only on a lease basis until near the end of the 

decade. 

5. The need for the reuse of Mound to have minimal negative impact on the fiscal heal th an 

well-being, of the community--for the plan to be "economically feasible" such th t 

revenues at least offset, if not exceed, costs. 

6. The physical characteristics of Mound: the fact tlu tit lacks direct cc .. ss to inter tate 
highways, is self-contained with respect to all util ities and servi l.:' s and is situ::tted ntop a 
prominent hill underlain by rock at shal low depths. 

7. The age and condition of many of Mound's fa ilities; their non-compliance \\'it h build1ng 
codes, access guidelines, and other "fret!-market" requirements (i.e., lack of adjacent 
parking). 

Each of these factors has impl ication for the reuse and development plan for Mound. The 

desire to dissolve M1v1ClC in ten years sugg sts that the marketing of Mound cannot be 
confined to the exotic technologies which have been the mainstay of the research that has taken 

place at the facility over the pas t fifly ye. rs. Rather, Mound must be marketed concu rrently on 

several fronts, and perhaps to several market segments, if tl e goal of full pri atization is to be 
realized in ten years . This factor is especially important with regard to the s hedule fo r release 

of the site to M1v1CIC. In the early year of plan implementation, fi e imple sales to priv te 
owners will be limited principa lly to the undeveloped portions of the Site while remedi Lion of 

environmental contamination is taking plac in many of the facil ities. Moreover, Lime and 

money will be required to bring Moun 's facil ities up to code, modernize he site's roads and 

infrastructure. and de\ elop tltc sttc "amenities" on the hi \!top that private businesses (:wd th-: tr 

len " s) will r qui re. 
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So~ak i As~oc i o te~ Inc. 

Comprehensive Reuse Pl an for Miamisburg Mound 

T us, the reuse plan for Mou nd ltas m~my of the characterist ics of a real estate workou t, and it 

is akin as well to a ''corporate restru turing." In a workout, usually a lender which has held a 

secured interest in rea l property seeks to cut its losses as quickly as possible. o do so, often 

planners and engineers are brought in to re-design the project, cut co nstructio n and operations 

costs, and formulate a construction/development phasing schedule that ma tches sales and 
absorption so that revenues keep pace with osts to the ex tent possible. 

Planning for the reuse of Mound is also similar to the process that many industries now are 

following in their efforts to " right-size" their operations and maximize profits. In the process 

ur restructuring their firms, corporate executives look to shedding divisions which re not 

within the realm of what they define (or sometimes redefine) as the "core busi ness." These 

.. 1narginal businesses" often are sold to others or, in some cases. simply abandoned. Similarly, 

the reuse planning process must identify and better unde rstand the core businesses 

(technologies) at Mound. (Considerable work in this rega rd has been done by the University of 

Dayton-CBER.) To do so, several key questions must be answered; for example; Which of 

Mound's many technologies have the greatest potential for private sector applications, and 

which ones, although not withllut their value to the private sector, have very limJted 

marketabili ty? What are the important "synergies" between technologies and facilities at 
Mound, and what arc the marginal technologies or fa c1 lilies that could be eliminated without 

adversely affecting (even enhancing) the attractiveness of the remaining "core busi n sses" to 

the private sector? The planning process must result in a "strategic development plan" that 

opti mizes Mound' s technologies and assets and minimizes the fLscal and environmental 

impacts of reus and development. 

Th ~ undeveloped land at Mound may prove to be its most marketable as et. Sine rn ny or the 

functions that private industry would perform at Mou nd--res arch and deve lop ment and 

product testing and qua lity control--are not normally business profit cent rs bu t are. m fac t, 

overhead functions (a cost of business) the opportunity to "co-locate" on the undeve loped land 

at Mound could attract fully integrated manufacturing opera tions consis ting of newi. deve loped 

production facilities on the "hilltop." This would eliminate the need for a manufacturer to 
incur the capital costs of developing the space and acquiring the facilities necessary to support 

R&D and product testing, yet these functions would be immediately available. fo r example, 
would an air bag manufacturer find Mound attractive because it could build a state-of-th -art 

production facility on Benner Road, while utilizing the explosion chambers in Building 87 to 

test its product? Similarly, si nce many of the production facilities at Mound are li mited to 

"pilot scale" operations consistent with their milita ry mission, is there a ma nufacturer 

interested in building a plant on the adjacent und v loped land at Mound to boost the scale of 

certain produc t to a level that reduces unit cos ts to accep table and competiti ve price po in ts'? 

The potential for synergies of th is type, and others, is likely to be one of Mou nd's great st 

competitive advantages in th m rketplace. 
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Samki '.ociar s Inc . 

Comprehensive Reu e Plan for Miamisburg Mound 

When all is said :wd done, however, although the presence of e,·otic technologies and high 

capital CX>St facilities may be an tmportant magnet for businesses, Mound wi II hav to withstand 
conventional scrutiny in terms of how it measures up as a real estate transaction. Commercial 

lenders tend to shy away from, or charge a huge premium for, financial deals vhich clearly 

have only limited resale value. This 3pplies not only to the too-expensive house in the so-so 

residential neighborhood, but also to the industrial or office buildi ng which is difficult to 

access, is old and lacks adjacent parking, and which is designed for a single, or ut a few 

specialized applications. 

Further CX>mpounding Mound's competitive position in the market is the fact that CX>Sts for 

operating and maintaining Mound, reportedly more than $9,000,000 annually (S7/st), approach 

or exceed the typical rent for industrial space in the market. Accordingly, for space at Mound 

to be CX>mpetitive with other alternatives available to business and industry in th is mar et area, 

careful exa.min:J.tion of these costs is warranted. For example, is it the particular function or 

use of the facilities, which is disproportionately contributing to the cost of operations? If so, 

can these facilities be sold or abandoned without jeopardizing the marketabili ty of the 

remainder of the Mound? If this function is cri tical Lo the success of the reuse program. n it 
be made more efficient, or can third-party funding e fou nd to subsidize the "premium" 

component of the total cost for this function? 

In consideration of the foregoing issues, the reuse and development plan for Mound wi ll need 

to "optimize" the facilities, infrastructure and site. This means combining the resu!t.s of the 

assessment and testing of narket potentials with the: results of the facili ties, infrastru ture and 

site nalyses to selectively "down-size" Mound, r moving buildings and elimin ting cosl.ly 

infrastructure systems (or gradually integmting some or II with municipal or county systems) 

in order to create an "industria l park" that supports a set of high-value, marketable technologies 

in a group of buildings each of which sits on its own lot and is reasonably served by it.s OW1l 

parking lot(s), and for which the co t of uti li ties services and maintenance is "reasonable" 

Through "strategic site clearnnce" the reuse plan can make the costs of operation and 
maintenance more manageable, facil it:ttc the phased upgrading of utilities and improvements to 

roads, and enhance the site 's attractivene to private industry. 

While it is appropriate to focus on the technological tesources of Mound as a mark Ling 

strategy, the marketing of the site also must promote the assets of Miamjsburg and the greater 

Dayton/Cincinnati region as a whole. As import nl as the technologies avai lable at found arc:, 

th quali ty of life available to executives and workers alike witt be an impon:mt determinant for 

businesses considering Mound. Th, reuse pla nning process, therefore, needs to consider not 

only site-speciftc issues, but also !tow Mound fits within its local and r gional conte:\t. This 

will include exploring better linkages wi th the regional transportation systems, integrating the 

site into the communi ty 1~1bric by extending adjacent public open spac into and th rough tb 

site and, perhap , helping the tly meet demands for comm mty uses such as recreational 

facil ities and/or municipal services. The planning pro ess also must carefully e aluate 
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Sasaki A~~ociates !11c 

Comprehensi e R euse Plan for 1 rliamisburg Mo und 

d velopment options to ensure that, in the effort to retain and create jobs at 1ound, shorHenn 

solutions do not contribute long-term problems, such as traffic congestion or over-crowded 

schools, that detract from the ci ty'slrcgion ' s qu::~li ty of life. 

The potential for locating an insti tution of higher education at t1 sit presents an opportunjty 

th t the planning process should explore further. Certai n ofMound's technologies could help 

support a resear h curriculum, whit the synergy between education nd industry could attract 

skilled researchers, grant moneys and private investment to Mound. A college or Wliversity 

could also provide a "brain trust" that could spawn new technologies and businesses, as well as 

provide a source of highly trained personnel for existing bu iness and industry. Examples of 

tlus type of symbiosis abound; among the best known are the Route 128 corridor outside BoSton 

(America' s Technology Highway), a beltway of high-tech business s, many of which were 

founded by the graduates of Harvard, MIT and the area's numerous other institutions; and 

Silicon Valley in Califomi:1, which draws from that area 's colleges nd un iversities. 

The Sasaki team is mindful of all of these issues and will approach the reuse planning process 

wilh an eye on their balan ed resolution. T he detailed scop of work th:1t follows wi ll provide 

the team with the tcchnical und rstanding and market infonnation it need.~ to form late a reuse 

nd development plan for Mound that will competi ti ely position this important asset and will 

provide MMCIC and tl1e city with the " road map" necessary t ensu re a smooth transition from 

secret government resear h t productive private industrial operation. 
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Sosoki A.ssociot~ In 

Comp r hcnsive Reuse Plan for l\1iamisbu rg Mo und 

Facilities Inventory and Asses mcnt (URS Consu ltants) 

Purpose: 

To determine the viability [! r reuse of ert:Ji n individ al buildings at Mound and to assess lhe 

feasibility, including cosLS, of upgrading these and oth r faci li ties as appropriate. to comply 

with current building codes and ADA access guidelines. Develop a facilities plan which 

depicts proposed modifications to, or removal of, e. ·isting facilities, consistent with the 

p referred reuse plan for Mound. 

Approach: 

The key to performing the facilities inventory and assessment is to gather sufficient information 

on existing facilities to establish, for long-term planning purpos s, whether or n l individual 

structures should be retained as elements in a long-term reuse plan, and to establish the basis 

for estimating the cost of renovations for tar ~eted fu ture tenants or owners. It is ri tical that the 

inventory and assessment process be designed J nd conducted so as to minimize the e;~."J)endi ture 

of resources on structures or complexes of structures that are poor reuse candidates. t is 

assumed that up to 2 percent of e. ·isting buildings ar · candi ates for removal 

Methodology 

Task 1: Establ ish Facilities Assessment Priorities a nd Prepare Inventory Survey Forms 

The consultant team will revi w and assess the existi ng faci lities data and inventory that 

already has been carried out by tviMCIC. URS Consult.u nts, in a work session with key 

members of th Sasaki team and rep res ntati es of the tviMClC, will identify those focility 

all ributes and deficiencies a round wl1ich the assessment process wil l focus. Priorities 

established at Lh work sess i n will b used to wei ht criteria included on ev !uation mat.rices 

to be used by field teams during the f, cilities inventory. The evaluation matrices will generate 

a weighted ranking for e.:~ch of the 15 buildings (totaling 418,52 1 square feet) to be inventoried. 

Buildings which receive a score atxlve a fixed value will be designated prime candidates for 

reuse; buildings scoring below a fi xed value will be design ted as demolition candidates; and 

th se scoring in an intermediate range will be subject to further evaluation. As overal l 

redevelopment concepLS becom more clearly defi ned, additional assessment and costing efforts 

may be identified for buildings in the intermediate range. 
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Sasaki As:;ocia tes Inc. 

Comprehensive Reuse Pl an for Miamisburg Mou nd 

With fi nalized matrices in place, a comprehensive assessment of all building facil ilies will be 

developed and will include the follo wing factors : 

• Electrical Engi nee ring 

• Mechanical Engineering 

• Structural Engineering 

• Architecture 

• Environmental Complia nce 

This comprehensive assessment will be prepared util izing input of survey team members from 

each of the di scipline areas and will include facility ra nking matrices, bui lding information 

extracted from existing data, open-ended questionnaire data documenting the results of 

intervie\ ·s with EG&G building managers, and data recorded in the fie ld by swvey team 

members. 

Task 2: Conduct Facili ties Inventory 

The inventory process will include the collection of available data through review of existi ng 

buildi ng documentation (e.g., CADD files, Field Info rmation Management System/Mound 

FWS Data). F ield surveys of typical building faciliti es wi ll b ca rried out to confirm existing 

iruormatibn. Prior to the collect ion of field survey data, existing building information wi ll be 

collected and distributed to each member of the survey team. This information will be used to 

partially complete the survey forms and orient survey team members to the individua l facili ties. 

We anticipate that in many instances, especially where existing building documen tation is 

relatively current, the field surveys will result in simple confi rmation of existing bu ilding data . 

After existing data is reviewed and recorded, field teams will survey ind i idu I bui ldings, 

interview building managers (recording their observa tions), then complete the eva luation 

matrix included on each survey form. Field surveys to confirm and supplement existing data 

wi ll be limited in scope and budget as shown on the labor estimate. 

8 ause the actual time requi red by the individuJl discipline will vary in each building, 

building evaluations will be scheduled by discipline rather than forth team as a whole. At a 

minimum, the following iruo rmati on will be obtained by the individual discipli ne groups: 

• Architecture: General building character (e.g., h igh-bay steel frame) , intended fu nction, 

building code compliance (including ADA), cu rrent capacity, availab ili ty of convenient 

parking, street access, and buffer yard adequacy. 

• Electrical Engineering: Type (including unique fi xed equipment), conditi n and age of in­

building systems, compliance with electrical codes, and level of el c trical service avai lable. 
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~o~ok i Associ le i Inc. 

Co mp rehensi ve Reuse Plan fo r Miamisb urg Mo und 

• Mechanical Engi neering: Type (including unique fi. ·cd equipment), condttlon <lnd age of 
in-building systems, complia nce with electrical and HVAC building codes, level of util ity 

service available, general assessment of energy efficiency. 

• Structural Engineering: Type of structure, unique structural characteristics (high-bay 
crane, oversized foundations for expansion, or unique building functions) , stru tural 
integrity, and compliance with structural building code requirements. 

• Environmental Compliance: Conduct of building "audit" (not a Phas I, Site Assessment) 
to identify areas of probable cnvironmentai concern, including the presence of fri able 

asbestos, lead-based paint and sub-grade contamination from regulated substances 

(e. ·cluding nuclear covered EG&G remediation contract). 

During the conduct of the field surveys, biweekly meetings of the entire survey learn will be 

held to evaluate progress and make adjustments to the schedule as required. In addition, each 
team member will meet with the EG&G building manager to obtain and document additional 

input pertaining to each discipline, as appropriate. 

Task 3: Integrate Survey Data and Prepare Consolidated Facilities Assess ment 

r Upon completion of field activities, the team's principal facilities engineer will int grate the 
data gathered by each discipline, establish a functio nal reuse rating by completing the facility 

ranking matrix included on each survey form, and prepare a draft of the Facilities Inventory 

and Assessment Report. This report will be reviewed by all members of the Sasaki team as well 
as members of the MMCIC. Upon receipt of comments, any necessa ry additional at.1 wi ll be 

;.; collected and the final report will be prepared. 

Products: 

The output of the Facilities Assessment will serve as the primary input in the development of 

reuse alternatives and will consequently identify additional facility-specifi c analyses includi ng 
cost opinions for building upgrades ancllor adaptive reuse. The Facili ties Assessment will 
resuJt in a written report containing: 

1. Comprehensive listing of all facilities and criteria utilized to evaluate the m. 

2. Documentation of field su rveys utilized to confirm data. 
J. Comprehensive database listing all facilities and showing those to be remove , reused 1n 

thei r existing condition, or requi ring modification to meet market demand. 
4. Planning-level recom mendations fo r alternative methods to meet reuse and/or building 

code requirements. 
5. Cost opinion for proposed improvements . 

6 . Overall si t plan graphically showing buildings to be removed. but!din6 to be reuse 1n 

their exisli.ng condition, and build ings requiring modifi ca tions. 
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omprehensive Reuse Plan fo r Miamisburg [Vtound 

Infrastructur· Plnn (TJR.S ousull:tnts) 

'111 ' 'JSe: 

To determine the viabil ity of e:isting infrastructure systems (both utilities and roadways) to 

support the reuse/development plan for Mound, including an assessment of those components 

of the infrastructure system Lhat can continue to be utilized, those that should be abandoned, 

and those systems that can be modified for integration with existing municipal or county 

systems. 

Approach: 

The approach to the Infrastructure Report is very similar to that emplo ed in developing the 

Facilities Inventory and Assessment. The objective of the plan is to evaluate the infrastructure 

currently supporting facilities and operations at Mound, and to deternu ne the extent to whlch il 

can support futu re on-site private sector development and at what cost. 

.\,fethodology: 

Ta~k 1: Establish lnfrastructure Assessment Priorities and Prepare Survey F nns 

A kick-off meeting will be held with key members of the Sasaki team and selected 
representatives of the MMCIC to discuss Infrastructure Report requi rements. From this 

meeting, priorities will be established to serve as infr:lSlructure evaluation criteria to be 
·weighted tn matrix format and incor orated in lhe field urvcy forms 

Task 2: Conduct Infrastructure Evalua ions 

Current information on the location and character of all on-site roadways and uti lilies wdl first 
be obtained, compiled, nd input into sur.•ey forms prep:1red in the previou task by a 

designated member of nn infrastructure assessment team. 

n e team wil l consist of the tollowing discipl ine gro_ ps: 

• Electrical Engi neering 

• Mechanical Engineering 

• Civil Engineering 

After existing d ta is incorporate on the survey forms, field urveys wil t be undertaken to 

confirm e.·isting d t,. The following represent :-~ reas of unique interest for each of the 
dis iplin groups: 
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Scuoki A!.soc iole1 Inc. 

Comp rehensive Reuse Pl an for M inmisburg Mound 

• Electrical Engi neeri ng: Locat ion, cnpacity, age ~nd condition of electri c:JI and 

communications distribution syst ms including related <tppurtena.nces sucl1 as transformers 

and switchgear. 

• Mechanical/Civil Engineering: Location , capacity, age and condition of steam and chil led 

water lines including related appurtenances such as booster pumps. Also included will be 

an assessment of boilers and chillers in the Powerhouse, as well as sa telli te chillers in 

Building 95. 

• Civil and Site Engineering: Location, capaci ty, age and condition of water distribution, 

storm and sanitary sewer systems. The evaluation of these systems will include ana lysis of 

water towers, fire hydrants, manholes and other related appurtenances. 11te capaci ty of 

existing county and municipal water and sew· ge systems will be eva luated to dete rmi ne 

specifically how and at what costs the Mound might be integrated into these systems in the 
future. 

• Civil and Traftic Engineering: Location, description, dimensions, approximate capaci ty, 

and condition of existing road ways and parking areas. This will include key off·si te 

roadways serving the site. 

During the assessment of infrastructure components. biweekly meeti ngs will be he ld 10 eval1..1.1te 

progress and make adjustments to the schedule as requi red . 

Task 3: Integrate Survey Dat and Prepare lnfraslructure Report 

Upon completion of field activities, the facilities engineer will integrate the d.ata gatl tered by 

the team and prepare a draft infrastmcture modification/abandonment plan uti liz ing the 

evaluation criteria previously integrated in the survey form. This Plan wi ll be prepared to 

reflect and shape overall redevelopment alternatives. As such, it> !lt also se rve as the basis for 

detem1ining a signi ficant portion of overall site rcde\•elop ment costs. This Plan will be 

reviewed by all members of the Sas~ki team as well as members of the Ml"vfClC. Upon rece ipt 

of comments, any necessa ry additional data will be collected and docurttertted in technical 

report. 

Products: 

The technical report will include: 

1. Listing of i!lfrastmcture systems and cri teria util ized to evaluat th m. 

2. Completed matrices and field irrvcntory for ms. 
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Scsoki Associates Inc 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan fo r Miamisburg Mound 

3. Documentation of th assessment of the e.·ist ing infrastructure systems showing those 
facilities to removed, reta ined as is, or modified. 

4. Altemativ s to meet reuse/development requ irements (circulation plan, parking, Site 
access, etc.). 

5. Recommendations on alternative methods and systems to meet reuse/develop ent 

requirements. 

6. Cost opinions for recommended infrastructure improvements and n w irurastructure 

requirements. 

7. Overall site plan graphically showing existing facil iti s to remain, be removed, or be 
modified, and new systems that will be requi red. 
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Sasaki Associa tes Inc. 

Comp rehensive Reuse Plan for Miamisburg Mound 

M arket Potentials anti Economic Assessment (ERA) 

Purpose: 

To determine the market potential of the assets present at Mound, including the facilities, the 
• cant land, and the special technologies ("packaged" with key facilities); and to determine 

existing and future operating costs/revenues for the reuse/development plan. To identitY 

ources of funding and strategies to address any identified deficiencies in long-tenn revenues 

vs. costs of implementing the preferred plan for reuse/development of Mound. 

Approach: 

The Miamisburg Mound facility is unique, but is likely to face many of the same problems 
faced by the military i l!>tallations that are being converted to civilian use. It is ommonly 

known that most of tl.r tn.i litary installationS have not been moved through the process of 

conversion easily, and many fall short of the early objectives that are set. As the ~takeholders 
in these efforts take a step back to evaluate the problems, many can defi ne what has not worked 
and what the issues have been. Clearly, some of these are linked to the inerti of politics and 

others to the red tape that surrounds federal government real estate transactions. The 

Miamisburg community may have a significant economic development asset at the Mound, but 

before it can be considered such, it will require a ;veil-conceived physical and 
economic/financial plan to carry out its transition to private use. Several steps must be 

accomplished as part of this broad program; those related specifically to the economic 
implications are: 

• Preserve thts potential asset for the community and r gion; 
• Maintain the core labor force to ensure that the capabi lities are available for new bu iness 

development to tap for needed skills, and to keep th e high t chnology jobs i the area; 
• Use all the Mound and the adjacent site as tool for a broader economic development 

strategy~ 

• Ensure that operations of Lhe facility are on sound financial foot ing and C3n "cash flow" 
after a real istic period of ttme; 

• Set the stage for the ultimate priva tization of the Mound after the Depanmenl of Energy 

involvement stops; 
• Establish a competitive position for the new business park that \ ' ll enabl it to attract 

business by providing the amenities and features lh.at are required in lhe marketplace. 

In this present era of fisc~ I conservatism and budget constra ints. the reuse of any type of 

property must be consistent with the dictates and characteristics of the market and economy. A 

private developer would look very carefully before taking on the financial responsibiliti s of 

converting a fa ili ly from federal to private use--as have investors around the country wlt n 

they hav evaluated mil itary reuse possibilities. And many of the pri ate uses on these facilities 
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h ve only occurred when the loca l communiry has "s eetened" the deal by offenng enlicemenLS 

that uWmately crea ted the opportun ity to generate profi ts and minimize the nsks. In fact. in 

many cases, the only reason that conversion was made possible was U1e heavy subsidy that was 

provided by th federal govern ment. We have found that a number of community leaders have 

reful ly evaluated whethe r an ins!ll llation was either an asset or a ''lemon" . The successful 

programs are those in which th rea li ti es of economics and fi nance are key decision factors in 

defining the reuse direction. As a resul t, our approach in Miamisburg has incorporated Lhese 

issues and will integrate them into the major aspects tha t deftne the reuse plan. Several of lhc 

more important elements of our goals are defined below: 

1. Th reuse plan will be ma rket driven and Lhe financial st rategy sound so Lhat the MMCIC 
is assured Lha t the plan can be implemented. 

2. The fi Mncial analysis wi ll inte rJte market elements into the land va luation (appraisal) 

tasks so that the MMCIC is in a position to negotiate for the conveyance of the land under 
terms that are favorable to Lhe communi ty, and \ ill ensure th viability of the operation.. 

3. The plan itse!I \ ill base some of the phy ical recommendations on the market clict.ates so 

that the owner/operato r of the facility IS not saddled wiLh buildings and facili ties that have 
no rea l potential for priva te use and would carry · n unmanageable operating cost burden.. 

4. Technology transfer recommendations will d raw from previous research combined with 

our own ev lualion of future opponuniti s to direct the marketing pr gram toward 
technologies that have the greatest potentia l for growth and job creation in privat industry. 
Likewise, the incentives progra m recommendations would be structured so that public 

incentives are rna. ·imized to the rea test e. ·tent to create investm nt and jobs 

5 . Site plans and development rec mrnend<ttions wil l be structu red so that the convened 

fac ilities in the developing business/R&D park can compel in lhe regiona l markeL The 
economic resea rch wi ll determi ne what the market requires and >ve.:~vc these factors into 
th plan . This task will also weigh in the operations cost issue, which has the potecti3.l to 
"make or break" the conversion.. given the current $9 million figure to pera te the found. 
As a resul t, Lhe pion will. 

• Determine wh<Jt will be necessary to minimize the operating costs and support a 
de elopment pl n l11at maximizes '' profi LS" ; and. 

• Identify how the developed prop rty can be marketed as a sing! entity in conjuncli n 

wi th the acant business park to create economies of scale, and synergy :-t nd 

complementarity between the two. 

6. The in-p lace Economic Dcv lo[.)me nt Pbn will be further d tailed :tnd refined so that the 
envisioned elements are wove n into the context of the reuse pl.. n nd Lhe results are 
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amplified. The marketi ng plan and the financial incentives are aspects of t.he PI< n that our 
team is including in its scope of services to ensure that the reuse plan is a tool thro ugh 
which prospects are identified and pursued as part of the comprehensive sLrategy, and t.he 

beginnings of tenant negotiations are stJrted where it is possible. 

7. Concepts in the reuse plan wi ll be defined so that the M:MCIC has the maximum access to 

federal and state programs that wilt be necessary if the project is to be successfu l. 

8. All aspects of reuse will be considered in the context of the most feasible options-those 
which have the greatest chance of successful implementation. With this as the driver, the 

possibili of carrying out a seamless reuse and development plan will be greater. 

9. Finally, each of the individual components of the overall planning process will be done 
wit.h implementation in mind, building local capacity duri ng the process and ensuri ng that 

the necessary elements for legal , administrative, land control and managemen t are set in 
place at the completion of the assignment. 

{elhodofogy: 

The tasks in this element of the work program will identify what activities and busi ness 

development have the besi chance of success at the Mound and the adjo ining undeveloped land­

-those which will hav ma rket demand, generate adequate revenues to continu to support the 
pri atization of the facil ity, nd n eel the community job and economic development 
alternatives. Throughout the task, the concepts will be evol ed and tested to ensure they are 
ultimately t'C:Jsible. Our product will rank order the alte natives and provide a di scussion of the 

impLications of implementation 

Task 1: Technology Trans~ r E aluation 

We will conduct an economic evaluation of the potential to convert existi ng Mound 

technologies (and related staff ski lls) into the commercial marketplace, and look into t..he 
opportunity to priva ti ze some of the ongoing DoE needs for research, development and 

production at Mound. This task will build on the already-completed work by the University of 
Dayton and will include interviews of the key researchers to identify their perc ptions. Further 
information will be collected regarding 5 to 10 of the most promising technologies by collecting 
research done by technical associations and technical articles published to forecas t tht;; fu ture 
R&D and manufactu ring opportunities that could be captured at Mound. We will inte rview 
employees, contractors and cur rent Mound tenants to f11rthcr test our findi ngs. From lh is array 
of information, we will develop · profile of the industrial potentials that . ·isl, developi ng 

conclusions concerning the appropriate SIC codes to be ta rgeted and specific companies that 

may have need of cilhc r r search c::~pacity or space at the Mound. All data will be co nv ~rted 

intu a space development plan that wilt match facilities and equipment at the Mound . We will 
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determine the expected absorption of space and the Lime fram in which tl is wouJ.j be like! to 
occur. 

Task 2: Market Analysis 

As indicated in th introduction, we envision the undeveloped land associated with the Mound 
as offering the potential to complement the acti ities taking place in the adapted DoE facil ities. 

For example, the Mound itself is not likely to lend itself to intense manufacturing activities, 

warehousing or support services. We would further our work in Task I to determine tlle most 
economic mix of activities to target to the undeveloped site. This market analysis would also 

look to the regional development community to identify trends, growth and future direction 

within the business park rc::!l estate market. This task would inventory competitive facilities to 

i entify demand, supply, product, tenanting, etc., nd draw conclusions on the likely prospects 

for the undeveloped area of our site. The focus would be on complementary industrial markets, 
but also would consider office, hotel/cortference, services and other types of development that 

would enhance the attractiveness and marketability of the entir site and help ensure a revenue 

flow that will be necessary to make the entire undertaking feasible. T he inventory efforts wi ll 
determine what market parameters e.'l: ist that will dcline the revenue potential b sed on land 

sales in existing business parks and rents that are paid in speculative space. (This information 

can also be used to determine that land value for the appraisal product) 

This element of the work will also involve two other sub-tasks. First, we will evaluate what 
role the skilled and trained workfare(! will have in fill ing specialized job requirements to ensure 
long-term viability and marketing of the Mound. As an adjunct to this, we will look into the 
opportunity and the market need for a business incub:~tor as part of lhe overall development and 

priv tization concept, where a unique environment is established to provide sr.art-up businesses 

a ch nee to grow and be nurtured. 

Task 3: Market Testing 

We will carry out a test market of approximately 25 potential technology industries to 

determine their potential interest, probable space needs, st.affing expectations and requirements, 
capital and incentives needs, etc. Top prospects will be identified for further interface later in 

the strategy. 

Task 4: Facil ity Recommendations 

The market. conclusions will be overlaid with the engineering asse sment of tlte faci li ties to 

determine which of the buildings h, potential to be used in the private market. Findings 

concerning space and equipment needs will be compared and contrasted with the Mound 

facilities to determine wl1at type of retrofit will be needed to make the space competittve--to 
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adapt it fro m federal use to private use. These conclusiorrs will be later incorpo rated into the 

financial analysis . 

Recorrunendations will be presented concerning the development requirements necessary to 

faci litate the privatization plan, including the broad requirements for infrastructur pgradi ng 

or new development. This market-based information wi.U be fed toURS for development cost­

estimating purposes. Likewise, the elements concerning the site requiremen th t would be 

cri tical to develop a competitive business park will be gi en to Sasaki as a driver in the land­

planning efforts. 

Task 5: FW1ding Sources 

The Sasaki team will identify the most likely outside funding sour es to augment local capaci ty 

to develop and implement the physical elements of the conversion plan. This would bui ld on 
the work that has already been prepared in the Economic Development Plan and focus on t.hose 

U1.at are most attuned to the objectives of reuse. Clearly, federal sources must be ta rgeted and 

the Economic Development Administration would appear to be an excellent match. However, 
the future of EDA is in question and we would determirre an alternative course of acLion if these 

federal funds are sent to the states in the form ofblock grants. Also, we will meet with state 

oftic1als to determine where the MMCI C can best tap into state programs. Finally, we Wlll 

judge whether such techniques as foreign trade zone, tax increment fina nce, or otl1ers would aid 

in Lhe conversion. 

Task 6: Alternatives Testing 

We will prepare up to three development scenarios that will bracket the rang of probable 
economic performance by making di ffer ing assumptions concern ing market and industria l uses. 
the character of the development of the vacant land, alternative approaches to property 

conveyance/acquisition, differing levels of infrastructure investment and retrofit costs, etc . 

These will be tested on a fnst -cut cost-benefit analysis to serve as a reality check fo r the 

1ltemative scenarios. This will incorporate tile findings of the technology transfer ana lysis, 

cost estimates from the physical planning, and the market conclusions. It \viii also build in 

differing assumptions concerning incentive requirements as veil as the amount nd rype of 

financial assistance that will be ava ilable The result wi ll be a preliminary fina ncial cash flow 

lin:mcial analysis that will translate the assumptions into hard number estimates that will show 

income and expense results from each of the scenarios. Once complete, we will have di rection 

on which of the broad concepts appears to be most fi rw ncia lly feas ible. The implications of Ut 

alternative sLrate ies will be e. ·ptained to tile tvllvfCIC. Also included in this report will be 

resul ts of a preliminary impact analysis which illustrate hO\ each scenario wil l meet the 

economic goals and objectives of the community and affect its fi scal well-being. Joi ntly, we 

will refme Lhe concepts to develop the market activ ities that will be incorp rated into the 
preferred plan 
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Task 7: Monitoring and Evaluatio n of Financial Performance 

Implications of the reuse plan will be di scussed in terms of alternative ovmership scenarios and 

operating strategies, including control and publ ic cost/fiscal considerations, the relative mix of 
private and public uses , etc. The me thodology for evaluating and conducting sensilivity 

analysis will be explai ned so that as market dynamics shift somewhat or federal policy changes, 

the ir impact can be evaluated and the specific elements fme-tuned to capital ize on the changes 

or to ensure that there is no negative impact. 

This will also enable the MMCI C to approach other l oca~ state and federal players tn lhe 

process to cement their relationships and better coordina te activities. 

Products: 

1. 

2. 

Technology transfer analysis which delineates industries and specific businesses to be 

targeted in formubting the comprehensive reuse/development plan and in marketing the 
MA TC omplex to industries and businesses. 

Market analysis report which identifies trends, growth and opportunities within the 

indmirial real esL1te market and in other sectors of real estate as may be deemed 

appropriate for the site during the planning process. 

3. Market test report documenting responses rega rdi ng t!te attract iv .ness of Mound received 
from a telephone canvass of selected industries. 

4. Report recommending a strategy for optimizing facil ities 3l Mound required to support lhc 
preferred plan for privati z..'1 tion 

5. List of potential sources of funding to underwrite specific components of the 

comprehensive plan includi ng as well a di scussion of special techn iques to enhance the 

market position (competiti ve advantage) of Mound. 

6. Prelimina ry cash flow models for two alternative development/reuse s enarios showing 
expected revenues and ex_penses for a range of investment in infrastructure improvements 
and facilities upgrades. 

7. Input into the overa ll performance momtoring and evaluation process as it re lates to 
fi nancial feas ibili ty, nd the minimization of adverse fi scal impacts to the community nd 
region. 
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Implementation Plan (ERA) 

Purpose: 

To develop a suategy for lhe implementation of the reuse and development plan in phases to 
m nage capital investment in fncilities, infrastructure and operations to levels that, to lhe extent 
practicable, are compatible with revenues created through privatization of Mound's l nd and 

facilities assets. 

Approach: 

The reuse of Miamisburg Mound will take place over a period of years. Even though market 

b ctors, technologies and other development parameters will change during this tim , it is 
important that all th elements for implementation be arefully thought out, conceptualized and 

put into place before the implementation begins. The program for implementation must be 

closely attuned to lhe objectives and goals of reuse and the market parameters. 0 llf tasks are 

directed toward putting in place all of the structure and activities fo r th is longer-term process, 
ensuring that lhe legal, administrative and fmancial capabilities e.·ist to arry out lhe program. 

This will draw from our .~rience in the development process for both the public and private 

sector. 

Th intention of our team is to ensure that the direction of a feasible and pragmatic reuse plan 
be fully detailed so that the neccs ry elements are in place to put the plan into action. In this 

phase, we would provide some detail regarding how the base reuse strat gy can be implemented 

for lhe most successful resul ts and in t'he most efTeclive manner. This wil l include phased 

action plan showing the deta ils of what needs to be done to implement the recommended reuse 

strategy. The implementation plan will link into the broader community economic adjustment 
program, identifying ti, to existing organiz..1t ions, resources and programs. fl will be tep-by­

step during the first five years and direction for the longer term, in !uding opportuni ties for 

interim leases on the property prior to DoE 's departure. We beli ve that an elem nt of 

flexibili ty must be m· intaincd to , ccommodate exciting future opportunities. Tasks include: 

AI< thodology. 

Task 1: Organizational Recommendations 

We will mak organiza tional recommendations for taking title to th property, for opera ting 

and developing the faci li ties, nnd for rn naging the long-term civiliafl operatton at the Mound. 

The nature of the propert transfer process and the bu iness development plan will also 

influence the type of organiz...1 tion needed to manage the property sue essfl tlly. In addition, 11 e 

will define appropriate implernenu\lion pol icies and determine l1ow thes an be fi ne-tune . as 
change occurs, to become more e!Te tivc. 
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T sk 2: Property Acquisition Plan 

Our report will provide a Property Acquisition Plan fi r the faci lities which will minimize long­
term community acquisition costs. [t is our anticipation that the conveyance of the Mound 

property will likely follow some of the public benefit conveyance features of the 1949 Property 

Act and tll.e current legislation that has been evolving concerni ng military policy for the 
Economic Development Conveyance. Where possibl , we will prepare an nalysis of the 
phased "Interim Use Lease" :mangements under 10 US Code 2667 or the phased "Pr tection & 
Maintenance" requirements for civilian commercial activities, pending transfer/acquisition of 
the parcels. We will mainta in regular contact with the key federal agencies, p rticularly the 
Department of Energy. We will also evaluate other acquisition elements such as bond-financed 
purchase or public bid. Here, it is our intention to help structure the conclusions of the 
valuation activities to ensure that a realistic fair market value is accounted for in the acquisition 
plan, given tll.e major investment that is needed to make the property ready for reuse. 

Task 3: Personal Property Str· t gy 

The transfer of equipment and other personal property at closing military installations i under 
the I gal provision of Enclosure III to the DoD Directive 5410.12 on Economic Adjustment: the 

ilitary Departments are required to leave equipment that is not "need-to-buy" and not 
"mission-essential" at Lhe base as "related Personal Property." The equipment that is requested 
by the loc.al community must be related to the specific proposed civilian uses in the 
community's Base Reuse Pia . The team will work with the DoE to determine how other 
federal policy will apply to Miamisburg Mound; we wilt also work with the local economic 
d velopment specialists to ident ify the necess ry operational and maintenance equipment and 
teclmical/testing equipment which should be requested, focusing on the ''drawi ng card" type of 
property. (Clearly the "privatiz.at ion"-relat d properry will require the DoE's donation of key 
equipment for future technology research activ ity ) 

Task 4: Real Properly. ppraisal 

Under tll.e direction of ERA, U1e t am will prepare a v luation of the reol pro perry at Mound, 
both tll.e developed environment and the vacant land. This work, under th signature of an 

hio-certified appraiser, will be performed using standard and accepted appraisal methodology. 
However, we beli ve that it is important to po int out that this approach will be car~fully tailored 
to the unique featu res and assets of Mound; fo r ex~lmple: 

• The vacant acreage can be valued usi ng market comparabl ~les. Clearly, wi th the 
improvement of the economy there wil l be adequ:lte activity in the real state market to 
det rmine what bulk land sales have been for comparably z.oned property. ppropriate 

adjustments will be made to accollnt for the unusu, I or unique factors of tile tte. 
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• Valuation of already--developed space will be approached more carefully. It seen apparen 
from first analysis that it may be difficult to find compnrable sales that can be used to 

define value, particularly after the parameters ofreuse have been defined by the market. 

For example, if the MMClC chose to impleme11t a business incubator, the si mi lar 

developments that have been implemented are owned b public and quasi-public entities 

and are ofien in older, retrofitted space. True comparables to MoW1d may not e~sL 

Similarly, there are no other DoE research facil ities in the D:1yton regional market that 

have been sold. The space and the personal property which may be left in pi ce (becoming 

real estate) has value that will be based 011 the return 011 i11vcstme11t vis-a-vis the costs that 

will be 11ecessary to prepare the property for reuse. It is possible iliat this retu rn will not 
exist in f1na11cial terms: the facility may only break even after the public an private 
investment is made. Rather, the return will be economic, jobs, and per hap ta. · base 

Thus, tlt·" tn ·orne approach may indicate a non-existent value. 

Our approach will determine the value in such a wa. that the financial interes of the 
communjty and MlvfCIC will benefit , and the propeny acquisition strategy am capital ize on the 

appraisal results. 

Task 5: Business Plan 

The business plan will integrate all the costs of reuse-- infrastructure developm nt, facility 
retrofit, management and staffing. financi:~l incentive , labor training programs, incenti es 
requirements, ongoing consulting and engi neering, mainten:1ncc, legal and a counting, 

marketing, and other relevant costs--to determi ne o\'er a period of years the annuJl costs of 
conversion. We will forecast the revenue stream from all sources includi ng federaUstale gra nts, 

bonding, property leases, property sales, etc. From this ana lysis, we can d termine lhe cash 

flow gaps and the type of public/pri\'ate pa rtnership app roaches that could be used to fill the 

gaps. 

Duri ng the military base closure process, a member of the Sasaki team h lpcd conceptual ize Lhe 
"caretaker'' concept that has been implemented at many of the bases. The idea behind Lhis is 
that the milita ry service will pay the community to be thetr "contractor" to m:1 inta in th base 
while the military scales back its activities and implements the envi ronmental cleanup. The 
authority at the community level and the DoD negotiate a fee whereby the locality is paid to 

m:~ i ntain and heat the buildings, plow snow, cut grass, show the property to in terim lease 
prospects, etc. In this way, the local leaders gain experience and knowledge of the faci lity, all 

the whi le receiving revenue for their effons. The caretaker concept facilitates the trans ition 

and enables the marketing efforts to be implemented more effectively. We propose to pursue 

this idea with the DoE. (ff DoE is amenable to this approach, we would provide 

recommendatio11s on the structure of such an arrangement between MlvfCIC and DoE ) 
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Task 6: Financing for the Implementation and Economic Development Programs 

We will develop the documentation needed for conversion capital. Because we special ize in 

jomt public/private finan ing and partnerships, we can provide direcLion and detail on which 
speciii.c funding sources, federa l, state and private, would be most achievable for reuse. Prior to 

completion of this ph::tSe, th e recommendations would be displayed in a table rellecl.ing th 

most suitable sources for a reality check at the state level. The objective will be to make the 
Miamisburg Mound facility self-supporting after the DoE involvement disappears, bul to ensure 

that any near-term finance shortfalls can be met. 

Task 7: Action Ptan and Chronology of Events 

A detailed implementation acuon plan will be outlined so that it can be accompl ished by local 

leadership ensuring that the concepts, issues and capacity are developed local ly. It will be a 
step-by-step plan that shows the sequencing of activities which must have a logical progression 
of events and clear interrelationships. We will provide this outline and, wher possible, show 

back-up approaches if some requirements fall through. Elements of this s~qu ncing wi ll be 
developed tiuough our recommendatJons on what path the nvironmental remedi tion laS 

will follow. OU1er pre-closure communiry actions including adoption of the land use plan, 
transportation programming, zoning amendments, and CCRs will be identified. 

Task 8: Develop and Begin Initiati ng Marketing Plan 

We will develop a Conceptual Marketing Plan which performs th following functio 

l. Identifies the specific strengths and any unique selli ng points of the site i eli, 

2. C refu lly considers the attendant characteristics of the communi ty at la rge. particularly 
how well the public and pri ate sectors work together; 

3. Targets busin sses, industries and institutions that " fit," can capitali e on the sHe's 

!tributes. and are gener31ly compatible with the communi ty at lnrge; 

4. Sets priorities for the ta rgeting of activi ties; and 

5. Begins to determine prospective tenants, start-up busi nesses, and possible new facility 

development so that interim leases and longer-term negotiations an be initi te Our staff 
\Vii i take a h::wds-on role in li tis eCfort. 
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Task 6: Financing for the lmplem ntation and Economic D<=vclopment Programs 

We will develop th documentation needed for conversion capital. Bec:1use we peciali2.e in 
joint public/privat fi nancing aud partnerships, we an provide direction and detail on which 

specific funding sources, federal, state and private, would e most achiev· ble for reuse. Prior to 
completion of this phase, these recommendations would be displayed in a table renecllng the 
most suitable sources for a reality heck at the state level. The objective will be to make the 
Miamisburg Mound facility self-supporting after the DoE inv lv ment disappears, but to ensure 
th t any near-term fi nance shortfalls can be met. 

ask 7: Action Plan and Chronology ofEv nts 

A detailed implementatio1 action plan will be outl ined so that it ca n be accomplished by local 

leadership ensuring that the concepts, issu and capacity are d eloped locally. It will be a 
step-by-step plan that shows the sequencing of activities which must have a logic:! I progression 

f events and clear interrelationships. We will provid this outline and, where possible, show 
back-up approaches if some requirements fall through. Elements of this sequ ncing viii be 

developed through our recommendations on what path lhe en ironmental remediati n tasks 
will follow. Other pre·d sure community a lions including adoption of the land use plan, 
transportation progranuning, zoning amendments, and CCRs will be identified. 

Ta k 8: Devel p nd Begin Iniliating Marketing Plan 

We\ ·n de elop a onceptua l Marketing Plan which performs the fol lowing functions: 

l. Identifies th specwc strength and an unique selling points of the site its 1r. 

2. Carefully cons iders the attendant characteristics of the community . t large, pa cularly 
how w 'll the public and private sectors ·work together: 

3. Target. businesses, industries and institutions th::~t ''fi t," an capit:llize on th~ sit e'~ 

attnbutes, and are gene lly compatible with the community at la rge: 

4. Sets prioriti for the targ Ling of activities; and 

5. Begins to determine prospecti e tenants, start-up businesses, and p sstble new fac tll ty 
development so that interim lease and longer-term negotiations an be initillt d. Our staff 

·n take a hands-on role in this eiTort. 
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Products: 

l. Memor::mdwu report co r11.erning reCOlt lmenda LJ ons for Laking ti tle to the property. 

2 Property acquisitio n str:llegy tlt. t 1ni imizes the long-terrn costs to the commumty of the 
priva.t.iza lion of Mouud. 

3. A strategy for the transfer of "pcrson::il" property and other equipment tha t reflects the 
importance of this equipmen t to future technologic I reuse of Mound assets. 

4. An appraisal of lhe rea l property at Mound, both the developed portions and the 

undeveloped land. This will incl ude a commcntar)" on how the value of the undcvdoped 
land may be posi tjvely affected by its ndj :~ce ncy to MAT -- the "synergy value'' 

5. A business plan that includes a pro fornlJ ann lysis of the preferred plon. n identification 
of cnsh flow dell iencies, and recommendations concern ing approaches to bridging these 

fi nancial gaps. 

6. Recommend d slr.llegies for supplemental fund i11g to aiu the transition vf Mound from a 

GOCO fac ility to a ptiv rc mdus trial park. 

7 Step-by-step p lan~ r ommuni ty initi· ti ves and acri o11s required in ~-uppon of the 

privat.J.zation of Mound . 

8. ?vfarkding plan that targets specilic indusLr es or oth ruse tha t have been ide tified as 
business s tha t could benefi t, in one way or anoth r. from loca ting at Mound 
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ansacti n Assistance and Manngemcnt (HR &A) 

trpose: 

·o facili tate the transfer of Mound to the lvtlvt IC and thereby e. ·pedJte the privatiz~1tion 

lf<>CeSS. 

The driving force behind the plan for the reuse of Mound is economic development and 

technology transfer. Ho ~ever, it is important not to overlook that, in order to achieve these 

goals, real estate will have to be transferred, assets will have to be managed, and financing will 
have to be obtained. While t11ese aspects of the planning and implementation process are 
means to an end, rather than an end in themselves. they represent critical steps which must be 
taken in meeting this economic development challenge. 

Task 1: Tmnsactions 

Phasing and parceliz.ation wil l have implications for the negotiations with DoE regarding land 
disposition. While DoE has independent authority to dispose of property through a negotiated 

-xess with the community, it is essential that plan implementation be informed by the 
,nmunity' s rights and obligations wi th regard to assuming the property. Negotiations with 

DoE, for boU1 interim uses and long-term disposition, will be an integral part of the 

implement::Ition strategy. The implementarion plan will have to take into account 

environmental cleanup and infrastructure investment along wiU1 economic development 
priorities in preparing a di sposition plt~ n. The consultant team will pro ide actiVe liaison with 

DoE and strategic :1d ice to ensure that the community' s prionties are respected and that the 
plan fu lly accounts for the nnge of possibilities wich regard to land disposition. 

The MMCI wili need to establish its own set of land disposition processes. It is essential that 

the tvflv1CIC achieve tangibl success in the short run to meet project scheduling and build 
public and political credibi li ty for long-term strategic success. To accomplish this, it will be 

necessary to accommodat ·changing m. rket conditions and fiscal environments. The 
consultant tenm will assist the l'vU fCIC in determining 1ts land disposition mechanism(s). 

Task 2: Management 

Although the Mlvf lC seeks its own extin Lion within a ten-year period, for at least that period 
of time, the ?vftvf IC will essentinlly be one or the region's largest real estate companies. With 

over l.3 million square feet of buildings nnd over 300 Jeres of land under its control, the 
MMCIC will be nsset manager, land developer, funding vehicle and key actor in the setting and 

achieving of regional priorities. The consultant team will assist the MMCIC in evaluating its 

management options to ensur~ that each of these functions can be C3rried out directly or 

contiacted out 10 the most etflca ious manner possible. As it is also possible that full site 
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de elopment wiU not occur within the ten-year time frame, the consultant team also\ ill 
discuss various options for the rvtM IC beyond the ten-year time horizon. Inevitably, Lhere \vill 
be some trade-ofJs between the need to dissolve the CIC and the de ire to maxim1ze the 

Jong-tenn value of th land. We will quantify and clarify th available options. 

The t n-year operating pro form which will be de ·eloped by E will show various gaps w 
capital and operating revenues such that some public sub idy will be necessa , . We will 
identify the appropriate federal, state and local subsidies, long with appropriate levels of each 

· subsidy. Part of our commitment to the MMCI is to partially vest these recommendations 
\vilh the respective authorities in order to ensure that our recommendations are realistic and 
reasonably a live. 

Products: 

1. Recommended land disposition strategy. 

2. h.lentific:1tion of potent ial sources of "g· p" fi :wcing. 
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Comprehensive Reuse Plan fo r M inmisburg M ound 

Land Use Plan (Sasaki) 

Purpose: 

l The purpose of the land use plan is to formulate a scheme fo r guiding Lhe development and 

redevelopment ofMound in a manner hat is compatible with the NfiviCIC' s goal of achieving 
.;! an economically viable, privately owned industrial park at Mound within ten years. The land 

use plan will "flow" from the economic and market analysis and will respond t Lhree key 
factors: 1) development limitations resulting from facilities, infrastructure and en ironmental 

ond.itions extant at Mound; 2) the sequence by which the property is scheduled to be released 
by DoE to Nfiv1 lC; and 3) the need to minimize Lhe costs of on-si te infrastructure (roadways 

and utilities) improvements and off-site fiscal impact of the tr· nsfer of Mound to Lhe 
community. 

}.[; thocfology: 

Task l: Conceptual Altem::~tive.s 

'l-' In order to brackel the range of land usc options avail, ble a t Mound and to help identify issues 
I 

affecting Lhe attainment of the goals or Mound reuse that have been set out by MMCfC, the 
land use planning process will present three conceptual alternatives for reuse and 

:;;... redevelopment of the site. Accompanying the three conceptual land use alternatives will be 
conceptual schemes for phased improvements to roadways and utilities required to support each 
of the alternative land ws chen1cs. 

The conceptual alternative land use schemes will be based on an analysis of the development 

o portunities and constrai rrts present at Mound. This assessment wi ll synth size inti rmalion 

on soil conditiorrs, slopes, wetlarrds and floodplains, environtTtenta l co rrtaminarion, vegeLJllon 
and habitats, regulatory requirements, required safety arcs, on-site facili ties and semenLS, 

abutting land uses, and other relevant factors to produce an analysis of the Net Useable Land 

Area (NULA) at Mound. This anal sis will be combined wilh the results of the faci lities 
assessment and market :malysis to identify those areas at Mound that are appropriate fo r 
development. 

The land use plan, which will be ascd on the resul ts of the anomie and market analysis, \\ill 

allocate land use types at the site in quantities consistent with their forecast market absorption 

over a ten-year period. The pl:w will indicate the location of land uses on th s ite as well as Lhe 
general phasing of development and th sequence f infrastructure (utilities) and circu lation 

(roadways and pedestrian routes) improvements, both on- and off-site, required to support the 

developmenUreuse program. The conceptual land use plans also will consider the sequence by 
which the property is made ava ilab le to NlJvfCIC following its en ironmental remediation. 

Ge rrerally, the property will be r leased to NlJvfCIC in a south-to-north direction, the 
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Comp rehensive Reuse Plan for Mi am isb urg M ou nd 

undeveloped 124 Jeres being the fi rst portion of the site that comes under fu ll control of 
WJv1CIC by the eod of 1996. 

In addition to providing for the reuse of, and complemcnt:uy development related to, Mound 
technologies, the alternative land use plans \ ·u address needs for community uses, 
opportunities for the development of educa tional faci lities, provisions fo r open space and 
recreation and other compatible uses of the si te, as appropriate. 

The alternative concepts for Mound reuse and development will reflect also the land use 
planning implications of the opt ions for its private ownership in the future these options bemg: 

l. Entire site is sold to a thi rd party who then develops, operates and l e<~ses/sells the property; 
2. Site is subdivided into several lots (some with and some without buildings) which are then 

sold to thi rd parties: 
3 A condominium is created with the facilities being sol to third parties and the land, 

primary infrastructure, and ro::~dways being held in common. 

(for example, for found to be sold in sepa rate parcels to third p:u ties, selective removal of 
several buildi ngs may be necessary in ord ~r to permit the crea tion of legal lots nnd provide land 
are<~ djacem to specific structures which n be developed for employee/visitor parking. 
Whereas, were the property to be sold and managed as a condominium, it might not be 

necessary to remove nny ::~ddi tiona l fa ilities since, under the provisions of a condominium, all 
buildi ngs could sit on a single lot and the continued operation of the shuttle parking lot would 
be possible, with the lot being part of th\! common area of the con minium , nd the operation 

of the shuttle service being subsidize by the property own rs through a condominium 
• ssociation. The costs to individual property owners fo r t.hc shuttle service would be based on 
tl1e number of each con pn ny's employees us ing the service) 

Each of the concephtal reuse/development plans for Mound will be accompanied by a 
preliminary analys-i s of potential off-site impacts sufficient to pem\it a rela tive comparison oi 
lhc alternative concepts. These assessments will include, but not necessarily be limited to, 
estimates of peak hour and dai ly tralTic (split between passenger vehicles and heavy trucks), 
wa t r damage. sewage flows, indu ed population gr wth (number of households, total 
population, school-age children). potentia I ta:· revenues (real estate, sales :1nd income) t build-

ut, fiscal impacts (esp., education, fi re and police protection, and other publ ic services), light 
glare, probable risk-haz:~ rd . land use compatibility with adjacent propcntes, and other 
co nsiderations be ri ng on the selectiot\ of a preferred plan. 
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Task 2: Preferred Plan 

The ltemative reuse/development concepts will be evalua ted and compared fo r market 
feasibility, fi nancial feasibility, fi scal nd environmental tmpacts, and quality of life 
considerati ns by the MMCTC. 

1 By coord.irulting with ound Reuse Committee (MRC), the concepts will be presented in public 
fi rums in order to receive publ i comments nd suggestions concerning the community's 
prefl rred direction for reus and devel pment at Mound. 

Based on comments received from MMCIC, \vhich comments will reflect MM IC's 
consideration of public comments and recommendations received during the publtc 
participation proc ss, a preferred reus /development plan for Mound will be developed. This 
land use pi n could be one of the th e initial concepts as presented, or a hybrid of two or more 
of the con epts incorporating addition 1 recommendations of lvfMClC. 

The preferred pi n for reuse/development, which wil t be defined in more detai l than ll e initial 
concepts, wi ll be documented in graphic an n .. mattve formats as a maJor task of the 
comprehensive plan document. 

l'roducrs: 

1. AN t Useable Land Ar~ (NULA) an;.~ lysis of the Mound site, at 1" = 200' or larger, 
shmving a r~s in which dc,·elopment is constr:~ined for one reason or another and areas 
suitable for reuse/dc\·elopmc:nt 

2. • minimum of three con eptual land plans Illustrating, t a sca le of l" = 200· or 
Luger, the allocation and quantity of land uses b. bui l ing and land sub·unit \\ ithin the 
Mound property, vehicular circulation an open space. Each land us on pt will includ 
a statistical summary indi ating tota l quantity by use type, number of parkl!1g spaces and 
open ::.p c · 

J. Alternative options fo r off-s it a cess and entry to the property, summari1.ed along wnh 

their probable impacts. 

4. A phas1ng diagram related to each con eptual land usc lternntive, each diagram 
indica tin., the sequence of derelopment nd the phasing of r adwa_ and util!ttes 
infr:lStructure improvements required to supporT velopment. 

5. A preliminary st tus fin' ncial pro forma cornp:1ring the anti ipated revenues from sales 
and leasing and infrastructure im·estm nt v r the ten -ye~r implcm nt:'lltOll penod of each 
of the devctopm 111. plan optiotls 
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6. An assessment matrix including objective and subjective criteria as a means to assess the 

alternative plan concepts. 

7. F r the preferred development concept, 3 land use plan and an illustrativ plan at a scale of 
1" = 200 ' . Th illustrative plan wi ll show bui ldings, park.ing, ehicular circulation... open 
spaces and a Jan · pe concept. 

8. Minutes of all meetings includi ng documcnUltion of all public prescnt.at ion~ of the lru1d use 
concepts for Mound. 
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Comprehensi c Reuse Plan for. liamisburg Mound 

Sit Plan (Sasaki ) 

Purpose· 

Tit purpos of the site plan is t d velop a site market analysis, design guidelines. and buildtng 
ndards based on the proposed l ~tnd use plnn. 

·fl thodology: 

Design guidelines wi ll be developed in rdcr to nsure that the reuse and development at 
Mound is implemented in a consistent, high-qua lity manner. Design guidelines will address 
building height, me ssing and lot coverage (i .. , fl oor area ratios, F ARs); site grad in and 
drainage; construction m terials; I ndscJping and irrig Lion; visual screenmg; signage; lot 
development and building siting; lighting; and property mai ntenance and security 
requirements. Companion use gu idelines wi ll address potential nuisances such as noise, air 

emissions, and del ivery scheduling; and potential bealt l1 and safety risks such as use. storage. 
and d li ery/shipment (both frequency and routing) of h, zardous materials. In order to avoid 
any duplicatjon of existing developm nt requirements and re !a tory contr Is, the adequacy of 
all e. 'sting codes and guidelines appl icable to uses and d elopment at the site 11'111 be 

evaluated as the fi rs t tep in th process of preparing tlie site plan requirements. Whtle they 
will ensure high-quality business/industrial park thnt is a "good n i · hbor" ro nbut ling 
properties and the host communi ty in gcner:!l, the guidelines developed to regulate the reuse 
and development of Mound will be CClrefully crafted to ensure that development requirements at 
Mound are competitive wi.th those of competing industrial locations in the region. 

Design guideli nes \ ill be prepa red in a form t suitable for t11ei r in orp ration into st.ate and/or 
local zoning and plann.ing regul tions and bui ldmg codes, as appr pri te. In no case shall the 
design and use guidelines fo r Moun be any less restnctive than controls applicable to the site 
and already in plac at the f deral, · iry, or tal le el. 

Alternatively, design and use guide lines c:1n be incorporated in the form of deed 
restrict ions/le::~se provisions whereby they "run with the la11d" , ud are implem~:.nted as;; 
condition of the S3le or lease of the prop rti s at Mound. 

Products: 

l. Design and use guidelines forth reuse. nd development at Mound in forrnnt(s l SUitable 
for incorporation into local and stat J, w and regulations, as appropriate. ( ole thaL 

because it may not be possible to bring the existi ng roads and buildings at Mound into full 

compli nee \vi th e:<.isting or pr p sed desig1 guidelines for new development at the site. 

the design guidel ines perta ining to the rede, el pment of e. ·isting facili ties and 

infrastructure at Mound m:-ty ' ary fro m those nppl tcable to n ~w development on Lhe \ 2-l 
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acres souU1 of the hilltop. Design guide! in s/construction standards for the rehabil itatton 
of U1e devel ped hi lltop at Mound. however. will ensure th:lt the bu1lding and site 
improvements in Ulis area of Mound are compatible with th requirements for development 
and constru tion in the southern section of the site .) 

2. A technical memorandum summarizing design guidelines for the Mound, includwg 
guidelines for architecture, landscape, open spaces, pedestrian and vehicular circulation. 
lighting, signage, stormwater management and concept for securi ty. 
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Monitoring and Evaluation (Sasaki) 

Purl' .~.: · 

To specify a methodology and criteria for evaluating th perfi rmance of the reuse/development 
plan for Mound, and to identify actions to be implem nt to "correct" problems, i eluding 
modifying and r ~ rmulating goals, objccti es, or polici s as may be necessary and ~ppropnale 
to improve performance 

!ethodology: 

The consultant team will identity the critical parameters tl nt are Lhe measures f performance 
of lh plan. These will include, but are not necessarily limited to, performance measures linked 
to: job retention/creation (total employment); payroll size~ real estate values/tax revenues; . 
operating costs (on- and ofT-site); fi scal effi ts (schools and other municipal services); etc. 
Actual results will be charted and compared to goals in each category to determine where the 
plan is attaining targets and where shortfalls are evident. 

Areas of target shortfalls will be evatuated to determine wh::n -actor- may b<;; contributing to 
go I altainment problems. Recommencl.1 t.ions Will b formul t d for modifying the plan to 

achieve in.i t.ia.l goals, or fi r modifying specific goals. objectives, or policies to orrect ident.ilied 
probl ms. Special attention wi ll be accorded any unforeseen problems or events that ~n be 
seen as contributing either to problems, or to results in cerwi n categories that are exceeding 
e. pectation.s. These situations will be anal ed to determine if Lh re are u ique opportunities 
from which th Mound could b neft t. or if there nre chnllenges/obstncles that warrant special 
planning a ·tions. 

To ensure that the monitoring and evaluation program is nn effective means of managing the 
implementation of the reuse/development plan, it will be cle eloped as a dynamic tool which 
can provide a real-time ''snapshot'' of the pL n's progress at any tim during lhe ten-year 
implementation period. This approach will prov1de an early warning system for t11e presence of 
pr blem areas or obstacles limiting the potential for Mound. It wi ll I so help to identify market 
sectors that re stronger lhan had been a nticip:~ted. or specific market opportunitieS that were 
not foreseen t the time the plan was initial ly formulated. In lhis \ · y, the monitoring and 
evaluation program c n help guide the on-going direction of the evolving m:Hket circumstances 
such as might arise wiU1 a br akthrougil in one of th technologies anchoring lhe lvtA TC. 

Producrs. 

1. L1st of the criteria that are to serve as the me sures o the Mound reuse/devel pmcnt plan' 

performance ::~s it compares to the goals and objccti es set fo r the plan at inceptior!. 
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2. Narrati e description of the data and other information thnt is requi red to adequately 

document the plan's performan e as it relates to each of the criteri . This will include a 

discussion of the datu and information required to reason bly monitor changes effected by 
the implementation of the plan (for e.·ample, the cype of information tha t is necessary to 

tra k trends in the local school-age child population, :~ n consequently demands on t.he 

school budget, brought about by shifts in the general population result ing from 

employment changes at Mound). 

3. Recommendations regarding effective tools for tracking the progress of the plan, and 
recommendations concerning responsibi lities for reporting this inform:llion to MMCIC 

will be provided. These recommendations could range from a hart on which progress 

against go Is is plotted as a series of data points, to periodic written repons With 

accompanying analysis, or some combination of techniques. Th thrust of these 

recommendations wi ll be to ensure that MMCIC is equipped with a moni ton ng and 

evaluation procedure that is reliant only on rendily avntlablc, high quality irrforrn tion, and 

tha t the responsibili ty for reporti ng is clearly defi ned and fn:quent enou h to nsure that 

the M1v1CIC can react swiftly to changing ci rcumstan e . 
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Comprehensive Reu e Plan for Miamisbu rg Mound 

Publ ic Partici pation tET & 

Purpo · 

T ensure active public p rtici pa tion in de\ elopment o n succes ful reuse plan for Mou11d. 

Methodology: 

The Public PanicipaLion Plan presented below has been de igned to encour •e and stimulate 
pubti participation in the site reuse planning process. The public will be drawn into the 
planni ng process enrly on in an c ort to gather community ideas, values, concerns, priori ties. 

and ol.her input to the process. Later, the public will be sked to co n ide r the merits of various 

reus al ternat ives or options under consideration. oncepts will be tested for public 

acceptabili ty. The public also may be asked to periodically cons ider Lhe meri ts of the plan in 

light of various local, regional or state planni ng pro esses. and any amendments to the 
comprch ns ive reuse plan that may be n essary. 

T, sk l: Publ ic t'-1ot.icdPubli pinion 

he media. residents. and community leaders wi ll be irtforrned re I rly about progress in 

de eloping the comprehensive reuse pl:\n. Ne v info mation from the study for public 
co nsideration. or announcements bout planned public meetings d i ned to ga ther public 
input, will be integra l to U1e plfln. 

At the beginning of the project, the consultant tea m wil l onduct d ·mogr:1phic research in the 
fi , misburg cornmunit to lcJrn more about the ch, r:.~ ct ris tics of the commu.ni . , and to 

id ntify th key opinion lead rs and stakeholders. Some. such as Mayor Church and Shnron 
Crowdre . h:~ e al ready been ide ntified. Other potential opi nion l aders or stakeholders could 

i lude reli gious leaders. tea hers, business wners, rea lto rs, and ndghborhood association 
leaders. 

A sm~lll publ ic optnton rvey \ ill be designed and di:>tr tbute to the residents of Miamisburg 
to collect their thoughts nd experiences relati e to the fo un . its history, its impact on their 
hves, and their vis ion of its future. Info rmation gleaned rom the survey describing community 

\ alues and oncerns will be provided to the team as co nstm live input into the reuse plan. 

Asp rt of the team's strategy for keeping the publi irtformed. representativ s oftJ1e team will 

be ava il:lble to prepar and distribute the press releases, fa t sheets, and background documents. 

Two informatiOn tlyers and at le, st one brief questionnai re d signed to stimul le public input 

on reuse of the Mou nd wi ll bed vcloped and distributed These will void the techni jargon 

and occasional vagueness th, t reportedly ha · hindered the us fu lness of past rele35e.s issued y 
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DoEIEG&G. Timely public se ice announcemenLS fi r publ ic meeti ngs wi ll appear in pri nt 

and on the local eleclronic med ta 

Task 2: Publ ic tvfectings 

A "kick-off' pub lic meeting Wi ll b held at th eginning of the project to info rm the public 

about the nature of the study. and to request cit izen inpu t as the study proceeds. The public wi ll 
be told about the goals of the study, and the types of opportun ities tha t will be a (ll lable for 

public input. The CO!b"Ult.a nt tea m will prepare agenda, "ha nd-ou ts" as appropriate), and 

minu tes of al l public meetings. 

A second public m eting will be held to receive comments on the draft comprehensive reuse 

plan. Prior to this meeti ng, the draft plan will b made avai labl for public inspection and 

review at the iamisburg Senior Center and th iamisburg Public Libra ry . The meeti ng wi ll 

include a form:~.l pres nta tion of the findings and recommend tions of the study, :~ nd an 

opportunity for the publi to ask questions and offer com ments. 

In between the two formn l publi meeti ngs described ab ve, informal meetings may be held 

with stakeholders and publi opinion leaders to lea rn about public attitudes toward the Mound, 

to el icit informJtion about public concerns toward possible r use options. and to gel inpu t on 

potent ial impacts of redeYelopment uch as increa ed traffi c. noise, or envi ronmental emi ions. 

TJSk 3: Publ i Co mments 

working strategy fo r maktng sure tha t there ar timely opportuniti" for the pub lic to vo ice ilS 

opinion. in wn ting, will be develope Input fro m the co mmuni ty' ill be sought as options and 

alternat ives are d el pe by the team. Public notices wlll e placed in the local paper, Ln the 

DoE newsletter, and in othe r publ ic pla es uch as the l!brary or senior cente r. advising Ute 

public abou t pporru nit ies to submit written comments, the options or al!ernnLives o be 

considered., and the fac tors to be evalu:lted. 

Rcsp<l nses to \vri tten public comments by the consultant team will be in accordance with the 

fo rmal procedures fo r public participat ion adopted by the MlviClC. All written commenLS will 

be recorded and presented to the !1vf IC for review and response 

Task 4: Response to Public Comments 

The consultant team will address all public comments recorded in Lhe minutes of publtc 

1 eelings and r ived in writ[ng. Responses to cornrnenLS will be made nvai l:lblc for review in 

th public library and the senior center, among olher potential loca tions. Anyone who 

submi tted \vri llen comments will receive a written response from the consu lta nt te:lm. All 

re ponses wi ll be reviewed wi lh MJv1CIC prior to di stribu tion. 
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Producls: 

l. Public opinion surve ' with a summary analysis or lhe results. 

2 . Four press re leases, two r~ct sheets, two Oyers, and four publ ic no t.iccs/advcrtisernent.s. 

3. Minutes of all public meeti ngs. 

-l . Compendium of and responses to all written publ ic comments recorded du nng public 

meeti ngs. 
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Schedule (Sasaki) 

Following is a bar graph schedule for the execution of the work program desc ribed herem. 
Also attached is a summary of trips, their dates and the age da for each. 

The duration of the project will be 28 weeks divided into four work phases, each with a discrete 

' Ill of tasks and products. 

The first phase, Due Diligence, is a 6-week or 45-day penod during which all team members 

will focus on cri tical issues that may affect the reuse plan. At the end of this phase of work, 

meetings with the MMCIC and stakeholders will review findings and assure the overall 
direction the plan will take. 

A nalysis and Review Alternatives is a 10-week task during which alternative approaches to the 

plan will be reviewed, concluding with a series of meetings at which a preferred alt rnative wi ll 
be selected. 

Fmal Plan Preparation is an 8-week task du ring which the se lected plan is developed. and 

concludes with a series of meeti ngs at which the fi nal pl< n is presented. 

Final Documentation is a 4-week pl1;1Se during which minor clarifications or modi fi cations are 

made to the plan documents and the final document is prepared. At the comp k tio of this 
phase, final presentations are made. 
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Phase of Work Trip Agenda for Worksession 
Number with MMCIC 

A. Due Diligence 1 • Kick-off 
7 Weeks • Goals-directions 

• N e>eds & Issues 

• Data gathering and site 
reconnaissance 

2 • Present Initial Concepts 

• Confirm Alternatives 

B. Analysis and 3 • Review and Confirm 
Alternative Review Analysis 
10 Week:; • Development of 

Alternatives 

• Additional da ta gathering 
and site reconnaissance -

4 • Present Developed 
Alternatives (day I) 

• Select Preferred 
Alternati ve (day]) 

c. Final Plan Prep 5 • Pre entfiTWl plan (day 1) 
Weeks 

• Review comments confirm 
nwdificarions (end of dny 
3) 

D. Final Documentation 6 • Deli er fin al plan 
4We ks 

Summary: 

Meetings with Stakeholders 
and other Constituent 
Groups 

Stakeholder Meeting to review 
findings 
Public Meeting to Introduce the 
team describe issues and receive 
initial input 

Stakeholder Meeting to review 
analysis and alternatives. 

Stakeholder Meeting to review 
alternatives day I 
Public Meeting to r iew and 
solicit feedba k on altern tives 
(day 2) 

Stakeholder M~ting to review 
the plan (day 1) 
Public M eetings- Present plan to 
12 group ( 'lYS 2 - 3) 

Stakehold r Meeting to present 
Final Plan 

Public Meeting to preseot Final 
Plan 

6 Worksessions with the Cl ient Working group- MMCIC. (EG&G - DOE - access through MMCIC) 
4 Public Meetings open to the general public and announced through invitations and media. 

• 

5 Stakeholder Meetings whlch include the Mayor, etc. (MRC) 

Sasaki , sociates. Inc. 
March 21. !9 6 

Duration Week of 
Meeti ng 

3 days 1 April 

2 days 13 May 

3 days 10 June 

3 days 22 .Ju ly 

3 days 16 s pt. 

1 day 1 ~ Oct. 
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• PrelmMnary F 
Auussmunl 

• Tac:nnology Translnr Ass.essmenllln~ 
• Preliminary M rk rre111 
• Prepare ~I Cooce$ll 
• Po rc FIIWllCial Assnsmanl 

• lntrnOuce 
• ~ProcauA 

Sch dule 
• Engage PilrtiCJI)abon 

Puoloc 

• Re-Use/Developmoopl 
Slr.ltegy 

· Prelmlnary Oevelopmetlt 
Concepl (5) 

Thma 

Fa ll~ Assessmen t 
Infrastructure Plannll\g 
Market Testing 
FadiJUes Recommend !Ions 
Land Use Plan Allemabves 
Galt\9riRevoew E.xisMg L U Controls 
Site Plan Altematovas 

Four I 

Progoess Repon 

Five Sl~ f 

Phase C Ftnal ComPiehlll\love PI!J"i 

·~ 

' . i·. 

Present Coru:ept 
Altamatrves 

Syntheslu Alternatives ID a Preferl'\l'~ Plan 
Renna P siog 
Refine Cost EstlmatesiFtnanCiet Pro Forma 
tdanllfy Monllorlr\g an Evaluabon C11terla 
Pmpa Ft I S Plan and Control 
Develop lmpl ITIW\tatoon and Marl<at~og Strategy 

• Recetve Common!& 

Phase 0 Plan 
Oocunoentailor o 

• Prepare Ffnal Plan /l. 
Ropon 

• Prepare Anal Monllorlng 
and Evatuatoon Protess 

• Flnallmplementatlon 
Strategy 

• Confirm Pl'$lerrerl Plan 
• Confirm OoaJmalllallon 

Roqwremenl6 

Present Final 
Plan & 
lmpl m ntahon 
Strategy 

• Pretomlnery Inventory Resutll; • Oe1a1tad Facil'l• lnveniDry and • Concapluat Land Use Plan lSI • Pre Land Use Plan Slte Plan Design 

• Plllnnlng lssu s 
• Pn•••rntnary Technology and 

Marl<al Analysnt 

Assessment 
Enwonmenlal Resources 
As · ssment 

• Land Usa Assessment 
Econorruc & Msrllot Assa mont 

• Flnancml Reus Feaslbollly 

• Cor<:eplual UUIII and 
CJrculaUon Plan (s) 

• Concapluat Stle Plans 

• Pr&fan:d tnllraslructura Plan 
w lh CCJSlt 
Phasm.J Schedule 
lmprarrentotion Plan 

Guidelines 
Faclilles & Site App111lsal& 

• Monllortng & Evaluation 
Process 

' 



Compr hcnsive Re-Use Plan ror Mian1is bu rg M ound Plant : c!wdule 

PhQse of Work A 8 C D 
Week or ...,.,11 1 Aptlll J Al"ll "1 ,.,.un l A1•11211 1 Moy 6 1 MAr IJ t.by20 I Moy Z7j JUl>Ol I Juno 10 I Jw., 171 JUDO 2~j July I I July a I July IS I July u 

···-------······ ··-··· ·~·--- ····· ·· --- ·-···----- .... 1 -----~ -------------- ··---------·- ·---··----------- ····--·-·· ·---------·- ····--·-···-· 
·········---··------- ---··-··- ·· --

·················--··-·····-----_!:tfras.t ru e~_c PI'-"'--·-···---·-· 1--·---·-·· 
Alsessmem Priori Lief ond Su~""~YI_II'ann~~-J·~~'""''""''""' 

lnr~m;;e;.J.U~i;;;;;- · ;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;:;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;;;4;;.:;;;;.:;;;;---····---··---·-··------··· ·······--·-·······--···-·--- · - · -·--- ····---···-·--·····-··-----· 
· Pre~ Inr....m;;;;.,<-Rc1""' 

Mnrkct l'otcnli:tls und Economic 

~~..!!!!.£.".!... ... ·--··-··- ············-····--··· 
Tcchnoiolll' Tranarer HY&iu.tion ··········--····-··- ····- -··---·-····-····-··- ----·-·-····-··--········ 

·-~k;l·;;;~;ili -- -·-·--·····-······ ····· 
-·Muk~l'i'~ii;;,-· --·-------

·----··-·····-·····-·····-····-·····-·····-· -----·-- ······-· -+-··--····--·-····-
.F~Ziiiiy R~-;;~nda{jcxu -----····- · ·---···----····--··-·· ·····-·-----·······--··--- --·-
··· Fundirils;;;;;:;;;;-·--·····-·-· ··---···---·············· ············---· ············--····· 
Aiit.:;;;uv.;:rUii~;--··-·····------··- ·······-···- ·--·-···-··· ··············---· ·····-·-·-···-·····- ············-·---·· --------------1 
····e;.~;.;-~{"Fh;•nclni .. P~;;··-. - ·-··--···-·--·-~--···---·-----·-···· ··-·····-···-····- ··············-·-·-----·---···-·· ······ ········- ····--·-·--···· ···· ·-··- ·-·········-···--·········---- ·-·-·-·-····---···-··················--·· ··········-·-·······--·-····--··-

. !'.'li'!C.~ .. ~li£_1!__~~~--- ······-----···· -··· ··----·····------·------··---······--···· ··-···--······-·····-····-····-·-·------
Organ:tzatlon.a.l Rccor:umcndolions. 

• :=~~':t:y·· ···-- ··=··-····---= ·- --·----::=···~~·· · ·-· ·---· ······--- =··=-··-_··-_· ·=·~~··:··~·-· 
·--------······- ·······-·····-------------·- ---~~~~~~~---·····-···- ·· ···-· ···-······· ··-·--·-····-

"R7ai·p;gpe·;;·yApp;;bd···-·-----·-·· ... ····· -- ·-----·-·············· 
··-BusincuSPi;----··--·---------· ·--· ··-- ----·------------ ---------- ·····---··¥ ··-----------­
··-·&onc,;;;·i· ~;-.;iopmenl F!DAIICinl ·····-·---·····-··-··-- ··-··-··--··---·····--·------· ··-- ············--·-

.. --··-········-
·---·-··· ---·--·--·· ····--···-·-----· 

-I~;;;;; ____ ;;;;; __ ;;;;;.~----;;;;;;···~· •:=------=-~•••• •••~~::~•-- ·- -- ·=------- •=•••~~·~· ~ 
~-~-----·-···--·---······· --····--··--··- ··························- ······-···-········-···-····--- ·············-·-··---·····-··· ··---···--··-·-···········--··-· ••••••••••••-·•-•••-n~---··-·•··•·•-····-• 

--·llliti~-M;t7ci~I-Pi~--------·· ·· -·-··· ·---~ ----------····-··············---

T ransaction Assis l.onte Aud 

ManngernCIIl l ·-··--·······- ------···· ············--·····-
Land Di.&pooldoll Sttat<l}' -1----·--·----······- ··-··-· ···------·--· ·····-· ·----·-·····- ···-·-·-------

Enluatlon of Manqemeor Option& 

···-··----~r~·-····-~·-·· --~- ----~-----~---· ···· ~ ·-------·--··- ······· 
------··- ··---··-··--· ·----•···········-····-······· ·······-······-·-·-····--

. 
···-· ···----···--·---·---··-··· · -··-····--·--;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;:;;;;;;:;;;;;;;;~~~~ 1 •:•·--··=----~--·=====------==------~-······_--_--::-.-_··_· ··=-· ·· ==~=--~=~·~===~= 

MouJtorillg and KvRiuullun rrogrnru 

Drnft Comprehensll'e Pllln 

Final Compn:hen.s!Ye P lnn 

Worksessiom lu M.Inmlsburg 1 2 

~~~~i~l~ClC··-·~Rt_•_>_•_w __ ~~d~~~-~~·o~n: ________ ~--==------------------------·--~~--· · 
Public Mo:UnJ/ Pr .. euiA!lm -

nsnlti A ocln~e~, Inc. 
lnrch 2! , J !16 

3 4 5 6 -_- _- .. =---=::-.. --·······- ..... ·-· --~-=~······ -----· ----·---------·- ·----·--·--··--··- ····---- ....;;;;;;;;; -

http:�.�.�.��.��


J 

EXISTING MOUND VISION STATEMENT 
i 

Mound will remain a valuable contributor to the technological, economic , 
educational and social well-being of the Miami Valley and the Midwest. The 
site will represent a governmental presence and a vibrant p artnership 
working in concert to promote energy, environment, manufacturin g, 
research, and technological competitiveness for the commercial marketp lace. 

This vision statement manifest itself in the Mound Advanced Technology Center. The 
goal is that fu ture Mound campus will be comprised of multiple commer cial 
businessesbased upon technology brought together by synergy and will contribute 
to the economic health of the community. 

Source: MOUND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
September 1994 
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MMCIC VISION STATEMENT 

The vision is to have an economically vi ble privately owned business park in 2005. 

SO URCE: MM CIC STRAT EGIC PLANN ING SESSION 
AUGUST 199:i 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND CO:MMUNITY 
IMPROVEMENT CORPORATION 

MISSION STATEMENT 
/ 

It is the purpose of the City in having designated the Corporation as its agency for 
industrial, commercial, distribution, and research development, and the purpose of th e 
Corporation in accepting and agreeing to act under such designation, to create or 
preserve jobs and employemnt opportunities and to improve the economic 
welfare of the employees of the Mound Facility and the people of the City and 
of the State of Ohio by exercising through the Corporation as the agency and 
instrumentality of the City, the power granted to the City by law, to encoura ge and 
cause the maintenance, location, expansion, modernization and equip ment 
of sites, buildings, structures and appurtenant facilities for industrial, 
commercial, distribution, and research activities within the Moun d F a cility 
for the preservation of the public peace, property, health, safety, morals and general 
welfare of the City. In order to accomplish such purposes, the Plan is h ereby 
established and the Corporation does hereby agree to participate in the Plan and carry 
out its provisions as the agency of the City for industrial, commercial, distrib tion and 
r esearch development in the Mound Facility. 

Source: City of l\liamisburg!MMCIC Agreement 
May 1994 
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Mound Reuse Commi ~e 

Charter 

The Miamisburg Mound Reuse Committee (MRC) is a nonpartisan, broadly representative, 

independent advisory organization with concerns related to the future use of the 

Department of Energy's Mound Facility located in Miamisburg, Ohio. The primary mission 

r f the MRC is to provide informed recommendations and advice to the Mound Community 

lr .provement Corporation , the City of Miamisburg, and to other government entities on 

major issues and decisions related to transition activities. The major focus of the MRC will 

be on etforts to reuse, redevelop and commercialize the Mound Facility's buildings, 

equipment, and property while protecting the environment and maximizing the human, 

technological, and research opportunities that exist at the Mound. The MAC is dedicated 

to ensuring meaningfu l, timely and effective involvement of the public and key stakeholders 

in decisions regarding the future use of the Mound. 
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House Passes Legislation by Hall 
to Speed Up Mound Cleanup 

The House of Representatives 
approved a measure by Congress­
man Tony Hall to require the En­
ergy Department to speed up the 
clea nup of nuclear weapons pro­
duction sites such as the 
Miamisburg Mound plant. 

The legislation is aimed at the 
twin goals of s.aving taxpayers' 
dollars and creating jobs. 

By speeding up the cleanup at 
some sites, the Energy Department 
can dispose of the property more 
quickly, dramatically reducing the 
overhead costs that would be re­
quired by holding onto the prop­
erty. 

Also, by disposing of the prop­
erty sooner, the facilities can more 
q uickly be shifted to productive 
commercial activities. 

The Energy Department esti· 
mates it can save $1.1 billion and 
em in half the time to clean up the 
Mound plant through an acceler­
ated cleanup schedule. 

"'We need to cut down the time 
it takes to get the Mound site into 
commercial use to create jobs. We 
want to move the property from 
being a drain on taxpayers to being 
a source of taxes," Hall s.aid. 

Miamisburg Mayor D ick 
Church, Jr. has been pushing a 

proposal to accelerate the cleanup 
at the Mound plant. The proposal 
is supported by resolutions adopted 
by both theOhioSenate and House, 
the Board of County Commission­
ers of Montgomery County, and 
other government and private or­
ganizations. 

Congressman Tony Hall with Energy Secreury Hazel O'leary at the formal 
opening of the Energy Deparnnent's Ohio Field Office in Miamisburg. 
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CITY OF MIAMISBURG ROLE 

As the lead tr ansition entity, in order to facilitate widespread public 
involvement guided by strong economic development leadership the 
City of lVIiamisburg has established two organizations: 

The lVIound Reuse Committee (MRC) was established in 
order to develop a consensus on issues related to reuse and 
redevelopment of the site through the fair and open input 
of the stakeholders. 

The lVIiamisburg Mound Community Improvement 
Corporation (MMCIC) was established to administer and 
implement the economic development activities, programs, 
and plans of the transition effort. 

Source· MOUND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
September 1994 
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ROLE 

The MRC will protect the long-term interests of the community and 
the region. It will serve to: 

I 

Establish a policy framework for the reuse of Mound 
facilities and assets. 

Monitor the environmental clean up efforts. 

Support activities designed to enhance a viable economic 
base and maximize the future opportunities available to 
the work force. 

Source: MOUND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
September 1994 
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THE MIAMISBURG MOUND COMMUNITY 
IMPROVEMENT CORPORATION (MlVICI C) 

ROLE 

I 

In striving to commercialize the site, the MMCIC will: 

•Market Mound assets to the private and public sectors. 

• Negotiate and execute business agreements with the 
private and public sectors for the reuse of Mound assets. 

• Maximize the human, technological, and resear ch 
opportunities that exist at Mound. 

Source: MOUND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
September 1994 



{{~ 
Miamisburg Mound 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Due Diligence Report 

Prepared for: 
Miamisburg Mound Community 
Improvement Corporation 

Prepared by: 
Sasaki Associates, Inc. 

in association with 
LIRS Consultants 
Economics Research Associates 
Hamilton, Rabinovitz & Alschuler 
Environmental Technologies & Communication 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section 1 -Site Assessment 
• Introduction 
• Regional Context 
• Land/Building Use 
• Buildings with Reuse Potential I Buildings with No Reuse Potential 
• Vehicular Circulation 
• Assessment of Physical Constraints 
• Assessment of Development Capacity 

Section 2-Facilities Assessment 
• Building Evaluations 

• Building A 
• Building OSE 
• Building OSW 
• Building 99 
• Building 40 
• Bui lding 45 
• Buildmg B 
• Buildmg 48 
• Building M 
• Buildmg 89 

• Building G 
• Building GW 
• Buildmg P 
• Buildmg 102 

• Building Condition Description for All Buildings 
• Building Database 

Section 3-lnfrastructure 
• Natural Gas 
• Electricity 
• Potable Water 
• Storm Sewers 
• Streets and Roads 

Section 4-Market Assessment 
• Regional Perspective 

• OC1o-Economic. Overview 

• Population 
• Looliz.ed Demographics 
• Employment Trends 

• · Major Employers 
• Regional ew Business Creation 

• Conclusions 

Tabl e of Contents 
Due Diligence Repo11 



• Real Estate Market Trends 
• Market Overview 
• Industrial Development Trends 
• Industrial Market Indices 
• Southern Submarket Industrial Development 
• Mound Industrial Space Absorption lmplic.Hitmf 
• Industrial Land Absorption Indicator$ 
• Research and Development Space Trends 
• R&D Lab Space Absorption 
• Business Incubator Space De elopment 
• Office Development Trends 
• Office Space Absorption Discussion 

• Technology Assessment 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reu e Plan 

Section 5-Description of the Due Diligence End State Plan and Cost 
Projections 

• Road Improvements 
• Site Improvements 
• Building Reuse and Removal 
• Cost Projections 

Table of Contents 
Due D1l1gence Report 



Table of Figures 

Table of Contents 
Due Diligence Report 

Natural Resources 
Soils Constraints 
Slope Analysis 
Existing Building se 
Development Potential 
Sire D isrricrs 
Transportation and Access 
Regional Conrexr 
N er Useable Land Area 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Buildings with No Reuse Porenrial 
Buildings Scheduled to be Removed b DOE 

udding Reuse Porenrial 
Areas of Conraminarion 
Below Ground Utili ties 
Above Ground Utilities 



_ .. 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Section 1 - Site Assessment 

Introduction 
The: Miamisburg Mound Plant is situated on a 306 acre site within, rhe C ity of 
Miamisburg, Ohio. The origi nal sire, comprising 182 acres, was acqui red by the 
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) in 1946 co build the AEC's first permanent 
nuclear production facility. In 1981, the Department of Energy (DOE) acq uired an 
additional 124 acre tract of land co the south of rhe original parcel. Over the past 50 
years the original 182 acre tract has undergone substantial development, while the 
sou rh portion of the sire has remained undeveloped, being used as a buffer zone f, r 
the plant. Currently, there are over 100 buildings within the northern 182 acre area 
which have a total gross floor area of roughly 1.3 million square feet. 

Regional Context 
The Mound is situated on east side of the Great Miami River Valley th e on the 
southern edge of the City of Miamisburg and is approximately ten mil es south of the 
Dayton ci ty limits (see figure titled Regional Context and T ransportation and 
Access). For the most pan Mound does not have any srrong physical or visual 
lin kages with the city of Miamisburg nor does the site have direct access to rhe 
principal thoroughfares (Rou te 72 5 and the Dayton-Ci ncinnati Pike) wh ich serve the 
community. Land uses surrounding rhe Mound are noticeably different than the 
manufacturing/industrial uses located on the sire. For the mosr parr the developed 
property su rrounding the plant is used for residential purposes. Undeveloped 
propenies in the area include the municipal golf course and agricul ru ra l lan w th e 
so uth of the site . Although there are no plans for significant changes tO the land use 
pattern in the area , it is possible that recent commercial/industrial development 
several mil es e.ast of the site on Benner Road near Inters tate 75 could extend west 
toward the Dayton-Ci ncinnati Pike. 

Land/Building Use 
For planning purposes rh e sire has been divided inro six disrricrs (Main H ill, Lower 
Area "A", Lower Area "B", Test Fire, M-PP and the Undeveloped Land) wh ich 
roughly correspond tO the land uses within these di tricts (see figure tided Site 
D i triers and Existing Building Use). 

The Main Hill 
Lower Area "A" 
Test Fire 
Lower Area "B" 
SM-PP Area 
Undeveloped Land 

50.3 Acres 
3 . Acres 
25.6 Acres 
] 3. I Acres 
40.4 Acres 
140.1 Acres 

The Main Hill is essentially the historic core of rhc sire where much of the early 
development was concenrrated. early 75-percent of aU th e developmenr a.t the 
Mound is located on the Main Hill . Buildings on the Main Hill inco rpo rate a wide 
range of uses including office, research , maintenance, an d man ufac tu ring. 

Section 1 - Site Assessment 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Lower Area "A" hou es roughly six-percent of the rota! building space ar the Mound. 
Th e uses are limited to service and supporc fu ncrions such a rhe main distribution 
building, fire station, and warehouse facili ties. 

Th Test Fire area is bisected b a stream valley which L.~ paralleled on eicher side by 
roads which lead to the Lower Area "B". Buildings on the south side of th valley are 
used principally fo r r earch and resting of explosi e de ices, while building on rhe 
north side of rhe valle are used for material storage and waste disposal. Roughly ten­
percen t of all the building space at the Mound is located within the rest fire area. 

The Lower Area "B" is used exclusive! for infrastructure related purposes and 
includes faciliries such a the sanitary waste trea tment plane. well for drinking water, 
and warehou e buildings. 

The SM-PP Area on the. ites eastern boundary is relatively independent from the rest 
of rhe property. Building uses in the SM-PP area include a mix of produ ci n, 
research and office pace. The buildings in rhe M-PP area adjacent co Mound Road 
are presently used for DOE's production of power sources for deep space probes for 

ASA. Although currenr planning documen ts produced by DO include strategies 
for shutdown and/or transfer of these faciljri s by 2005, there is a high probability 
char the production activities will conrinue for a much longer period of time. Thi 
PI n h s nor addressed the reuse or redevelopment potencial of rhe northern portion 
of rhe 32 acres of land in rhe SM-PP area. 

ndeveloped land at rh Mound a counrs for appr ximarely forty-six percent of all 
the land on rhe sire. A majority of che 140 acres of undeveloped land is sicuared in an 
are bou nded on the ouch by Ben ner Road, and rh norrh by an east-west road 
located at rhe edge of rhe S 1-PP area, Tesc Fire area and Lower Area " ". The 
futu re development porenrial of much of the 140 acres i sever ly consnained by 
e cessive slopes and soils noc suitable or d ve.lopmenc. It is estimated that 
approximately 60 acres of rhe 140 is suitable for development. 

Buildings with Reuse Potential I Buildings with No Reuse Potential 
Ba ed on a review of existing documents which describe th existing condition of 
building on the sire, including the Mound Inc graced Comprehensive Plan (ICP), 
rhe planning ream has prepared initial recommendations for buildings to be reused 
and buildi ng ro be removed. For the most pan all buildings identified to be 
removed by the DOE in the ICP (see figure ri cled Buildi ngs Scheduled to be 
Removed y D E) have been included on rbe planning ream's lise of Buildings with 
No Reuse Potential. There are, however, approximately 54,000 gsf of building space 
scheduled robe removed by the DOE which the planning team considers as having 
some reuse potential because the are either occupied b MMCIC tenan t or 
potencial MMCIC tenants have expressed in terest in rhe·e faci lities. The buildings 
identified incl ude E, E-Anne , 47, 71, 55, 80, 81, 82, 3 and 8 . 

The list of buildings considered ro have reuse pocential (see figu re tided Buildings 
with Reuse Potential) is based on input received from MMClC and is ba.st:d upon 

Section 1 - Site Assessment 
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their understanding of facilities that would be important in their mi sion and on a 
review of existing documents which state the current physical condition of facilities 
on the mound. 

The list of buildings considered to have no reuse potential (s e figure tided Building 
with No Reuse Potential) is based in part on the DOE's plans for bui.lding 
demolition stated in the ICP and the planning reams initial assessment of rhe marker 
for reuse of the facility. the physical condition of the structure and a.n ini tial 
assessment of costs to bring the space up to a marketable standard. 

Building and Site Contamination 
The Mound is not unlike many industrial sites in that certain land and buildings 
have accumulated hazardous levels of contamination over the years. W hile the 
evaluation of the hazardous waste is outside the scope of this report, the initial 
analysis did undertake a planing level investigation of contamination on the site as ic 
may impact future development of land, reuse of buildings, and building removal. 
T his informacion is summarized in the plan ti tled Areas of Contamination. 

Vehicular Circulation 
T he circulation nerwork at the Mound consists of a series of th ree, cwo lane roadways 
which originate from the plant 's main entrance off Mound Road. ne road serves 
the Main Hill vi a one way counter clockwise loop around the hill from which there:. 
are numerous service drives that access buildings. A econd road accesses both T est 
Fire and Lower Area "B", and connects at the southern edge of the developed portion 
of the site to form a continuous loop around the site. A third road, the eastern leg of 
the continuous loop, extends south from the main entrance to the SM-PP area and 
connects the ease-west road chat joins with the Test Fire/Lower Ar a ' B'' road. In 
addirion there is an unused access road which connects the SM-PP area wi th Benner 
Road . 

Assessment of Physical Constraints 
Topography 
The t pography of the site has a significant impact on the developability of the site. 

0 erall, approximately 129 acres (42 percent of the sire) has slop in excess of 10 
percent (see figure titled Slope Analysis). Developmen t of rhese areas would incur a 
premium expense to construct buildings and parking on the steep slopes. Nearly 95 
acres (31 percenr of rhe site) has slopes ranging from 0-5 percent with the remaining 
82 acres (2 percent) having slopes ranging from "- 1 0%. 

T he northern half of the site (Lower "A", Main Hill, Test Fire, Lower "B" and SM­
PP) is generally hilly with high points on the eastern side of the site and sloping down 
to the western edge of the site. The Main Hill is on a prominent knoll which 
dominates the sires norrh-west corner. Numerous areas of flat land are separated by 
steep slope. and significant changes in levation . These areas of tlat la nd appear c 
have been created by the development of the site. 

Sect ion 1 - Site Assessment 
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The undeveloped land in the sourhern porrion of the sire has a similar r pography 
with high poin ts on the east sloping to the west. Much of ch western half of this 
area along with small parcel on the southeast corner of the site r flat and can 
accommodate new development. The portion of the site suitable for developmenc is 
approximately 60 acres or 43 percent of the southern portion. 

Soils 
T here are roughly cen diffe rent rypes of soils fo und on the. O f these soil rypcs there 
are rh ree rhat are considered suitable for construction of buildings, roads and 
underground uti lities (see figure titled Soil Constraints): 

• Cor.vin 
• Miamian 
• Urban Land 

T hese three soil rypes make up approximately 64 acres (2 1 perct:nt of the raul land 
rea). 

T he seven oil ryp fo und on the si re considered unsuitable for development. These 
soiLs CJ'Pes make up approximately 242 acres (79 per ent of the site) and include: 

• F irrnount 

• H ennepi n 

• Millsd le 

• Mil ron 

• PlatrviJle 

• Ritche 

• Ross 

These categories of soils are categorized as unsuitable for development because of the 
proximit} of bedrock to the su rf~ce, low permeability of the soil and steep lopes. 
Development m areas containing rbese soils will incur a premium expcn e for rhe 
dev iopm ·nr. 

Vegetation 
The northern half of rhe Mound, including rhe Lower" ", Mai n H ill. Test Fire, 
Lower "B" and SM-PP have a limited amount of form al or de med landscape 
improvemen t (see figure ti tled Natural Resources). There is a min imum amount 
landscape improvement associated with the front entrances of buildings OSE, A, and 

S\X' . Most of rhe int mitial spaces on the sire are covered with low maintenance 
materials such as crushed stone. Other vegetation within the northern half of the sire 
is limited co mature trees on the sire erimeter. 

In rhc southern portion of rhe Mound, the Undeveloped Area, rhe vegecati n 
gc:n rall · includes woodland or understory vegetari n along rhe slopes. The flat, 
lower ele arions in the Undeveloped Area are for the most pare vegetated with turf. 
The staging areas are paved wirh crushed stone or gravel. 

Section 1 - Site Assessment 
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No areas of rhe Mound are vegetated with plant species that are rare or require 
prorecuon. 

Wetlands !Flood plain 
Four jurisdictional wetlands exist on rhe sire, all wirhin rhe north parcel. Surface 
drainage flows along rhe lowlands of rhe sire and generally d rain from east ro west. 
Flooding from within rhe sire is unlikely as slopes are sreep and water is carried away 
quickly (see figure rirled Narural Resources). 

An underground aquifer is located beneath land near the southwestern corn r of the 
Undeveloped Area, bur also extends into rhe wesrem edge of the central portion of the 
northern half of rhe sire. While future development of land over rhe aquifer is 
permitted, certain land uses may be excluded from this area, specifically uses such as 
sewage trearmenr facilities and underground storage of hazardous material. including 
petroleum. 

The 100 year floodplain of rhe Grear Miami River covers rhe southwestern edge of 
the sire along the contour of 710. Development of this area is nor recommended 
because of premium costs associated with construction of faci liti above the flo 
level. 

Assessment of Development Capacity 
Six locations have been identifted as potential sires for new development on the 
Mou nd: 
• Lower Area "A" (including the 870 space Lower Parking Lor) 
• The Main Hill Area 
• The T est Fire I Lower Area "B" Area 
• The SM-P Area 
• The ourh 40 

Within each of these areas, the land area within which development could porenrially 
and feasibly be constructed was identified (see figure tided Nee Usable Land Area). 
This is caHed the Net Usable Ll.nd Area. The following table describes the Net 

sable Land Area and additional development potential within each of the five 
locations identified above. T he first column identifies each of the five planning 
districts, the second column identifies rhe net exisring space (in gross square feer) 
su!rable for reuse (see above - Buildings with Reuse Potential), the third column (Raw 
Land) identifies the development potential at a floor area ratio of0.3 for undeveloped 
IJnd suitable for development, the fourth column (lnfif0 identiftes the development 
potential at a floor area ratio of 0.3 fo r land currently occupied by buildings een as 
unwanted and candidates for demolition and the fifth column (Tota~ is the sum of 
columns 3 and 4. 

Section 1 - Site Assessment 
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Based upon this analysis, the to tal potential development capaciry of rhe sire i ~ 

; ppro imarely l.O million gross square feet. 

Planning District 

Net Existing 

Space Suitable 

for Reuse Potential Additional Space 

Raw Land I lnfill I Total 

-~-~~-~- -~:~~- -~·.!::.~ ............... ............................ §§ ... ~_g _g_g~f. .... J?.?.!95!9 ... g~L ___ £9.~~.9. .. g~f. . __ __ __ _!_77 .QQ9. .. g~ 
.. ~.1.~ .. ~!l! ...................................................... ~.9..9.:.9..9..9. _ _gs.f .......... ...... ..... 9. .. s~f. ..................... 9. .. [~L. ........................ ~-g~f.. 

...... ~.r .. f._i_~~~~~: .. t.\.~~-~ .. ~-~.:· ....... .......... !.9..~!g_QQ_g~.f.. .................... 9. .. g~L .................. 9. .. g~L ...... ____ ........... 2..s..f.. 

.. $.M.:.~.P. .!:: .r~~-- -- · ·····-··-- --·--· · · .......................... ~.9.!.9..9.Q ._g~.f.. ... ..I.?.?.A9..9. .. ~L ... J.~.§.!19.9. .. g~f ......... ~.~.?.2.~9.9..C!_g~f.. 

..... ~-~~b .. ::.1.9.~ ................................ ....... ... ................. ..... 2 .. s~f. ... JL.:Q~.9. .. s..f. ..................... 9. .. g~f... ........... ?.7..?..! ... Q.9. .. ~f.. 

Total 852,100 gsf 849,000 gsf 156,400 gsf 1,005 ,000 gsf 

Section 1 - Site Assessment 
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Comprehenstve Reuse Plan 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 

Introduction 
Facility assessment of several key representative Mound facilit ies is required to 

determine rhe physical condition of individual buildings at rhe Mound site. 
Integration of rhe data from these key faci lities with data from previously surveyed 
facilities perm irs the projection of probable costs associated with th e reu e of the 
Mound facilities and the development of the Reuse O ptions for rhe Mound si re. 

Scope 
Fifty-seven (57) facilities have been identified by rhe MMCIC as candidates for 
potential reuse. These faci lities are listed in Exhibit 2-l . 

As shown in Exhibit 2-1, the MM IC has requested that fourteen (14) of rh c 
facilities be assessed. The facili ties are: Buildings A, OS , O SW . 99, 40, 45. B, 48. 
M, 89, G, GW, P, and 102. 

The DOE has identified eleven (1 1) Nuclear Energy facilities that will continue to be 
used by the DO E in their existing capacity for Heat Source support (Page 10 of 
Mound-ICP) . T hese facilities will nor be available for alternate reuse d1sposition and 
are as follows: Buildings 30, 36, 37, 39, 44, 46, 50 , 88, 10 1, 102, and E -2. All of 
these facilities, except Building 46, are consolidated in the "SM" area. Accordingly, 
reuse scenarios which are developed in this study exclude the "SM" a.rea. T herefore, 
Building 102, which is listed above, will nor be assessed as part of this s udy. 

Section 2- Facilities Assessment 
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Exhibit 2-1 Facilities Selected By MMCIC for Potential Reuse 
Phase I Facility URS/ 

Gross Major ASTM Survey Sasaki 
Bldg. Building Sq. Ft. Contam MMCIC Environ. Previously To Ex st. 
No. Description (K) -ination Request Assess. Com_l!leted Survey Leased 

3 ManUTest 12.4 y MAYBE X X 
22 Warehouse 9.1 N YES 

24 Water 0.8 N INFRAST 
Treatment 

27 Manf./Proc. 5.3 y MAYBE X X 
28 Manf. 11 .3 N YES X X X 

35 Lab!Test 2.5 y YES X X 
40 PrinUOff. 12.2 N 

I YES X X 
45 Calibration 9.6 N YES X X 
46 Weld 2.4 N YES X X 

Develop 
48 Mfg.Office 8.0 y YES X X 

49 Man f. 14.9 y YES X X 
55 Eff.Monitor 0.3 N INFRAST 

56 Pump 0.6 N INFRAST 
House 

57 Sanitary 0.5 N INFRAST 
Sewage 

60 Man f. 4.0 N YES X X 

61 Warehouse/ 45.5 N YES X X 
Off. 

63 Off./Survel. 16.5 N YES X X X 
67 Office 3.8 N MAYBE 

81 Magazine 0.3 N YES X 

82 Magazine 0.3 N YES X 
83 Magazine 0.3 N YES X 
84 Magazine 0.3 N YES X 
85 Manf. Fac 3.2 N MAYBE 

87 Lab./Test 38.8 N YES X X 

89 Storage 4.8 y YES X X 
94 Lab. 1.2 y MAYBE 

95 Chiller 2.0 N INFRAST 

98 Cent. Fire 8.5 N IINFRAST 
Station 

99 Office 11 4 N YES X 
100 Off1ce 6.3 N YES X X X 
102 Office 11 .0 N YES x· 
104 Shop 1.8 N YES X X X 
105 Man f./Mach 32.0 y YES X X 
110 Storage - N INFRAST 

112 Sand Filter 0.8 N INFRAST 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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Exhibit 2-1 Facilities Selected By MMCIC for Potential Reuse 
Phase I Facility URS/ 

Gross Major ASTM Survey Sasaki 
Bldg. Building Sq. Ft. Contam MMCIC Environ. Previously To Exist. 
No. Description (K) -ination Request Assess. Completed Survey Leased 
113 Dewater. 0.5 N INFRAST 

120 Storage 0.1 N INFRAST 

A Office 55.6 N YES X 
B Lab./Office 27.7 y MAYBE X X 

cos Office /Lab. 64.6 N YES X X 
OS Lab. 47.8 y YES X X 

E Laboratory 29.6 y MAYBE X X 
E- Office 18.1 N MAYBE 

Ann 
G Garage 7.5 N YES X 

GH Office 5. 2 N YES X X 
GW Office/Star. 9.8 N YES X 

I Mfg 56.0 y MAYBE X 
M Manf./Stor. 56.0 y MAYBE X X 

OSE Office 90.1 N YES X 
osw Office 54.3 N YES X 

P Power 15.1 N INFRAST X 
House 

PH Pump 0.6 N INFRAST 
House 

SST Storage 0.6 N INFRAST 

w Shop 32 5 N YES X X 
WH1 Well House 04 N INFRAST 

WHO Well Ho se 0 4 N INFRAST 
W H3 Well House 0.1 N INFRAST 

Section 2- Facilities Assessment 
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Methodology 
The assessment methodology included seven tasks: 

1. Review and analysis of fa cili ry reportS that previously have been completed. 
These facilities are listed in Exhibit 2-1 . 

2. Review of environmental reportS. 
3. Review of documents that are under the umbrella of the Facilities Management 

Department of EG&G Mound Technollogy. 
4. D iscussions with buildi ng and properry ma nagers to ascertain fa ctors rh.ar may 

not be included in wrirren reports. 
Walk-through of selected facilities that previously have been surveyed. 

6 . Physical walk-through and assessment of the facili ties identified in th e scope 
above. 

7. As a resul t of these six tasks, subsequent development of cos t requi rements fo r 
reuse of the facilities under several scenarios . 

Facility Survey 
T earns with team member expertise were established in four disciplines: 

1. Fire Protection , Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical 
2. Structural 
3. Environmental 
4. Archi tectural and Building Code Compliance 

Phys ical amibutes of the selected facilit ies were determined and used for cos t pm1ons 
that are provided in the next section. In order to develo p cost indices, th e facili ties 
were catego rized into three broad building rypes based on exis ting use . These are: 

l. O ffice/Administrative 
2. Light Manufacturing/Laboratory 
3 . General Industry/, torage 

Categoriza tion of existing facilities to one of the th ree rype was necessary for cost 
developmen t bur does not restrict the facilities to future use in a similar reuse 
ca tegory. In addition , the physical attributes should be considered to be currenrly 
valid. Some physical attributes will degrade for facilities that are placed fo r an 
ex tended rime in a "safe shut-down" capaciry or that are not adequately mai ntain ed 
unrH their disposition is determined. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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BUILDING 99 OFFICEIADMINISTRA TION 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facili ry is fully fire suppressed for ordina ry haza rd occupancy. T he fire hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe ho e cabinets. Fire Departm ent 
co n nectlons are nor provided. T he fire al arm ysr m ties into the central on-s ite 
system in Building 98. 

• Electrical hot water hea ting equipment is included in th e facili ty. Reduced 
pressure backflow preven ters are not provided on dom estic water service 
entrances . 

• The faciliry has HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems employ a D DC 
temperature co mrol system with the head-end in Build ing W. T he overall 
HVAC sys tem is modern. 

• T he faci li ty has an dequacely sized electrical service entrance in good condi tion, 
Lighting loads are fed at 115- . Although th e luminaries re rela tively new. 
generally, they are not modernized. Communicatio n and data raceways are 
adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is scrucrurally so und and will support conti nued use or reuse in a 

similar capacity. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Bui lding 99 was conscrucred in 1989 and, therefore. IS noc likely co conta in CM 

or LBP. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• T hi.s small footprint, three-s tory, fi reproof consrrucred building is in good 

conditio n, al though it wi ll be difficult co use for och er chan rhe program for 
which it was bu ilt. Al though there is an elevato r. ic is nor completely complianr 
with AD requi rements, and chc build ing lacks an adequate entrance lobby. The 
scairs rn eec current codes . 

Sect1on 2 ·Facilities Assessment 
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BUILDING 40 OFFICE/ADMINISTRATION 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facili ty is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. The fire hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cab iners. Fire Departmem 
connections are nor provided . The fi re alarm sy tern ti es into the central on-sire: 
system in Building 98 . 

• Electrical hot water hearing equipment is includ d in rhe facility. Reduced 
pressure backflow preventers are nor provided on domestic water service 
enu ances. 

• The fac ility has HYAC steam loads. The HVAC syst ms mploy a DDC 
temperature control system with the head-end in Build ing W. The overall 
HVAC sys tem is modern . 

• T he facility has an ade uately sized electrical service entrance in good condition. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115-V. Al though the lumin aries are relatively new, 
generally, rhey are not modern ized . Communication and data raceways are 
adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is structurally sound and will support continued use or reuse in a 

simihu capadry. 

Environmental Attributes 
• T he northern one- rhtrd of Buildi ng 40 was con ·eructed in 1968. with a three­

sto ry anne added in 1986. Due to irs age, the annex is not likely tO contain 
ACM or LBP. 

• Pipe insulatio n debris, previously identified above the dropped cei ling in Room 2 
as co nfi rmed ACM, was removed in a I 95 abatement proj ect. Floo r ri le and 
rna tic have been identifi ed as uspecred ACM. Built-up roofi ng materiil!s may 
con tain as estos. Al l suspected ACM are curren tly in good (no nfriable 
co ndition. Exhibi t 2-2 summarizes the locations and quanr icies of ACM in 
Building 40. 

E h'b· 2 2 ACM I B 'ld' 40 X I It - n Ul mg 

Estimated 
Type of ACM Location Quantity 

Built-u p roofi ng 
materials1 

0 rigi nal , one-story portion of bu ildi ng 4,000 square feet 

Pipe TSI Above ground utility piping along 2() linear feet 
ou tside of building 

Floor tide and mast ic Room~ 1,5,6,7 and 9 3,300 sq Llare feet 
Due to 1ts age and/or appea rance, rh ts matenal was Jssumed ru contatn asbesros. 

Section 2 - Facilit ies Assessment 
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Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• This rwo-story building is in fair condition. There is no access to th e second 

floor. Penthouse is constructed of unflreproofed steel, which may affect its 
allowable area. Stair meets code, but fire escape does not meet requ irements for 
new tenancy. Special construction such as vault and raised floo r limits fl ellib1lity. 

Section 2- Factlt!tes Assessment 
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BUILDING 45 LIGHT MANUFACTURING/LA BORA TORY 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facili ty is full fire suppressed for ordina hazard occupancy. The fire hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fire Department 
connections are nor provided. The fi re alarm system ties in to the central on-sire 
system in Building 98. 

• Electrical hot water heating equipment is included in rhe facil ity. Reduced 
pressure backflow prevenrers are nor provided n d mesr ic water service 
entrances. 

• The facili ty utilizes steam HVAC loads: The system employs a centra lized DOC 
temperature control system. The overall HVAC system is modern. 

• T he facility has an adequately sized eleccrical service entr nee in g od condition. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115-V. Most of che luminaries have been replaced, and 
the system is generally modernized. Communicaci n and data raceways are 
· deqltat~.:. 

Structural Attributes 
• T he building is strucru rally sound and will support continued use or reuse in a 

similar capacity. econd floor areas ind ude expl sion relief wall panels. 

Environmental Attributes 
• The single-story concrete block portions of Building 45 were constructed in 

l' 8. Additions ro the building were consrrucred in 198 and l 5. Due ro 
their age, rhese addition are nor likely to con tain A M or LB P. 

• Previously confirmed ACM in the HVAC equipment in the penthouse nd some 
mastic in several rooms were removed in an abatement project in I 995. T he 
original ro f was replaced prio r ro 1 L 83 and may contain as es ros. All 
confi rmed and suspected A M are curren tly in good conditio n. Exhibit 2-3 
summarizes rhe locations and quantities of ACM in Build ing 45. 

• Due to irs age. the original portion of Building 4' may be painted with LBP. 
Paint covers most of the interior walls and eilings, and is currenrly in good 
condition, 

E h'b"t 2 3 ACM I 8 'ld" 45 X I I - n Ul mg 
Estimated 

Type of ACM Location Quantity 
Built· up roofing 
materials 1 

Original , one-story po rtion of building. 2,784 square feet ' 

PipeTS[ HVAC penthouse and above ground 60 linear feec 
urili_ry piping along ou tside of building 

Floor tide and mastic Rooms 2 and 3 500 square feet 
Due to tts age and/or appearance, rhts matenal was assumed to contain asbe cos. 

Sect1on 2- Facil ities Assessment 
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Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• Th is radiation calibration laboratory building is in the best condition of any on 

sire. It is generally reinforced masonry (single wythe) bearing waH construction, 
and has a new built-up roof for the major area, which still exhibits leaks. It is 
ADA compliant and meets most current code requirements, but does nor have 
any radiation shielding on the roof. 

Section 2- Facilities Assessment 
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BUILDING 48 LIGHT MANUFACTURING/LABORATORY 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The faciliry is fully fire suppressed for ordina ry haza rd occupancy. The fire hoses 

have been removed from ali standpipe hose cabinets. Fire Departmen t 
connections are nor provided. The fire alarm system des into rhe central on- ire 
system in Building 98. 

• Elecrrical hor water hearing equipment is included in the faci li ty. 

• The faciliry has HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems employ a D OC 
temperature conrrol system wirh rhe head-end in Build ing W . The fa cili ry has a 
temperature control air compressor. 

• The faciliry has an adequately sized electrical service entran ce in good co cl itio n. 
Light ing loads are fed at 11 5-Y. Generally, the luminaries are in poor co ndition 
and have nor been modern ized. The commun icatio n raceway is adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is structurally sound and will support continued use or reuse in a 

similar capacity. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Bu ilding 48 was constructed in 1970. 
• C nfi rmed ACM include 2' x 4' ceiling rile in the fi r r floor corridor, and pipe 

and rank insulation throughout rhe building. Some TSI has been abated. 
Assumed ACM includes floori ng materials, rransire panels and fu me hoods in 
several areas. The laboratory counter raps are suspected ACM. All confi rmed 
and suspected ACM are currently in good cond itio n. The roof was replaced in 
1986 and is unlik ely to contain asbes tos. Exhibit 2-4 summa rizes the locations 
and quantities of ACM in Building 48. 

• D ue to irs age and/or appearance, Building 48 may be painted with LB P. Paine 
covers most of rhe in terior walls and ceiling. of rh e building and is curren t! In 
good condition. 

Section 2 - Facil ities Assessment 
Due Dil1gence Report Page 10 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

E h·b·t 2-4 ACM I 8 "ld" 48 X I I n Ul tng 
Estimated 

Type of ACM Location Quantity 
Pipe TSI Throughout building--mosr!y i_n 120 linear feer 

Room 102 (Mech. Rrn .), above 
dropped ceil ings, and on above 
ground utili ty piping along oucside of 
building 

Cemenritious T$1 on Th roughout building--mosrly above 40 counr 
pipe fitt ings dropped ceiling 
2'x4' cei ling rile with First floor corridor 600 quare feet 
holes 
T ra nsire pa nel Room 205 20 square fee t 
Laboraco ry coumer Throughout second floor labs I 00 square feet 
tops1 

Floor ririe and mastic T hroughout building 7.950 sq ua re feet 
D ue ro IrS age and/or appearance, this matenal was ssumed tO co nratn asbescos. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
This rwo-srory, part ially in-ground and cast-in-place c ncrete lab ratory has not been 
modern ized or updar d ro current accessibility standards. As such , the building's us 
are restri red ro it current program or ro uses such as storage. he building has 
specialry features such as explosion blow-out exteri r wall onscruction and various 
vaults. 

Section 2 - Facili ties Assessment 
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BUILDING 89 GENERAL INDUSTRY/STORAGE 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facility is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. Th fire hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinecs. Fire epartment 
.onnections are not provided. The fire alarm system ties into the central on-sire 

sysrem in Building 98. 
• Ele rrical hot water heating equipment is included in the faci lity. Reduced 

pressure backflow preventers are nor provided on domestic warer service 
entrances . 

• T he facility has HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems em ploy a DOC 
temperature control system with the head-end in Building W. The ove ll 
HV AC system is modern. 

• The facili ty has an adequate! sized elect ri cal service entrance in g od condilion. 
Lighting loads are fed ar 115-V. Luminaries are ad qua re for storage. 

Structural Attributes 
• T he building is srruccurall sound and will support continued use or reuse in a 

similar capaci . T he exterior staircase and walkway. which is used for emergency 
egress, was attached to the main building foundation, but it has been separated 
from rhe foundation structure. This needs to be repaired ro permit building 
occupancy. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Building 89 was co nmucced in 1 RS and, therefore, is nor likely to contain ACM 

or LBP. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
Th is i a one-story masonry wall storage building with partial basement for 
mechanical equipment. Iris in good condition, al though some moisrur has 

enetrated the walls and caused peeling paint nd xrerior mortar cracks. The 
building has few windows or other architectural character, but because of irs open 
inreri r. it is convertible to higher uses. The building is d ivided in half by a rared 
masonry wall (probably satisfying building classification regulations for irs 
unprotected steel roo structure). The extent of DA upgrades such as coilets and 
hardware would depend upon rhe building's futu re use. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
Due Diligence Report Page 12 



MIAMI SBURG MOUND 

Cornprenens1ve Reuse Plan 

BUILDING A OFFICEIADMINISTRA T/ON 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facility is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. The fi re hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fire Deparrmenr 
connections are nor provided. The fire alarm system ties inro rbe central on-sire 
system in Building 98. 

• Electrical hor water heating equipmenr is included in rhe facili ty. Reduced 
pressure backflow preventers are nor provided on domestic warer service 
entrances . 

• The facility has HVAC sream loads. The HV AC systems employ a D DC 
remperawre control system wirh the head-end in Building W. 

• The facility has an adequately sized electrical service entrance in good condition. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115N . Some luminari have been replaced, but, in 
general, the system is nor modernized. Communication and data raceways are 
adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is srrucrurally sound and will supporr contin ued use or reuse in a 

similar capacity. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Part of Building A was constructed in 1948 wi th add itions in 195 , 1960. 1964, 

1966, 1967 and 1%8. 

• Most of the built-up roofi ng materials have been replaced si nce 1983 at d likely 
would nor conrain asbestos. Confi rmed ACM include TSI and condensate tape 
throughout the building, and firesrop material in the basement. AJI asbe cos­
containing TSI has been removed from rhe first floor, basemenr corridor and 
stairwells, and crawl spaces. Assumed ACM include flooring mareri Is 
throughout rhe building. All confirmed and suspected ACM are currend in 
good condition. Exhibit 2-5 sum marizes the lo rions and quantities of A M in 
Building A. 

• Due to irs age, Building A may be painted wirh LBP. Paint covers rnosr of rhc 
interior walls and ceiling of the bu ilding and currently is in good condition. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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Exhibit 2-5 ACM In Building A 

Estimated 
Type of ACM Location Quantity 

Built-up roofing Area 7 (Southwest portion of 2,740 square feet 
materiar building) 
Pipe TSI Rooms 2,4, 10, 11, 16, 18,24,24A, 2 5, 326 linear feet 

26,27,31 ,32,34,202, and on above 
ground utiliry piping along outside of 
building 

Pipe wrap Rooms 11 , 30 and 209 18 li near feet 
Cementitious TSI on Rooms 10 and 202A 21 c unt 
pipe finings 
Ceiling tile Room 2 l i 2 sq uare feet 
Floor tile and mastic Throughout building 39,000 square feet 

Due to tts age and/or appearance, this matenalis assumed w con ram asbestos. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• The Administration Building has the architectural character of an early modern 

(1 950's) instiru ti nal office complex having suites wi th in terconnecting doors on 
either side of a cent ral corridor. The majority of the parri tioru in this fireproof 
constructed building are masonry, most in the same position as when originally 
built in 1948. These partitions signifi cantly limit the building's flexibility. T he 
exterior skin, with the exception of the roof, is in good condition, and new 
window have been installed in the existing brick wall opening . Handicapped 
access is difficul t. and all door hardware needs replacement. The three stair rowers 
do not meet current codes for tread, riser or railing dimensions. Placement of exit 
signs is not consistent due to the interconnected nature f adjacent buildings. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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BUILDING B LIGHT MANUFACTURING/LABORATORY 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The faciliry is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. The fire hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fire Depanment 
connections are not provided. The fire alarm system ties into the central on-site 
system in Building 98. 

• Electrical hor water hearing equipment is included in the faciliry. Reduced 
pressure back.flow preventers are not provided on domestic water service 
entrances. Much of the piping is exposed in the corridors. 

• The faciliry has HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems employ a DOC 
tem perature control system with the head-end in Building W . T he overall 
HVAC system is adequate but probably not acceptable for reuse applications. 

•. The faciliry has an adequately sized electrical service entrance in good condi tion. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115-V. Generally, the luminarie have nor been 
modernized. Some of the electrical conduit is exposed in the corridors. 
Commun ication and data raceways are adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is structurally sound and will support conti nued use or reuse in a 

similar capaciry. Cellular floo r within non-structural topping. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Building B was constructed in 1948, with additions in 1965 and 1968. 
• Portions of the roof have been replaced since 1983 and, rher~fo re, would no t be 

likely to contain asbe tos. Confi rmed ACM include TSI and pipe wr p. drywall 
joint compound, and a transire fume hood. Assumed ACM includ flooring 
materials throughout the building. All confirmed and suspected ACM are 
currently in good condition. Exhibit 2-6 summarizes the locations and quantities 
of ACM in Building B. 

• D ue to irs age, Building B may be pa•inred with LBP. P inr covers most o the 
interior walls and ceilings of the building and is curren tly in good condition. 

Section 2 - Faci lities Assessment 
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Exhibit 2-6 ACM In Building B 

Estimated 
Type of ACM Location Quantity 

Built-up roofing Areas 2, 4, 5, and 7 (nori:h and west 8,400 sq are feet 
marerials 1 portions of roof) 
Pipe TSI Rooms 101 , 103, 105, 105B, 126, 1 ,320 linear feet 

HVAC penthouse rooms, crawl 
spaces, and above ground urilir:y 
piping along outside of building 

Pipe wrap Rooms 105, 164 and 180 135 Linear feet 
Cemenritiou TSlon Room 130, HVAC penthouse, and 80 count 
pipe fittings crawl spaces 
Tank TSI HVAC penthouse 200 squa re feet 
Drywall and joint Room 105A 500 square feet 
compound 
Transite fume hood Room 1/0 28 square feer 
Floor ride and mastic Throughout buildi.ng 15,000 sq uare feet 
1 D ue ro irs a e and/or a g pp earance, this material was assumed ro contain asbestos. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• This one-story, masonry, post-war laborarory building has been utilized ft r 48 

years with lirrle or no modernization, and additions or modifications only as 
needed. There are no accommodations for rhe handicapped public and much 
deferred maintenance. Egress ratings are indeterminate, as are in tegration of the 
existing fire walls with any code-derived pattern of area determinations. Since 
th is building is part of a larger complex, there is no dear entry and lin! interior 
orien tation to the outside. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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BUILDING G GENERAL INDUSTRY/STORAGE 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facility is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. T he fire h ses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fire Department 
connections are nor provided. The fire alarm system ties into the cenrral on-site 
sys tem in Building 98. 

• Electrical hot water hearing equipment is included in the facility. Reduced 
pressure backflow preventers are no t provided on domestic water service 
en trances. 

• The faciliry has HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems employ a D DC 
temperature control system with the head-end in Building W. The overall 
HVAC system is modern. 

• The facility has an adequately sized electrical serv'cc entrance in g od cond ition. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115-V. Lighting is acceptable fo r indumial 
applications. Communication and data raceways are adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is structurally sound and will support contin ued u c r reuse in a 

similar capacity. Ligh t capaciry mezzan ine/rack system to be removed. Light 
industrial jib crane attached to roof system . 

Environmental Attributes 
• Building G was constructed in 1948. 

• The roof was replaced in 1986 and, therefore, is unlikely to contain asbestos. TSI 
throughout the building has been confi rmed to contain asbestos, and flooring 
materials are assumed to contain asbestos. All confirmed and suspected ACM are 
currently in good condition. Exhib it 2-7 summarizes the locations and 
quantittes of ACM in Building G. 

• Due to its age, Building G may be painted with L P. Paint c vers most of rhe 
interior walls and ceilings of the building and is in good condition. 

Exhibit 2-7 ACM In Building G 
Estimated 

Type of ACM Location Quantity 
Pipe TSI T hroughout the build ing and on 565 linear feet 

above ground utiliry piping along 
outside of buildi ng 

Cementitious TSI on Rooms 1 and 2 22 counr 
pipe fittings 
Floor title and mastic1 Rooms 4, 5, SA and 7 38S sq uare feet 
I Due to tts age and/or appearance, thts matcrtal was assumed to co ntain asbestos. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• This is an indusrrial building used as a storage and maintenance garage. h has 

masonry walls with single pane glass industrial steel windows, precast concrete 
plank roof deck on unprotected steel truss srructure wirh high bay industrial 
lighting, and slab-on-grade concrete floor. Although used for vehicle repair, th e 
building does nor meet current standards for ventilation and exhaust of fumes. 
ADA upgrades are r·~q uired . 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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BUILDING GW GENERAL INDUSTRY/STORAGE 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The faciliry is full fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. T he fLre hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fire Department 
connections are not provided. The fi re alarm system ties inro the cen tral on-si re 
ystem in Building 98. 

• Elecrrical hot water hearing equipmenr is incl uded in the faciliry. Reduced 
pressure backflow prevenrers are nor provided on domestic water service 
enrrances. 

• The faciliry ha HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems employ a D DC 
temperature control sysrem wirh the head-t:nd in Building W. T he overall 
HV AC system is modern . 

• The faci 'liry has an adequately sized electrical service entrance in goo condition. 
Lighting loads are fed at 1 i 5-V. enerally, the luminaries are adequate for 
industrial use. Communication and data raceways are adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is srrucrural!y sound and wJ l suppon continued use or reuse in a 

similar capaciry. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Building W was constructed in l968. 
• There ts no record of roof replacement; therefo re, rhe possibiliry exists th at the 

built-up roofing materials contain asbesros. C nftrmed ACM include pipe TSI 
and rransite, and assumed ACM include flooring material. All confirmed and 
suspected ACM are currenrly in good condition. Exhibit 2-8 summarizes the 
locations and quantities of ACM in Building W. 

• Due to irs age, Building GW may be painted with LBP. Paint covers mosr of the 
interior walls and ceiling and is currently in good condition. 

Exhibit 2-8 ACM In Building GW 
Estimated 

Type of ACM Location Quantity 
Built-up rooftng 
materials1 

Entire roof 5.000 square feet 

Pipe TSI Above ground uriliry pipi ng along 20 linear feet 
outside of bu ilding 

Pipe wrap Room 11 7 and corridor outside of 40 linear feet 
Room 23 -

Cernenririous TSI on Rooms 23, 112 and 117 46 c unr 
pipe fitt ings 
T ransi re T able top Room 114 12 square feet 
Floor ride and mastic1 Rooms 11 2, 1 I 7, and 222, and 532 quare feec 

cor;idor outside of Room 23 

Due ro trS age and/or appearance, rh ts marenal was assumed co conratn asb tos. 

Sect1on 2- Facilities Assessment 
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Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• Thi is a narrow inf1ll bui lding between G and W, and has li rcle architectur I 

merir excepr ro provide rhese adjacem buildings wirh more usa le space. 
Handicapped access is difficulr and, as rhe major portion of rhe sreel srrucrure is 
exposed. egress is nor properly ra red. 

Section 2- Facil ities Assessment 
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BUILDING M GENERAL INDUSTRY/STORAGE 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attrl t s 
• The faci lity is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. The fire hoses 

have been removed from all sta ndpipe hose cabinets. Fire Deparrmenr 
connections are not provided. The fi re alarm sv tern ries into the cenrraJ on-sire 
system in Building 98. 

• Electrical hot water hearing e uipment is included in the facility. Reduced 
pressu re backflow preventers are not provided on domestic water service 
entrances. 

• T he facility has HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems employ a DOC 
temperature control sysrem with the head-end in Building W. T he overall 
HV AC system is modern. 

• T he faci lity has an adequately siud electrical service en trance in good condi tion. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115- . T he lighting is adequate for exisring industrial 
use but may need to be upgraded for reuse. Communication and dar raceways 
are adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• T he building is structu ral! sound and wit! support continued use or reuse in a 

similar capacity. Five-ron capacity overhead crane is locar d within a high bay 
area. Local areas of roof leaks were observed, approximate! 700 square feet. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Building M was conscructed in 194 with addirio s in 1 60, I 96 1, I 962, I 963 , 

1969 and 1980. 
• Portions of the roof have been replaced since 19 3, and ic is unlikely that these 

newer marerials contain asbestos. Confirmed ACM indud TS I, gasket material, 
sprayed-on ftreprooftng, ceiling rile, transir nd asbestos board. Fl oring 
materials throughout rhe building are assumed to con tain asbesro . Asbesros 
fa Llout has been observed in Room 20 bur has b en cleaned up. Confirmed and 
suspecred ACM are curren rly in good condirion. Ex.hibir 2-9 summarizes the 
locations and quantities of ACM in Building M . 

• D ue to age. Building M may be painted wi rh LBP. Painr covers mosr of the 
inrerior walls and ceil ings and is curren rly in good condition . 

Section 2 - Faci lities Assessment 
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Exhibit 2-9 ACM In Building M 

Estimated II 
Type of ACM Location Quantity 

Built-up roofing Areas 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 (en tire roof 3 1 ,000 square feet 
m arerials

1 
except eastern portion) 

Pipe TSI Throughout interior of build ing and 2 ,020 linea r feet 
on above ground utility piping along 
ours ide of building 
Rooms 8, 8C, 19, 20, 108 and 110 130 linear feet Pipe wrap 

Cemenririous TSI on Rooms 2, 88, 20, 37A, and 108 7 8 co u nt I 
pipe fittings 
Cemenririous duct Room 250P 400 square feet 
insulation 
G asket material Room 20 1 coun t 

Sprayed-on Rooms 103 , 1 03A, and Stairwell #3 1,160 square feet 
fireproofing 
C eiling rile Rooms 12 and 14 3 .500 sq uare feer 
Transire Room 20 5 square feet 
Duct work Room 250P 90 sq ua re feet 
constructed of asbestos 
board 
Floor ririe and mastic T hroughout building 20,727 sq uare feet 

Due to Its age and/or appearance, this marenal was assumed ro contain asbestos. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
This is an ind ustrial building wirh masonry walls, single glazing in ind ustrial srecl 
sash ro which tinted film has been added ar the high bay windows, and a precast 
concrete plank roof deck on exposed steel. The floor is concrete slab except for areas 
of end grain wood block flooring. There are also concrete equipment pads spotted 
around. The locker room/railers require ADA upgrades, as do all the doorways and 
hardware. Fire raring is indeterminate due to existing bui lding addi tions. There are 
few if any new fi nishes or lighting fixtures. 

Section 2 - Facil ities Assessment 
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BUILDING OSE OFFICE/ADMINISTRATION 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facility is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. The fi r hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fire D epa rtment 
connections are nor provided. T he fire alarm system ties into the central on- ·ire 
system in Building 98. 

• Electrical hot water hearing equipment is included in the facility. Reduced 
pressure backflow prevenrers are not provided on domestic wacer serv ic~ 

en trances. 
• The facility has HVAC steam loads. The HVA systems employ a DDC 

temperature control system with the head-end in Building W. The over l1 
HVAC system is modern and in good condition. 

• The facility has an adequately sized electrical service entrance in good condiri n. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115-V. Although the luminaries are relatively n w, 
generally, they are nor modernized. Communications and data raceways arc: 
adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The building is strucrura[ly sound and will supporr continued use or reuse 1n a 

similar capacity. ellular floor within non -structural topping. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Building OSE was constructed in 1987 nd, therefore, is nor likely lO contain 

ACM or LBP. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• This four- to ry modern office buildi ng is in good condition with fl exible spaces 

and can be easily convened to multi- tenant use by adding t!re rared renan [ 
separation walls. Most public facilities are ADA complian t, with a few cl arance 
and hardware issues to be addressed. Stai rs meet current codes except for tread 
nosings and open pipe railings. There are insufficient exit sign . onrinued use of 
special spaces, such as the cafeteria, in their curren t configu ration would d pend 
on final tenant mix. 

Section 2 - Facilit ies Assessment 
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BUILDING OSW OFFICE/ADMINISTRATION 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The facility is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. The fire hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fire Oepanment 
c, nne([ions are not provided. The fire alarm system ties imo the cenrral on-site 
system in Building 98. 

• Electrical hot water heating equipment is included in the facility. Reduced 
pressure back.flow preventers are not provided on domestic water service 
en trances. 

• The facility has HVAC steam loads. The HVAC systems employ a DDC 
temperature control system with the head-end in Building W . The overall 
HVAC system is modern. 

• The facility has an adequately sized electrical service entrance in good condi tion. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115-V. Some of the luminuies have been replaced; but, 
in general, the system is not modernized. Communication and data raceway are 
adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• T he building is structurally sound and will suppon continued usc or reuse in a 

similar capaciry. 

Environmental Attributes 
• Building OSW was constructed in 1975. 
• The lower (western) portion of th roof was replaced in I 87 and, therefore, is 

not lik ·ly to contain asbe tos. Confirmed CM include a transite table top in 
room 141, condense tape in Room 404, and pipe TSI in Rooms 501 P and 502P. 
Assumed ACM include flooring materials throughout the build ing with rhe 
possible exception of the l st and 2nd floors which have been renovated. The 
built-up roofing material is considered to be suspected ACM. Exhibi t 2-l 0 
summarizes the locations and quan ririe of ACM in Building 0 W . 

• Due to its age, Building O SW may be painted wi rh LBP. Paint covers most of 
rhe interior walls and ceiling of the bui ld ing and is currently in good condition. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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Exhibit 2-10 ACM In Building OSW 

Estimated 
Type of ACM Location Quantity 

Bui lt-up roofing Upper roof (ea rem portion) 4,050 square feet 
materials' 
Pipe TSI Penthouses 501 P and 502 P, and on 220 linear feet 

above ground utility piping along 
outside of building 

Pipe wrap Room 404 l 0 linear feet 
T ransite table top Room 141 1 5 square feet 
Floor rile and mastic Throughout building, possible 24-48,000 square 

exception lst and 2nd floors feet 
-Due to 1ts age and/or appearance, thts marenal was assumed to conram asbestos 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
• T his four-srory building i. in fair condition, having been partially renovated to an 

open plan office space. However, tht: floor plate and core placement dictated by 
irs relationship to adjacent buildings results :n office space which is not 
necessarily flexible nor pleasant. There is legal access to all floors if security 
restrictions are removed, bur the public facilit ies need improved clearance.\ an 
new hardwa re. Stairs do nor comply with cu rren t codes for tread, riser o r railing 
dimensions. 

Section -Faci lities Assessment 
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BUILDING P GENERAL INDUSTRY/STORAGE 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical Attributes 
• The faciliry is fully fire suppressed for ordinary hazard occupancy. The fire hoses 

have been removed from all standpipe hose cabinets. Fi re Department 
connections are not provided. The fire alarm system ties imo rh cencral on-site 
sy rem in Building 98. 

• Electrical hot water hearing equipment is included in the facili ry. Reduced 
pressure backflow prevenrers are nor pwvided on domestic water service 
entrances. 

• The faciliry has HVAC steam loads. T he HV AC ysrems employ a D DC 
temperature control system with the head-end in Building W . The overall 
HVAC system is adequate for existing applications. 

• T he faciliry has an adequately sized electrical service entrance in good condi tion. 
Lighting loads are fed at 115-V. Lighting is adequate fore isting applications 
but probably needs to be upgraded for reuse applications. Commu n icarion and 
data raceways are adequate. 

Structural Attributes 
• The bu ilding is srrucrurally sound and will support conr.inued use or reuse in a 

similar capaci ty. 

Environmental Attributes 
• The Powerhouse was consuucred in 1948 with additions in 1971 and 1982. 
• Asbestos-containing flashing is used on rh e roof, bur the asbestos content of the 

remaining built-up rooftng materials is unknown. Confirmed ACM include TSI, 
and assumed ACM include flooring materials. Some asbestos-containing pi e 
TSI was removed after an asbestos survey. All confirmed and susp cred ACM are 
currently in good condition. Exhibit 2-11 summarizes the location nd 
quantities of ACM in Building P. 

• Due to irs age, Building P may be painted with LBP. Paint cover most of rhe 
interior walls and ceilings. High temperatu res and humidi ty have cau ed much 
of rhe pain t on the cei ling to peel and flake . Approximately 3,200 square feet of 
paint is damaged. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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Exhibit 2-11 ACM In Building P 

Estimated 
Type of ACM Location Quantity 

Built-up roofi ng Enti re roof 15, 143 square feet 
materials' 
Pipe TSI T fuoughout building and on above 2,230 linear feet 

ground utility piping along outside of I 
building 

Cementirious TSI on T hroughout building 71 count 
pipe fitt ings 
Tank TSI Mezzan ine level 610 square feet 
Floor title and mastic O ffi ce area 4 50 square feet 
' Due to ic.s a e and/or a g pp carance, this material was assumed to contain asbestos. 

Architectural/Building Code Compliance Attributes 
The power plant is a mason ry and exposed steel structure bu il t to enclose the central 
steam boiler planr. It i well maintained and cannot easi ly be used fo r any othc:r 
purpose. Irs furure is linked with char f the current sire urilicy delivery system. 

Sect1on 2 • Facilities Assessment 
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Building Condition Description 

The fo llowing is a narrative description of buildings on the Mound. Information 
with in this section has been brought rogerher fro m various sources inform cion 
incl uding previous repons prepared for both th e DOE and MMCIC (identifi ed 
below - Percinem References), and conversations wirh faci lities management 
personnel on the site. Although field inves tiga tions were limi ted to the fourteen 
build ings identified above, information below may include inform al field observations 
made by th e reconnaissance team. 

Building 1 -Small building in poor condition. Supposed! not contaminated with 
energetic or radioactive material. Does contain asbes tos. No significant reuse 
poten tial. 

Building 2 - Antiquated build ing in poo r conJid n. Contaminaced wich energetic 
mate rial and asbesros. No significant reuse poten tial. 

Building 3 - rructurally sou nd building. Mechanica lly fair co ndition. Architectural­
Code Rerro fi t cost will be relatively low sinct ir is a sing! -story, low-occupancy 
build ing. Ca n be used for energetic materials. When its present tes ting capabilit ies 
are no longer needed, disman tling of th e equipment and cost for remodeli ng for orhcr 
appl ications will probably exceed facility value. 

Building 4 · mall building w ed J ·ecuriry post. No signi fi ca nt reu e potentia l. 

Building (Magazines) 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, l l , 20, 52, 53, 54, & 64 - T hese magnines are 
in relatively poo r condirion . Severa l ocher magazines in better co ndition are bei ng 
reused. C nly other viable applicatio n is ene rgetic materials storage. 

Building 13 - Firing shed. No reuse po te ncial. 

Building 19 - In relatively good conditio n. Singular use for wa rehousing. Nor 
contaminated with ener ~et ic or rad ioactive material. Go d cand ida te for 
co nsidera tion if additional small warehouses needed . May be categorized fo r reu~e . 

Bu il ding 21 - Thoriu m sl udge fad li ry, and high l co nram inared. 

Bu ilding 22 - Good overall cond itio n. Srrucru rally sound storage building (heat 
only) . fully sprinkle red, loading docla. and minimal offices co upport wa reho using . 
. or con ram inated, bu t potential concern chat it could become con tam inated berore 
turned vcr by on E. 

Building 23 - Conramin red radioactive sto rage building. 

Bu ilding 24 - Building st ructurally sound. Not contami nated. Houses la rge water 
ta nks. Cosr co dismantle tanks and remodel fo r ocher ppl icacions would probably 
exceed value f buildi ng. 
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Building 25 - In poor condition. Comaminated with asbesws. sed as weather 
station . No reuse potential. 

Building 27- In poo r condi tion. It may be comamin ted with energelic m:ucrial. 
o reuse potential. 

Building 28 - Structurally sou nd. Good mechanical system . Recently modified by 
MMCIC for machine shop application. Relatively minimal cost to re trofi t to full 
code compliance. Could be used for other industrial applications with minima! 
expenditure. 
Building 29 - In good condition, but process equi pment contaminated wirb asbesms . 
Cost to remove equipment and modify buildint, fo r reuse is prohibitive. 

Building 30 -Small building that is used primarily for storage, and is slightly 
contaminated. After the heat source miss ions are completed it will hav no reuse 
poss ibilities. 

Building 31 - In fair condition. Prefab metal building used for storage ofTRU waste. 
Nor now contaminated but will probably exceed useful life when site closure 

act ivities are completed. 

Building 33 - In poor condition. ld maintenance shop in th e M area. Nc1 reuse 
pot ncial . 

Building 34- In poor condition. Used for training. Co ntaminated with depleted 
uranium. No reuse potencial. 

Building 35- In good co ndition. Used fo r x- ray and eddy current nond trucrive 
res ting. Small building that could be used or various industrial applications with 
minimal modificat ion cost. Connected to and served as co ntrol room ~ r neutron 
radiography facility (Bldg. 59) which hasn't been used for several years. Until the 
source is removed and Bldg. 59 successfully d.ismantled, there will be a conti nuing 
concern with potential radiation and/or contamina tio n of Buildi ng 3). 

Building 36 - In good conditio n. No unique capabil iti es--primarily an open buildi ng 
containing testing equipment and ovens. Not co maminated but does contai n 
asbestos. Following the heat source mission it could be used for various indust rial 
applications. Due ro it small size and as a r suit of ir lack of specific cap bilities. ir 
will be difficult to fmd an economically viable reuse for chis bu i!Ji ng. 

Building 37- In good, uncontaminated condit io n. Almost analogous to build ing 36 
except configured more to laboratory operations. Following hear source mission ir 
could be used for various industrial technology missions. D ue ro ir small size and as 
a result of its lack of specific capabilities it will be difficult to find an econom ica lly 
vi able reuse of it. 

Building 38- PP-building, structurally is in good condirion. Has some residual 
rad iological contaminatio n. Decision has been made to demol ish . 
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Building 39- In fa ir condition. Used as a satellite mechanical for the SM/PP area. 
When the heat source missions are completed, it will have no re se potencial. 

Building 40 - In good condition. Houses print shop in first floo r and offices on 
second floor. Currently has excellent priming capabiliti ·. Accessibili ty to second 
floor is limited and intermediate cost level will be required for retroftt for code 
compliance. First floor well-configured for print shop and could be modifi ed for 
other industrial applications. Accessibility to second floor will limit utilization. 

Building 42- In poor condition. Contaminated with energetic and a bescos. No 
reuse potential. 

Building 43 - In poor condition. Contaminated with energetic and asbesros . o 
reuse potential. 

Building 44 - In fair condition. Used a satelli te caD reria for the SM/PP area. Wh n 
rhe heat source missions are c mpletecl, it will have no reuse porential. 

Building 45 - Recently expanded and old sections remodeled. Used for calibration of 
radiation insuumentation and for dosimetry. Has ex ellcnr existing capabil ities, and 
is probably best building on site. Because of special configuration, it may be difficult 
to use in applica tion orher than for which it is designed. Cost co dismantle existing 
capabilities and refit building for applications which could not usc unique 
configu ration would probably exceed value of building. 

Building 46- Present! listed to be maintained by DO E for the GPHS program. 
More probable that welders and weld development capabilties will be relocated to the 
SM/PP area (such as building 36). Building is small, but can easily be retrofitted to 
other induscrial applications. 

Building 47- In good, unconraminated co ndi tion . Used as adminis rrative facility f, r 
security force. Decision has been made to demolish the building. Disposition relared 
to building W decis ion. 

Building 48 - In fair condition . Used to analyze energetic mar rials, bur presenrly 
doesn't have any viable capabilities. Has some residual energetic conramination and 
major acces ibiliry problems. Cosr w retrofit for code compliance will be relatively 
high . Moderate amounts of expenditure will be requi red to remodel th building for 
industrial applications. 

Building 49 - In fair condition. lr has been leased for energetic applica ti n. 
Moderate expenditures will be required to retrofit for code compliance. If existing 
applica tions terminate, doubtful reuse for alternative application at moderate cosr. 
A cordingly, its value for other applications is marginal. 

Building 50 - In very good condition. When the GPHS equipment is moved from 
building PP to building 50 it will become a valuable and expensive bu ilding with 
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some unique capabiliti . However, it is doubtful that the unique capabil ities can be 
utilized in reuse endeavors. If the facili ry cannot be fully utilized in applications char 
rake fu ll advantage of its capabilities, the cost to operate will be very high and the cost 
to remove cells and other equipment and remodel ir for some other rech nol gy or 
industrial appli arion will be prohibitive. 

Building 51 -In fair condition. Used fo r th ermite work. 
energetic materials. No r use potencial. 

ntaminarecl wirh 

Building 55 - In poor condition. Very small buildi ng used for sroragc. No reuse 
porenrial. 

Building 56- In good condition . Houses th e fi re water pumps. D ue ro irs size this is 
its nly use. If char need would terminate, the building would need to be 
dem lished. 

Building 57- In good condition. Serves as an ira ry S wer Trcatmenr. Ir will 
function fo r many years in this paciry. Has no other capabilities and would need to 

be demolished if the need is terminated. 

Building 58 - 'her uilding for SW buildi.ng. Con r~minared with radiological 
contaminants. No reuse potential. 

Build.ing 59 - In or condition. eucron Radiography faciliry contaminaced wirh 
radiological contaminants. No reuse potencial. 

Building 60- In good condi tion . Two-story building wi th major a cessibiliry 
problems. Rerrofir for code compliance will be relatively high,. Pre t ndy does not 
have any viable capabilicies. If ir could be consolidated wirh Build in 28, ch r tr ftr 
cost may be minimized. It can be remod led and used for various indu. trial 
applications. Howev r, code compliance retroftt and remodel ing cost may exceed the 
value of the building. 
Building 61 -In very good condition. sed primarily as a procurement and 
distribution center and accommodates both offic s and warehousing. Has c nvenit:nc 
accessibiliry to excellen t public docking capabilities, etc. Minimal ode compiiance 
e pend irures will be requi red. As a result of irs open space in the warehouse secrion 
and predominant open plan office systems in rhe office arc. s the building could be 
readily used for arious industrial application·. 

Building 63 W-In good ondi tion , mall. single storage bu ilding rhar houses large 
environmental cham ers. Ooubrful rhar capabili ties will be needed in the future. A 
few chambers may be moved to Building 3. If chamb rs are i.smantled nd 
removed, the building would be useful fo r various industria l application. However. tf 
rhe building is taken over with the chambers intact, rhe cost to dismantle them and 
remodel rhe building for ocher applica tions will probably exceed the value of the 
building. 
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Building 63E- Two-srory building in good condit ion. The second floo r has 
primarily offices and the fim 8oor open space is ideal for indusuia l applica tion. Has 
major accessibility problems compounded by offices on the sec nd floor. Relative 
cost to meet code requirements will be high. Building valu exceeds the projected cosr 
for retrofit, and is ideally suited for various industrial applications ranging from 
testing ro light manufacturing. 

Building 67 -Concrete-covered polystyrene foam. Office suppo rt building which is 
reported robe uncontaminated. Minor cost required fo r code compliance. Location 
in lower area limits it for office support for any operations other than fo r energet ic 
materials. Sin e there are ocher more des irable office in test fire area, th is build ing 
has very limited reuse pa ten rial. 

Building 68 - In good co ndition . Small metal building being used fo r storage by 
D&D . After demolition ofSW & R Buildings, useful life of bu ilding 68 will have 
exceeded. o reuse potencial. 

Building 71 -In good condition . Designed and used for flammabl e liquid sto rage. 
ood reuse potential to be used in che same capacity. Removal should be: 

reevaluated. 

Building 73- In good condition . Designed and used for cylinder sro rage. lr has 
good reuse potential to be used in che same capaci ty. Removal should be reeva luated. 

Building 74- In poor condition. Small srorage/repacking faci li ty for enNgeric 
marerials . 

Building 79 - Srn ll modular office buildi ng in poor condition. o reuse potential. 

Building (Magazines) 80, 81, 82, 83, 84- These magazines are in good co ndit io n. 
When the are no longer needed they will need to be disposed of si nce chey have no 
other viable applications ocher than storing energetic materials. 

Building 85- In excellent, uncontaminated condition and never used. New R & D 
building with u!rra-modern remote operations capabil it ies. 

Building 87 - In very good co ndition. Ul tra-modern uilding with th ree very large 
rest cel ls. ost to retrofit fo r code compliance will be relatively minor. If cleccronic 
components associated with test cells are removed, de ign capabili ties will be 
questionable. Much of the physical space is associated with che test chambers: net 
usab le space for applications other chan rhe test cells applications is ve ry unfavo rable. 
If the unique capabi li ties cannot be used, cost to operate in prese nt physical scare wi ll 
be very high and cost co remove che cells and remodel co other applica tion wiil be 
proh ibitive. 

Build ing 88- In fair condit io n. Wooden modular building which will exceed 
usefulness when hear source bltsiness has terminar d. No reuse pocenrial. 
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Building 89- In good condition. Exterior staircase and walkway (used for emergency 
egress) must be repaired. O ther cost associa ted with cod compliance will be minor. 
Primary reuse potencial will be as a warehousing/storage faci liry. Could also be 
remodeled for other industrial applications at relatively low cost. 

Building 90 - In poor condition. mall radiologically contaminated storage building. 
N reuse potential. Building has already been removed. 

Building 91- In poor condition. Modular office building with no reuse potenrial. 

Building 92 - Small modular office building. Ic has been removed from sire. No 
reuse potential. Building has already been removed. 

Building 3- In fair condition. Modular office building in Fair condici n With no 
reuse otencial. 

Building 94- In good condition . Mi nor cost required for code complia nce. Ovens 
in rhe building can be removed ar moderare cos t. uil ing can he used in various 
in usrrial applications. However, small size and location limits potential for reuse. 

Building 95 - M/PP chi.ller plant. Although not identified by rhe DOE for itS 
c nunuing miss ion, it should be. It may be reused ro service orher building such as 
Bldg. I oc; after the heat source program is concluded. 

Building 96 - mall vehicle storage building. lr has been removed fo r sire. No reu ·e 
potencial. Building has already been removed. 

Building 98 - In very good condition. Two-srory enual Fire Station with 
accessibi liry problem . Cost for c de compliance moderare. Has unique capabilities 
such a. vehicle storage and dormi tory housing accommodations which limit reuse t 

similar applications. 

Building 99 - In very good condition. Three-st ry building with open industrial 
areas on firsr floor, offices on the second. and emergency communication center on 
third. In very good condition . Minor cosr will be required fo r c de compliance 
retrofit. Large stair well and elevaror shafts reduce n t rentable ro gr s ratio. 

etroftr ro office or confere.nce facili would requi.re significant expendirure. 

Building I 00- In good condi tio n. xperienced lirrle usage. Rclarively minor costS 
requ ire for code compliance retrofi L Has bmh men's and women '~ shower r om . 

ould be used for vari us industrial or office application. uch of irs internal space 
c:tn be c nsidered as unfinished space. Configuration including multiple-level 
flo0ring wiJI requir moderate expenditures for reuse. 

Building 101 - In go d condition. Wooden modular buil ing used for storage and 
offices. Will udivc usefulne.s when hea ource business has termin:m:d. lL has no 
reuse potential 

Section 2 - Factltt ies Assessment 
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Building 102- In excellent condition. It is a two-story building. Irs configuration 
does nor lend itself to modern office arrangement and rhus does not have optimum 
usable to gross ratios. However, if maintained adequately it should be reused in office 
when the heat source business is concluded. 

Building 104- In good condition. Relatively minor costs will be requ ired ~ r code: 
compliance. Very good potential for industrial application with minor cost for 
remodeling. Recent past applications as a satellite mechanical shop could be 
reestablished. Small size limits irs applications. 

Building 105 - In very good condition. State-of-the-art industrial machining 
complex. Very minor costs requ ired for code compLiance. Designed with m zz.a ine 
r a that can be finished for administrative space. Will continue as a machin >shop 

but could be modified to light manufacturing or related industrial applications. 

Building 110- Consists of concrete dike area for rhe containment of rwo large fuel 
:;rorage ranks. No cost should be associated with irs conrinued use in th is capaciry. 
No other reuse potentia l. 

Building 112- Associated with rhe sanitary disposal c mplex. In good condition . 
. No other reuse porenrial. 

Building 113- Associated with rhe sanitary disposal complex. In good condici n. 
No other reuse porenrial. 

Building 114- Has less than 100 square feeL No reuse potential. Building has 
alread, been removed. 

Building 120 - Less than 100 square feeL No reuse potent ial. 

Building A -The original administration building. A rwo-st ry building wirh a 
basement. Structurally in good condition. Will require relatively high costs for code 
compliance retrofit. Relatively long and narrow configu ration , coupled to masonry 
partitioning, limits irs flexib iliry and ab ili ry to be reconfigured to a modern office 
complex. The building additions further complica te rec nf1gurarion. Reopening the 
main front entrance to A-bui'lding would be highly desirable. 

Building B - In fair condition. Major cost will be required for code compliance. 
Building has many relatively small rooms with some blow-out panels. Has old clean 
r om and new clean room complex. ew clean room complex has never b en used. 
Functionally questionable. Reuse potentia l for industrial or technology pplicacions 
With exception of new cl an room complex, internals of building will need to be 
removed and building remodeled for new reuse applications. In addition the docks. 
roadway access, etc., will ne<"d to be improved. Cost to remodel and comply with 
code may exceed value of budding. 

Section 2 - Facilities Assessment 
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Building C- In good c ndirion. O riginally th e cafete ria and more rec t: ntly used for 
bonded storage. HVAC needs robe remodeled with accompanying cost estimate 
proh ibitive. If a decentralized HVAC plant is lecided, decision for removal of this 
building should be revisi ted. 

Building COS - In very good cond ition . Moderate cost r quired to retrofit for code 
complia nce depending on co nversion to mult i-tena nt use. Building is four- tories 
wirh basement. Basement is high level clean space. Designed with high degree of 
flexibiliry for use as laborarory or office space. Flc:xibiliry was provid d with a "cost" 
of unfavorable net to gross ratio. Accord ing! , complex should be orien ted as much 
as possible ro research/laboratory appli·cation which command a much higher rent 
value than do o.ffices. Building ca n be reused in technology or indusrri:d applications. 

Building DS · In go d c ndido n. ingle- wry building. Moderate co high cosr 
requi red for code compl ia nce rerrofir. Eastern third of build ing houses the Meuology 
Center and high-level d ean room. If equipment r mains in place area can contin ue 
reuse as is . Inre rn als of western cwo- r.h irds of OS building need to be removed and 
recon figured for futu re reu e application . If E building is removed from sire, 
an lyrical capabilities should be relocated ro wesrern porrion of DS building. In 
addirion to analytica l appl ica tions, th e OS building ca n be used for various 
technology or indusrrial applications. 

Building E & E Annex E- In good ondition. Received EP approval for reuse. 
uppose l not con taminated with rhe xceprion of some asbestOs. Apparently. OE 

is co ncerned about contamination resulting from 0 & 0 of R & SW building~. 

Buildi ngs have defi nite reust: porenrial in existing capaciry. Feas ibiliry of relocatio n of 
the capabi li ti es from - uilding ro some other loca tion, such as DS-wesr side should 
bt: co nsidered before a fmal decision ro remove E-bui!din g. If rhe decision c keep 
appears fea ible, the possibili ry of keeping rht: R & E dditions, all space co the East 
of c lumn line G on the R-b uilding drawing, shou ld be examined. These addiri ns 
waul enhan ce E-buildings funa:i nali ry and greatly reduce th cost of rhe 
demolition of R & SW bui ldings. 
Building EG 1,4, ,6,& 7 - Emergency gc neramrs. They have no reuse potentia l. 

Building EG-2- mergency generator. No reuse potential after heaL source program 
i~ concluded. 

Building G - In fair cond ition. Used as a ga rage. Has no other economical reuse, 
and needs both mai ntenan ce work on windows as well as updated "'-Xha ust systems 
and plumbing/dra in . 

Building GH- In good co nditio n. Single-sca ry office com plex. On relative b sis, 
ret rofit cost for code compl iance will be moderate . ocarion makes it an excellent 
building for offi ce reuse. mall siz.e limirs potential. pe n plan office sys tem need! 
co remai n in place in order co minimize cost for reuse. 

Building GIS - In fair condition . Small guard shack. 
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Building GP-1 - In good condition. riginal guard post used for securiry training 
and includes ftring range, physical fttn es , etc. Configuration does not lend itself ro 
remodeling as an offtce building or other industrial applications. 

Building GP-44 -Small guard shack. No reuse potential. 

Building GW- Two-story office building located between G a.nd W bu ilding. Has 
an elevator in the back portion of the building. Second floor nor easily accessible. 
Front half of both floors used for office. Front areas will need to be r mo eled. Cost 
for c de compliance and remodeling will be relatively high . Reuse of GW will be 
dependent on reuse of W building, with building being structurally dependent on 
the two. Veriftcacion of abandoned underground fu el rank is needed. 

Building H - In poor condition. Used for various applications ranging fro m laundry, 
credit union, bioassay laboratory, etc. Some radiological contaminan ts. Cost ro 
remodel for viable industrial application would probably exceed value of the building. 
No reuse potential. 

Building HH - In poor contaminated condition. o reuse poten cial. 

Building I- In fai r condi ion. Major cost will be required for c de compliance. 
Building has many relatively small rooms wirh some blow-our panels. Has ol dean 
room and new dean room complex. New clean room complex has never been u ed .. 
Functionally qu srionable. Reuse potencial for industrial or technology applica tions 
W ith exc ption of new clean room complex, internals of building will n ed to be 
removed and building remodeled for new reuse applica tions, In addition the docks, 
roadway access, etc. , will need to be improved. Cost to remodel and comply with 
code may exceed va lue of building. 

Building M -In poor condition _f!d needs extensive work on exterior walls, windows, 
and clerestory. HVA will requlfe improvemen t if used as a fully air-condi tion d 
bu ilding. n relative basis, cost for cost compliance will be minimal ince it i!> not an 
office building. Toilers and doors are a concern dependin n reuse. Has both high 
b and low bay areas, and a new plating facil ity which as never been used. Plating 
areas are contaminated with heavy metals, arsenic, cyanide, and machin ing areas with 
oils and curring fluids . With the possible exception of plating, Building M does nor 
have any capabilities orher than interim storage. Lack of dock minimizes reuse 
application potential. Has a number of potential industrial applications including 
light manufacturing. Since iris primarily open space, the existing wall and partition 
would probably be removed and the space remodeled. 

Building OSE - In excellent condition. Four-sro building with ~ reria on fi r t 

floor, auditorium on second, and computer center on fourth. Minor costs required 
for retroftt for code compliance. If wall systems and open plan office system remain 
in place, building can be reused as office/conference center with minimum cost. 
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Building OSW- In good condition. Four- tory buildi ng. Mo erare cost required 
for recrofi r for code compliance. Fi rst, seco nd, and C\VO-thi rds of th ird have been 
remodeled over the last several years. Remaining portion of rhe th ird and four floo rs 
need ro be remodeled in order to replace existi ng masonry part itions wi th more 
flexible sys rems. Wall systems and open pla.n office sysrem in remodeled space need 
co rema in in order for bu ilding ro be eco nom ically viable. 

Building P- Central power house. If rh e decis io n is made ro go co decenrra lized 
HV C plants rhere will be no need fo r P-bu ilding and it shou ld be removed. If 
deci ion is made co continue wirh a C nrralized Power Plant, then P-building must 
nor be removed. 

Building PH- In fair condi tion. A smaLl storage buildi ng. No reuse potential. 

Building PS- In good condi tion. Pa int shop. Conraminar d with asbesms, organic 
compounds, and other materia ls associated wirh a pa in ti ng operations. Has no reuse 
pote ntial orh t;: r tha n as a paine shop . 

Buildings R & SW (in r rco nnecced)- In g od c ndition. Contam inated wirh 
radiological materials. They have no reuse potenri I (see rhe discussion related to -

building above) . 

Building SD - Conramtna red and undergoing &0 . reu e potentia!. 

Building SST- In f ir condition. Sal t sror3ge bui [J ing vhich is not contaminated. 
No r use potencial. 

Building T - In ve good cond ition. Has some residual radiological contamination. 
Currenr di rection is ro complete operations, ro parriall D& , and allow residual 
radioact ive material to decay in place. Accordin gly. rhe buildin gs will noc actually be 
removed. 

Building W-In good co ndition. O riginally iris a material handlin g and 
wart:housin g faciliry and is not contaminated with energetic or radioactive 
contami nates . M re recen rly it has been rh e main mechanical shop area. The 
decision for fi nal disposition ofW-build ing will probably be dri ven by site nor facil iry 
considera tions. The disposition of W -Bu ildi ng, WG-Bui ldi ng, -Building and 
possibly buildi ng 47 should be exam ined as one enri ry. 

Building WD- In poor condi tion. Contaminated with radioactive contaminants. 
o reuse poten tial. 

WeU H ouses 1,2,3- In good c ndir ion. No othei reuse potenc ial. 
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B tJifdin\:1 u atabase 

~ ~quare l.OOSHUCIIOn IVINi l.lv 

Plan ning Releas e Footage Existing Cond ition AGE Type 1997 Bldg. List 5 DOE 

Building ID District Block Oescrfplion IIX1 ,000) B u ild ing U se 1997 C AM P (YRS) CAMP Roor 1997 C A M P H V A C 1997 C AM P 28 -96 Dispos ition 
BUM Hool Coaltar 

1 Test Fire c Expl Prod Supp 1 La b / R&D I U !nd Poor 38 -- Masonry Ext W alls Asphalt Central Steam Remove Remove 
Centra l Steam, Chilled 

2 Test Fire c E...!e'osives Testing 6.3 Lab I R&D I LL lnd Fair 43 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Carboline Water Remove Keep 
BUM Roof Co.altar Cenl•a l Steam, Chilled 

3 Test Fire c Explosives T esl ing 12 4 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd Fair 30 Masonry Ext W alls Asphalt Water Ma~e Keep 
Storag~ I Suppor1 1 

4 SM-PP D Dosimetry 0 6 7 Service Remove Keee -
Storage I Suppor11 Reinforced 

5 Test Fire D Magazine 0"3 Service Fair 47 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

6 Main Hill c Mag aline 0 09 Service Adequate 47 Concrete Con~ rete Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

7 Maln H ill M Magazine 0.4 Service Fair 3.9 Concrete Con crete Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

B Test Fire R Magazine 0 07 Service Concrete Cor1crete Remove Remove 
Storage I Support / Reinforced 

10 Test Fire c Magazine 007 Service Adequate 9 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove - Stora ge I Support I Reinforced 
11 Ma1n Hill c Magilline 0.4 Service Fair 39 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove 

Storage I Support I 
13 SM-PP E Fi ring Shed 0 .05 SeiVice Remove Remove 

Lower Area Propane Forced Air, 
19 ·s· K Salvage and Sales 4.5 Lab I R& D I Lt. lnd Good 32 Quonset Hul Metal WindAC Removo Keep 

Storage I Support / Reinforced 
20 Test Fire c Magazine 0.3 Service Poor 32 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove 

Storage I Support/ Reinforced 
2 1 SM-PP E Raw Material Storage 4.1 Service Poor 29 Concrell! Metal Remove Remove 

Low-er Area Storage I Suppor1 1 
22 "A" c Warehouse 9 1 Service Good 30 Steel Frame Meta.! Keep Keel' 

Storage I Support I Reinforced 
23 Main H ill M Waste Materia l Stag ing 3 .4 Service Fair 29 Concrete BUM Roof Asphalt Remove Keep 

Lower Area Storage I Support I 
24 ·a· c Potable Water Tfeatment 0.8 Service Good 29 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Central S team Infrastructure Kee~ 

Storage f Support I Reinforced Central Steam , W ind 
25 Main Hill 0 Weather Station 0 .4 Service 

1-
Pocrr 29 Conc1 ete BUM Roof Asphalt AC Remove Remove 

27 Test Fire c Adv Dev Programs 5.3 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Poor 27 Masonry Eltt Wall s BUM Roo! Asphalt Maybe Keep 
Central Steam, Chilled 

26 Main Hill 0 Ceramic Production 11 3 Lab I R&D I Lr. lnd Fair 29 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Caaltar Water Keep Keep 
Lower Area BUM Roor Coalta r C·entral Steam, Chilled 

29 "A" F Adv Dev Pia sUes 6.6 Lab I R&D I Lt . lnd Poor 31 Masonry Ex! Walls Metal W ater Keep Keep 

30 SM-PP F Adv Dev & Health Phys 07 Lab I R&D ILl lnd Fail 31 Concrete Block BUM Rool Coaltar Remove NJA 
Storage I Support I P1elab/Metal/ 

31 SM.PP F Contamlnaled Waste 87 Service Fair 29 Modular Metal Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I 

33 SM-PP F SM Area Maintenance 13 Service Fa1r 30 Masonry Ellrt Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Remove Remove 

Snai<!Auoci - 5"1~5900 p..,..' •:fE" HVI H96 



Buildtro~ Database 

r ~quare ~..oonstrucuon IM M \;1\., 

P lanning Release Footage E xisting C ondition AGE Type 1997 B ldg . List 5 DOE 

Buildin2 1D District Block Description (X1 ,0qQL ~ulldln_g . U se 1997 C AMP IIYRS) CAMP Rool 1997 CAM P HVAC 1997 CAMP 28-96 Disposition 
Lower Area Office I 

34 ·a· J Fire. Trainirlg 11 Adrninistraloon Poor 30 Masonry Ext Wal ls Concrete, Melal Remove Remove 

BUM Roof Asphalt 
35 Test Fire c Neutron Radiography 2 5 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Fair 29 Masonry Ext Walls Metal Keep Keep 

Central Steam. Chrlled 
36 S M-PP F RTG Support 4 3 Lab I R& D I Ll. lnd Fair 27 Concrete Block BUM Roof Asphalt Water Remove N/A 

37 SM-PP F Adhesive Formulation 25 Lab I R&D I lt lnd Fair 27 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Central Steam Remove N/A 
Central Steam, Chilled 

38 SM-PP F Nuc Opns Prog & D&D 44 3 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Poor 25 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Water Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I 

39 SM-PP F Nuclear Opns Support 3.5 Service Fair 28 Prefab \Metal Metal Central Steam Remove NIA 
Office I BUM Roof Asphalt Central Steam, Ctulled 

40 Main Hill p Printing Shop 12.2 Admmistration Good 27 Mason!}: Ext Walls Metal Water Keep Keep 
Central Steam, Chilled 

42 Test fi re c High E•pl Production 2.9 Lab I R&D I Ll lnd Poor 26 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Water Remove Keep 
Central Steam, Chilled 

43 Test Fire c Thermite Development 1.5 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Fai r 25 Masonrv Ext W alls BUM Roof Asphalt Water Remove Keep 
Office I 

44 SM-PP F Cafeteria 2.5 Administration Fair 26 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Central Steam Remove NIA 
Central Steam, Chilled 

45 Main Hill L Health Physics 95!3 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Good 24 Concrete Block BUM Roof Coaltar Water Keep Keep 
Central Steam, Chifled 

46 Main Hill L Welding Dev. 2.4 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Fair 25 Concrete Block BUM Roof Asphalt Water Keep NIA 
Office I Central Steam. Chilled 

47 Main Hill 0 Security 3.6 Administration Excellent 26 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof , Asphalt Water Remove Remove 
Reinforced Central Steam, C hilled 

46 Ma1n Hill a Surveillance B lab I R&D I Lt lnd Fair 24 Concrete BUM Roof Coaltar Weier Keep Keep 
Central Steam, Chilled 

49 Test Fire c Timer Fabrication 14.9 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Fair 25 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Water Keep Keep 
Central Steam, Ch11Jed 

50 SM-PP F RGT Assembly & Test 14 8 lab I R&D / Lt lnd Adequate 24 Masonry Ext Walls BUM RoofCoaltar Water Remove NIA 
Lower Area Central Steam, Chilled 

51 "A" F OeO/elopment 3.5 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Falr 22 Steel Frame Metal Water Remove Keep 
Storage I Support I Reonforced ___ ----

52 Test Flre c Magazine 0.08 Service Adequate 23 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

53 SM-PP E Magazine 02 Service Adequate 9 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

54 Test Fire a Magazine 0 .3 Servr ce Adequate 9 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove 
Lower Area Storage I Support I 

55 ·a· K Waste Mgmt 0 .3 Serv ice Adeq uate 21 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Infrastructure Remove -
Storage I Support/ 

56 Marn Hrll M Flre Pump 06 Service Good 22 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Central Steam Infrastructure Keep 

Lower Area Sanitary Sewe Storage I Support I 
57 ·a· c Treatment 05 Service Good 20 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Elec Heat, Wind AC Infrastructure Keep 

Central Steam, Chilled 
58 Main Hill R Filter Bank 6.6 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd Good 17 Steel Frame BUM Roof Asphalt Water Remove Remove 



Build1ug Database 

~ ~quare 1~onstrucuon I MM~Il.. 

Planning Release Footage Existing C ondition AGE Type 1997 B ld g . Lis tS DOE 

Build in g ID D istrict B lock D e scription 
1 (X1 ,000) Building Use 1997 CAMP j Y R S) C A MP R o o f 1997 C A MP H VAC 1997 C A M P 28-96 Dispo s ition 

Reinforced 

59 Test F1re c l'l_eutron Radiography 0 ,7 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd Poor 26 Concrete Rolled Roof Remove Remove 

Central Steam, Chilled 

60 Main Hill 0 Ceramic Producbon 4 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd Fair 15 Masonry E)(! W alls BUM Roof Coa.ltar W ater Keep I Keep 
Lower Area Reinforced Central Steam, Chilled 

61 "A' G Warehouse 45.5 Labi R&D I U lnd Good 15 Concrete Metal 06 EPDM Water Keep Keep - Storage I Support / Reinforced 

64 Test F1re c Magazine 0 07 Service Excellent 22 Concrete Concrete Remove Remove 

Reinforced 

67 Test Fire c Energetic Material Supp 38 Lab I R&D f Lt. lnd Fair 13 Concrete Metal Maybe Keep 
Storage I Support I 

68 Main H ill p D&D Staging Area 2 Service Good 16 Metal BUM Roof Asphalt Remove RemCJVe 
Lower Area Flammable Uquid Storage I Support I Steel 

71 "A" G Storage 08 SeNJce Good t2 Framed\Prefab Metal Remove Remove 
Lower Area Hazardous W aste Storage I Support I 

72 "B" K Storage 2.4 Service Good 12 Steel Frame Metal Remove Keep 
Lower Area Storage I Support I 

73 "A" G Gas Cylinder Storage 2.2 Service Good 12 Steel Frame'Prefab Metal Remove Keep 
Storage I Support I 

74 Test F11e c S torage 0.4 Se1vice Fair 12 Steel Frame Metal Remove Remove 
Office I 

79 Main Hill M W aste Mgmt Supp 1.7 Administration Fair 12 Wood/Modular Hypalon Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

80 Test Fire c Magazine 0.3 Service Excellent 9 C oncrete Concrete Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

81 Test Fire c Magazine 0.3 Service E~cellent 9 Concrete Concrete Keep Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

82 Test F11e c Magazine 03 S ervtce Excellent 9 Concrete Concrete Keep Remove 
Storage I Support I Reinforced 

83 Test Fire c Magazine 0.3 Service Excellent 9 Concrete Concrete Keep Remove 
Storage I Support] Reinforced 

84 Test Fire c Magazine 0 .3 Service Excellent 9 Concrete Concrete Keep Remove 
Reinforced 

85 Test Fire c Power BlendiProcll$$ 3_2 Lab I R&D I Lllnd E~cellent 7 Concrete Concrete Maybe Keep 
Reinforced BUM Roof Metol Central Steam. Chmed 

87 Test Fire c Explosives T estlng 38.9 Lab I R&D I lt lnd Excellent 8 Concrete Coal tar W ater Keep Keep 
Office I 

88 SM-PP F RTG Admin Supp 72 Administration Good 12 Prefab/Modular Hypalon Erec Heat Package AC Remove N/A 
Reinforced Central Steam Package 

89 Main H1tl M Detonator Storage 48 l ab / R&D /U lnd Good 10 Concrete BUM Roof Asphalt AC Keep Keep 
Storage I Support I 

90 SM-PP E Retort (Explosive Waste) 0,7 Serv1ce Good 12 Steel Frame Metal Remove Keep 
Office I 

91 Main Hill N Admin/T raining 8.1 Administration Fait 11 Modular Hypalon Package Heat & AC Remove Remove 
Office/ 

92 Main Hill R Prod Training 16 Admlnislnltion Poor 11 Prefab/Modular Hypalon Package Heat & AC Remove Remove 
Office I 

9J IMatnHill Ia Standards Supp 29 Administration Ad~uate 11 Modular Hypalon Package Heal & AC Remove Remove 
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Planning Release Footage Exis ting Co ndition A G E Type 1997 Bldg. List 5 DOE 

Building ID D istr ict Bloc k Descr iption llX1 ,000) Build ing Use 1997 CAM P (YRS) C AM P Roof 1997 CAMP HVAC 1997 CA M P 28 -96 D isposition 
Lower Area 

94 ·a· c Matenals Compatibility 1 2 Lab i R&D I U lnd Excellent 10 Prefab\Metal Metal Maybe Keep 
Storage I Support I 

95 SM-PP F Utili ties Operallons-SM 2 Service Good 10 Prefab \Metal Metal lnlraslructure Keep 

Storage I Support I 
9f) Main Hill 0 Armored Vehicle Sheller 0 .4 Service Poor 11 Armco\Steel Sheet Metal Remove Remove 

Lower Area Storage I Support I Central Steam. Chilled 
98 •A• F Central Fire StatJon 85 Service Good 9 Masonry Ext Walls Metal Water Infrastructure Keep 

Office I Reinforced Central Steam, Chilled 
99 Main Hill p Secunty Ops 11 4 Administration Ex-cellent 8 Concrete BUM Roof Coaltar Water Keep Keep 

Office I Reinforced 
100 SM-PP D Security Piet inct 6 .3 Administration Exce llent 7 Concrete BUM Roof KM>p Keep 

Office I 
101 SM-PP F Engrg Supp 1.8 Admini:;tration Excellent 9 W ood Frame Hypal011 Package Heat & AC Remove NIA 

office I Hot Water, Chilled 
102 SM-PP F R.T.G . Program 11 Administration Excellent 8 Precast Concrete Metal Water Keep N/A --- --- - -----

Storage I Support: I Central Steam, Chilled 
104 Test Fire M Test Fire Maintenance 1.8 Service Excellent 5 Steel Framed Metal Water, Elee Heat Keep Keep 

Steel Framed\ Cast Hot Water, Chilled 
105 SM-PP D Parts Machining 31.9 Lab I R&D I l!. lnd Excellent 8 Con Metal Water Keep Keep 

Lower Area Storage I Support I 
110 "B" F Fuel Storage Tanks 0 Service Infrastructure Keep 

Lower Area Sanitary Disposal Sand Storage I Support I 
112 "B" c Filter 0 .8 Service Excellent 11 Steel Frame Metal Elec Hut Infrastructure Keep 

Lower Area Sanitary Oispos~l Storage I Support I 
113 "B" c Dewatering 0.5 Service Excellent 6 Steel Frame Metal Elec Heal Infrastructure Keep 
11 4 Main Hill R Nitrogen Separation 0 .03 Infrastructure Remove 
63E Test Fne c Quality/Product Test Keep Keep 

Central Steam. Chilled 
63W Test Fl re c Quality/Product Test 165 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd Excellent 15 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Water Keep Keep 

Office I Masonry Ext W alls. Central Steam, Chilled 
A Main Hill N Administration 55.6 Administration Good 47 Alum Window BUM Roof Asphalt Water Keep Keep 

BUM Roof Coaltar & Cenltal Steam, Chilled 
B Main Hill R Adv Dev Inert Prod 27 7 Lab I R&D I U lnd Good 47 Masonry Ext Walls Carboline water Maybe Keep 

Central Steam, Chilled 

c Main Hill p Records Storage 13.41 La.b I R& D I U lnd Fair 47 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coallar Water Remove Remove 
Steel Frame Brick Central Steam, Chilled 

cos Mam Hill a Central Ops Supp 64.7 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Excellent 9 Veneer BUM Roof Coaltar W ater Keep Keep 
Central Steam, Chilled 

DS Main Hill a DeY & Stds Lab 47 8 Lab I R&D I Lt . lnd Fair 29 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Water Keep Keep 
BUM Roof Coaltar Central Steam, Chilled 

E Main Hi ll p Adv Dev Pioduction 29 8 Lab I R&D/ U tnd Fair 47 Masonry Ext Walls PH2-ME T Watef Maybe Remove -
BUM Roof Coaltar Central Steam, Chflled 

E-Annex 
_____;;;;_ --- Main Hilt p Oflices 18 Lab I R&D I Ll. lnd Fair 47 Masonry Ext Walls PH2-MET Water Maybe Remove 

Storage I Support I 
EG-1 Main Hill R Electrical Generator 0.24 Service Remove Remove 

Storage I Support I 
EG-2 SM-PP F Electrical Generator 0.24 Service Remove NIA 
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Planning Release Footage Existing Cond ition AGE Type 1997 Bldg. Lis t 5 DOE 

Building 10 Di s trict B lock Description II X1,000) Build ing Use 1997 C AM P [(YRS} C AMP Roof 1997 C AMP HVAC 1997 C AM P 28-96 Dispo s ition 
Storage I Support I 

EG-4 [Main Hill a Elecllical Generator 0 .14 Service Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I 

EG-6 [MatnHIII R Electrical Gene•ator 0.24 Service Remove Remove 
Storage I Suppot1 f 

EG-7 Test Fire c Electrical Gene•at.or 0 .08 Service Remove Remove 
Storage I Support I Central Steam, W md 

G [MatnHIII 0 Garage 7.5 SerVice Fair 47 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar AC Keep Keep 
Office I Central Steam Package 

GH Main Hill H Employment 53 Administration Good 47 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar HVACUnits Keep Keee 
Office I 

GIS Main Hill H Guard Island 0.2 Adminis.tration Fair 47 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Etee Heat, Wind AC Remove Keep 
1 ~tor age f ~ upporl f t<emtorced BOOROoreoaltar & I Central Steam, Chilled 

GP1 Main Hill N Guard Post # 1 7.8 Service Good 46 Concrete Brick Asphalt & Carboline Water Package HVAC Remove Keep -
Storage I Support / 

GP44 SM-PP F Clothing Issue 0 .4 Service - Fair 32 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Asphalt Elec Heat, Wind AC Remove Remove 
C entral Steam. Chilled 

GW Main Hill 0 Bonded Stores 9 .8 l ab I R&D I Lt . lnd Fair 27 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Water Keee_ Keep 
Storage I Support I BUM Roof Asphalt Central Steam , Chilled 

H Main Hill p launf!ry 17.3 Service Fair 4,7 Masonry Ex! Walls Coal tar W ater Remove Keep 
Re inforced BUM Roof Coaltar Central Steam, Chilled 

HH Main Hill a Isotope Separation 153 Lab I R&D I l l l11d Good 47 Concrete Metal Wlller Remove Remove 
BUM Roof Coaltar Central Steam, Chilled 

I Mam Hill R H1gh E~pl Prod 25. 7 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Poor 47 Masonry Ext Walls Asphatt Rolled Metal Water Maybe Keep 
BUM Roof Coal tar Central Steam, Chnled 

M Main Hill p Machine/E lect Shops. 56 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Good 47 Masonry Ex! Walls Asphalt Water Maybe Keep 
Office I Steel Frame, Brick Central Steam , C hilled 

OSE Main Hill N Opns Supp (E) 90.1 Administration ucellent 9 Veneer, Alum Wind BUM Rool Coaltar Water Keep Keep 
Office I Masonry Elrt Walls . Central Steam, Chilled 

osw Main Hill N Opns Supe ('N) 54.3 Administration Good 21 Alum Wind BUM Roof Coaltar Water Keep Keep 
Storage I Support I BUM Roof Carboline C entral Steam, Package 

p Main Hill 0 Power House Main Hill 15 1 Service Adequate 47 Masonry Ex! Walls Coaltar AC, Wind AC Infrastructure Keep 
I Storage I Support I 

PH Marn Hifl c Power House 0646 SeJVlce Adequate 47 Masonry Ext Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Cenlral Steam Infrastructure Keep 
Storage f Support f Prelab\Met.al\Modul 

PS Marn H11i 0 Paint Shop 2.3 Service Good 32 ar Metal Central Steam Remove Remove - - -
Central Steam, Chilled 

R MarnHill R Res earch L.ab 55 Lab I R&D I U lnd Fair 46 Masonry EXI Walls BUM Roof Coaltar Water Remove Remove 
Sanrtary T reatrnent (Not Storage I Support I Central Steam Not1n 

so Maln Hrll M In Service) 16 Service Poor 47 Concrete BUM Roof Coaltar Use lnhastructure Remove 
Demolished Nuclear 

sM· SM-PP F Production Building 0 Lab I R&D/ U lnd Remove Remove - --- -
Stm age I Support I 

SST SM-PP E Salt Storage 0 .6 Service Ad!!quate 22 Wood Frame None Infrastructure Keep 
BUM Roof Carbol ine Central Steam, Chilled 

sw Main Hill R TroUum R&D 43.1 lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Fa1r 44 Masonry Ext Walls Asphalt Coaltar Water Remove Remove 
Reinforced BUM Roof C arboline Central Steam, Chilled 

T Ma1n Hill a Nuclear Operations 173 Lab I R&D I ll lnd Good 47 Concrete Asphalt Coaltar Water Remove Keep 

0111~ 
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Buildtir~ Database 

!::;quare I..OnSHUCUOn I IVI IVI I..II.. 

P lanning Release Footage Existing C o ndition AGE Type 1997 Bldg. list 5 DOE 

Building ID Distric t Block Desc ription I(X1,000) Building Use 1997 C AMP fiRS) C AMP Roof 1997 CAM P HVAC 1997 CAMP 28 -96 ~~osltl~ 
Storage I Support I BUM Roof CoaltaJ & Central Steam, Chilled 

w Main Hill 0 Maintenance Shops 32.5 Service Good 47 Masonry Ext Walls Carboline & Asphalt W ater Keep Keep 
Radloactrve Waste Storage I Support I Concrete \Concrete BUM Roof Asphalt Central Steam, Chilled 

WD Main Hill M Treatment 16.2 Service Adequate ~7 Block Concrete Water Remove Remove 
l ower A!ea Stl)(age I Support I 

WH1 ·s· I Weii H ousg 0.4 Service Good ~1 Metal Ext WaUs Metal Elec Heat Infrastructure Keep 
Lower Alea Storage I Support I 

WH2 ·s· I W ell House 0.4 Service Goe>d 35 Masonry Ext W alls BUM Root Coaltar Etec Heat Infrastructure Keep 
Lower Area Stor.~ge I Support I 

WH3 ·s· I Well House 01 Service Good 35 Masonry Ext Wall5 BUM Roof Coaltar Elec Heat Infrastructure Keep 

TOTAL 1336.1 
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MIAMI SBURG MOUND 

omprehensive Reuse Plan 

Section 3 - Infrastructure 

Central Plant 

The Central Plant (Building P) consists of two steam b ilers. fiv ' chillers, two air 
compressors and associated support equipment for the boilers and chillers. The following 
table indicates the capacity, age and general condition of the boilers and chillers. 

Equipment Nominal Ca_pacity Ag_e Comments 

team Boiler # 1 70,000 #/I-ffi 27 Years Good general condition. 
@ 125 psig Anticipated service Life 30 -

35 years. 

Steam Boiler #2 85,000 #/I-ffi 14 Years Good general condition. 
@ 125 psig Anticipated service life J O -

35 years. 

Chiller #1 1,000 Tons 24 Y ars Poor condition. Needs to 
w/ R-11 be replaced if Plant demand 

increases. 

Chiller #3 1,000 Tons 12 Years Poor condition. Needs to 
w! R-500 be replaced if Plant demand 

increases 

Chiller #4 1,000 Tons 12 Yea rs Poor condll.ion Needs to 
w! R-500 be replaced if Plant demand 

increases. 

Chiller #5 1,500 Tons 9 Years Poor condition. Needs to 
w/ R-11 be rep! ced if Plant demand 

increases. 

Chiller #6 1,200 Tons Approx Poor condition. eeds to 
w/ R-11 11 Years be replaced if Plant demand 

increases. 

Most of the ancillary equipment appears to be well maintained and in good oper tt 

condltion. 

The boilers operate at 125 psig and can fire either natural gas or fuel oil. 

Section 3 - Infrastructure 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Electricity 

Electric service is provided to one location at the Mound site by Dayton Power & Light 
Company (DP&L). Electricity is provided by three 15 kv circuits which operate together. 
The three circuits are rated at 4.5 MVA, 10.8 MY A and M A, and any two circuits can 
provide adequate electrical power to the Mound facilities. 

Pow r is dtstributed to two maJor switchgear line-ups. referred to as the east and west line­
ups Each line-up has six circuit breakers which distribute power to 26 substations on the 
Mound site. Six of the substations are located at the Central Plant (Building P). The 
distribution system from the east and west mam switchgear is by an underground 
manhole-duct bank system. 

There are rune 480 volt emergency power generators on site They are diesel fuel 
powered. Most have above ground fuel storage tanks. 

Separate electric meters have not been provided for the buildings on site. In some areas. 
moor more buildings are served by one service. However, the po er supply to the site IS 

metered b DP&L. 

Electric power can be delivered to the stte for future conditions with no limitations on 
supply. DP&L would like to provide separate electrical service to the individual 
bwldmg . 

Natural Gas 

Natural Gas is supplied by Da~ton Power & Light Company (DP&L) to the Mound site. 
The gas supply is delivered through a 6-inch high pressme pipehn from Mound Avenue. 
The pipeline is constructed above grade, is supported on stanchions and is in good 
cond1tton. The pipehne conveys the natural gas to the Central Plant (Building P). There 
is no gas distribution system to other facilities on site 

Natural gas an be d livered to the site for future conditions wnh no limitations on supply. 
Howe ·er, if gas distribution system is developed, ptpclme construction will encounter 
shallow rock 

Steam/Chilled Water 

Steam at 120 psig is distributed throughout the site via approximately 11.000 linear feet of 
expos d overhead piping. Steam condensate is returned to the Plant througb piping 
routed in a similar manner. Approximate! 00 feet of exposed p1ping IS in need of 
repair Se eral p1pe standuons need to be replaced. 

Section 3 - Infrastructure 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 
ComprehensiVe Reuse Plan 

A chilled water solution containing 30% glycol is also distributed through exposed 
overhead piping from Building P. This piping serves only 19 buildings m the Main Hill 
Area and the Test Fire Area. A separat Chilled Water Plant, Building 95, houses a 12 
year old, 500-ton chiller and an 11 year old, 800-ton chiller which serve the SM-PP Area 
exclusively through an underground piping distribution system. 

Apparently, underground rock fonnations limit underground pipe installa tion throughout 
most of the site including the Main Hill and Test Fire Areas. The overhead steam 
distribution system could be readily expanded if necessary. The chilled water system 
could not be readily expanded due to the higher pressure drops associated with this type of 
system. 

Potable Water 

The potable water system consists of on-site supply and distribution. Water is supplied 
from three wells located in the southwest section of the site. Well #I . constructed in 1962, 
has a capacity of 650,000 gallons per day (gpd). Wells #2 and #3, constructed in 194 7, 
have a capacity of 790,000 gpd each. Wells #2 and #3 have direct drive propane gas 
engine backup. The wells are located within the I 00-year floodplain of the Great Miami 
River. The pumps and motors are protected. 

Water is drawn from the well field and pumped through two lines to Building 24, where 
the water is disinfected and softened. Water is delivered to the SM water tow r, built in 
19 5, through booster pumps m Building 24. The M tower, with a apaciry of 250,000 
gallons. provides water to the fire protection system. The separate fire protection system 
includes a 350,000 gallon ground storage tank. 

The wells also deliver water to the Central Plant, Build.ing P, where it IS dismfected, 
softened and delivered to the 100,000 gallon Central Plant tower. The elevation of the 
floor in the entral Plant is 875 . The overflow elevation of the entral Plant tower is 
approximately 1000. and the overflow elevation of the SM tower is l 068. The domestic 
water system has two pressure zones. 

The erage daily demand for water at th Mound is approximately 50,000 gpd. The 
water distribution system is cast iron pipe originally installed through ut the Site. Th 
system is comprised of 

• 8-mch p ipe from the wells to Building 24 and Building P 
• 6-inch p1pe. for distribution 
• 3-inch supply to original buildings 
• 4 -inch supply to newer buildings 

Most of the distribution system IS looped. therefore provtding flow to buildings from tw 
directions The operation of the system is controlled from Building P 

The site contains separate fire lines of asbestos cement (transite) pipe. The fire line 
system is also looped. 

Secti n 3 - Infrastructure 
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Comprehensrve Reuse Plan 

According to the MoWld Infrastructure Assessment Report, the rerruurung useful b.fe o 
the water system is approximately lO years 

Wastewater 

Domestic wastewater is collected and treated on the MoWld s!le. The original collection 
system consists of vitrified clay (VC) pipe. These sewer lines are in adequate condition, 
and most have been surveyed by TV inspection. The coUection system is subject to 
infiltration/inflow (III) problems (typical of older V pipe systems); and, th refore, some 
of the original pipes have been replaced by ductile iron (Dl) and polyvinyl chloride (PVC) 
pipe. According to the MoWld Infrastructure Assessment report, the remaining useful life 
of the collection system is greater than 10 years. 

There are six wastewater pump stations located throughout the stte. generally dedicated to 
a partlcular building and located outside of the building. Most of the pump stations have 
two pumps each with pump motors ranging from 5 to 10 horsepower. The pumps are 
controlled by floats and some stations have alarm lights. 

The wastewater treatment plant is located in Building SD and utilizes an extended 
aeration process followed by tertiary treatment. Th · influent flow is equalized .. aerated, 
biologicall treated, and clarified. The clarified effiuent is sand fil tered, disinfected 
through a chlorination/dechlorination system, and discharged to the Great Miami River 
through a 10-inch outfall pipe. The 10-inch outfall pipe has been sliplined 

Sludge from the clarifier is digested and delivered to storage tanks. The stored sludge is 
dewatered by a belt filter press approximately thr e times per year. Flyash i mixed witll 
the digested sludge to increase solids content The sludge can then be dewatered to a 40% 
- 50% solids content sludge cak and box d for burial. The sludge has contained low level 
radiauon. 

The capacity of the MoWld wastewater treatment plant is I 0,000 gallons per day (gpd). 
The existing average daily flow to the plant from the MoWld facilities ranges from 45, 00 
to 60,000 gpd. 

Storm Water 

Storm water is collected in the de eloped portions of the site by a limited amount of curb 
inlets and c t h basins. Some areas have no concentrated collection pomt, relymg 1nstead 
on sheet flow to open side ditches along tl1e roadways. Once the water leaves the 
immediate building or parking area, it is discharged into open channels. The majori of 
runoff is carried through the site in two channels. One channel serve the Main Hill Area 
and the northern halves of the Intermediate and Test Fir Areas. (The e ·ception to this is 
the TWloff from the big parking lot in the northeast corner of th site. It is collected b 
catch basins and discharged off-site to the north ) The second channel serves the 
remainder of the developed site. 
Ther are two .,x.isting detention ponds on the developed site. One is a small holding 
pond next to the entrance to the site. It is a concrete-lined, fenced-m pond that collects 
storm water runoff from the section of the sit current! · being used by th DoE (Building 

Secti n 3 - Infrastructure 
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SM, etal.). Under normal conditions, no storm water is detained in this pond as the ou et 
gate is kept open. The gate is designed to be closed and the pond used as an emergency 
holdmg pond in the event of a hazardous or radioactive material spill and/or runoff 
contamination. This pond seems to be maintained on a regular basis and is in satisfactory 
shape. It must be noted, however, that this pond can not be considered as detention for 
anything but what it currently serves. l.t must continue to function as an emergency 
containment system as long as hazardous or radioacti e materials are used in the DoE 
area. 

The se ond pond is primarily a settling pond that is part of a system designed to control 
runoff and allow ior the testing and monitoring of all collected site runofi·. T his lower 
S) . tern, located in the southwest comer of the existing site, re ives all of the storm water 
collected from the site (except the large parking lot as noted abov ) including discharge 
from the upper holding pond. Under normal condition , runoff is allowed to flow through 
sluice gates and holding tanks to be tested for contaminants and monitored for off-site low 
rates . During significant storms, the runoff is diverted to the settling pond. This pond 
has a design capacity of approximately 3 . I million gallons and is equipped w'i th an 
overflo·w alarm system. The gate/holding tank system is aging and is a system that seems 
to have developed over a period of time with additions and retrofitted monitoring 
equipment. Aocording to the Mound staff, the settling pond is at or under capa ity now 
for lhe developed site. Since it is a settling pond and thus remains ful l, it cannot be used 
in calculating detention area v.1thout redesigning the entire system. Note that the entire 
si te operates under an EPA National Pollution Discharge Elimination S stem (NPDES) 
Permit that is due to be updated and renewed this year (1996). 

Any new development w'ill require additional storm sewer collection system design and 
detention/off-site discharge design. Any roadway construction or improvement will 
include the addition of u rb and gutter thus requiring a torm water oUection system. 
Again all off-site discharge must be coordinated with the NPDES Permit. 

Streets and Roads 

Primarily based on width and destination, 20% of the existing roadways can be classified 
as main access roads, 70% as secondary access roads, and 1 % as service drives. In 
general , all of the roadways are in too poor a condition and too narrow for the anticipated 
redeveloped use of the site. About 15% could be acceptable for current and future use but 
are too narrow to meet current standards and are estimated to ha e a usefulhfe of only 5 
to 10 years. 

Topography of the site has resulted in some poor intersection geometry that will, in at 
least one case, be very difficul t to improv within the same inter ect..ion area. On lh Main 
Hill, intersection improvements w'ill reqmre estabhshing one-way traffic, rock excavation 
and retaining walls. 
The majority of the main ace ss roads are concrete base with asphalt overlays . The 
concrete base seems to be, based on visual surface inspection. ood enough for future use. 
This evaluation cannot be completed without pavement cores to detemune the condttion of 
the oncrete and subbase material as well as the effectiveness (or eXISLence) of the subbase 

Section 3 - Infrastructure 
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drainage. Most, if not all, of the joints in this concrete base will require repair if the 
concrete base is to remain. 

T here are a few areas with curbs and sidewalks found wtthin the Main Hill Area. All 
other areas do not have curbs and walks. Pedestnan ways and utilities between buildings 
will increase the difficulty of widening to meet current Miamisburg d velopment and 
roadway standards. 

Section 3 - Infrastructure 
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Section 4: Market Assessment 

Introduction 

Economics Research Associates (ERA) was engaged by Sasaki Associates to analyze 
rhe economic and financial feasibility of converting a Deparcm nr of Energy {DO E) 
f. ciliry in M iamisburg, hio, in to a research center and business park development. 
The existing DO E facility, known as rhe Miamisburg Mound, has been utilized since 
rhe 1940's for nuclear energy research and weapons development. T he property is 
currently improved with roughly 132 buildings of varying age and condirior, 
covering rough! 1.4 million square fe .r of floor area on a 306-acre si re; roughly 124 
acres f the property are undeveloped. T he ea rliest mound improvements, including 
office. warehouse, explosives scorag , and research lab space, were buil t be[Ween 1948 
and 1970. Additional testing and administr rive pace was bui[r as new missions 
were allocated ro the DOE facility, wirh rhe mosr recent additions occurring in the 
la t 1980's. T he exjsting improvements also contain srare-of-rh e- rt testing and 
analysis equipment, which has commercialization potential. However, the Mound 
has also been classified as a Superfund sire due co the existence of radioactive and 
chemica l wastes, which will be remedied by DOE over the next 10 to 15 years. 

Interest in redevelopmen[ of the mound faciury emerged with rhe end of rhe cold war, 
when D E iniria red a program ro downsize their nuclea r energy research facili ties 
across rhe Uni ted States. The Miamisburg Mou nd was one of everal facilities 
idenrified for downsizing and closure, ro occur over a period of years, depending on 
pr ·ect funding and environmental remediation requirements. he Miamisburg 
Mou nd Community Improvement Corp ra tion ~<1MCIC) w s formed by the C ity 
of Miamisburg to oversee redevelopment plan ning for rhe Mound. In trying to 
convert the research facility inw a commercial ventu re, the corpor rion 's primary goal 
was ro preserve the existing base of high-tech nology re ea rch and resting equ i ment, 
while creating new employment opportunities for O E researchers and scientists. 

reati n of new jobs for Mound employees is critical, becaus all employees who 
work in Mi misburg pa a percentage of their income raxes co rhe City of 
Miamisburg: the city could lo e a minim m of $800,000 in annuai revenue if the 
mound facil ity were to dose urrigh t. lv1MCIC reuse plans a! o include development 
o the 124-acre vacan t tract as a busines park, creating addiri nal employmen t and 
tax revenues. 

Analysis of redevelopment potential for the M iamisburg Mou nd will look at the agt 
and condition of exi ring sire improvemen , identi nd evaluated velopment is ues 
relevanr to the sire's commercialization potencial, and ultimately generate projections 

f operating ex en e.s and revenue for rhe redeveloped facili ry thr ugh a I 0-15 year 
transition period, as the pr perry is converted to civilian use. The market study will 
incorporate discussion of relevant socio-economic trends in the Dayto n M A, 
incl ud ing job cr ation and new busin acriviry. Discussion of local real estate 
development acrivi ry viJl include inventory growth, abso rption, vacancy, and lease 
rates for commercial proper . Analysis of commercial applications and marketability 
~ r Mound technologies will also occur. 

Sect ion 4 - Market Assessment 
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Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Regional Perspective 

The Miamisburg Mound is located south of down town Dayw n. wes t of T-75 in the 
Ciry of Miamisburg, which is in Montgomery Coun , O hio. The sire is roughly 
rhre miles west of th e Route 725 intercha nge with l-75 , wh ich is the primary 
in tersta te access poi nt fo r local traffic in the area. The 1-675 Dayton by-pass is 
located just outh of the Rt. 725 /1-75 interchange, providing the Miamisburg area 
wi th excdlenr in rer ·rate access. Proximity w I-r is particula rly important; 1-75 is 
considered one of th e primary industrial corridors in the U.S., pa rticularly for the 
auto industry and related manufacm rers. The area surrounding tbe 1-675/I-75 
interchan ge has emerged as a concentrarion of suburban ayron office and industrial 
space development, while the I-75/Rr. 725 interch ange has emerged as a large 
suburban retail area, anchored by the Dayton regional mall. map on the facing 
page del ineates the individual jurisdictions in rela tion to the subject properry . 

Socio-Economic Overview 

Analysis of socio-economic trends and forecasts for the Dayton MSA provides a 
necessary context for assessme nt of the redevelopment feasib ili ty of th e Miamisbu rg 
Mound. Such indicators highlight previous areas of economic srrength and weakness, 
a.s well a, areas with future growth potenr.ial in the region. T his section will hignl ighr 
hisro ric popula tion, empl yment .. major employers , and bu.c; incss start-up activity in 
the Dayton M pecif1c em phasis will be placed on ern plo ·ment trends in 
manufactu ring sectors of rhe regional economy. as well as demographics for 
Montgomery Co un ty, including the City of Dayto n and Miamisbu rg Township. 

Before r viewing socio-eco no mic indicatOrs fo r rh e study area, iris important ro 
mention char the Dayton area has histo rica lly been synonymous with manufacturing 
and rechnologi al innovation. Dayton area inven tors were respo nsihle for several 
major innovations, including the auto self- tarter, the airplane, and the cash register, 
in th e early 20rh Century. uch inventions had a particular im pacr on rhe Dayton 
rea begin ning in the 1920's, as such firms as General Moto rs, Chrysler, and 

National Cash Register (NCR) expanded th ir man ufactu ri ng facilities in the Oayron 
u ea. Accord ing co che Wa ll Street Journal, technological innovation in the Oaycon 
area has rem ained strong sin ce the 1920's, resu lting in such common place items a.s 
srorage barreries, l.iquid crystal displays, photocells and inkjet prin ters .' 

he extent of cechnological innovation associated with the Dayton area is significant 
when onsidering the redevelopment potential of the Miami burg Mound. The 
Dayton area is curren tly home to rwo resea rch and develop men t (R&D) cen ters, the 
Miami alley Research Park and rhe Air Force Wrigh t Labo ratory, as wel l as four 
universities. including Wrighr Stare and rhe Un i ersiry of Dayto n. ERA research into 
R& D center development in other cities indicated that R&D acti iry rend. ro 
concentrate withi n a region in order ro rake advantage f locarional eco n mies, such 
as an existing specialized labor supply and available research facilities .' As suc.h. a 
redeveloped M und site would hold promise fo r R&D activiry, given the local hismry 
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of in novation, as well as tn existence of local universities an independent research 
center in tne region. 

Population 

T heDa rron Me::cropolican Statistical Area (MSA) overs four coun ties in west central 
Ohio: Mon tgomery, G reene, Cl rk, and Miami. The following table highlights 
county popul rion levels in the MSA since I 60. The table:: shows rhac Green 
Counry. locared east f Montgomery Counry, ha.s experienced che highest amount of 
absolu te population growth berween 1960 and 19' 5, growing by m re than 46,500 
persons overall. 

Table I~ Counry Population Esrimates, Dayton MSA, 1990 - 1995 

Change 
Counry 1960 1970 1980 1990 1992 1995 1960 - 1995 

M ntgomery '527,080 608,413 571,697 573,809 576,836 570.490 43.410 

Greene 94,642 125 ,057 129,769 136,73 1 139,397 14\ ,18 1 46 ,539 

C1u k 13 1.440 157,1 15 150,236 147548 147,617 147.73 1 16.291 

Miami 72,901 84,342 90,381 93 ,1 82 94,842 97.0 10 24.109 

MSA T oral 826,063 974,927 942,083 951,270 958,692 956,412 130.349 

Source: Mtami V:~.lley Reg10n:tl Planntng Agency 

Although Montgome Counry grew ar a substantially faster r te berween 1960 and 
1970, (in reasing by over 80,000), the county was un ble m maintain such rapid 
growth over the long term. By 1980, population in Mon tgomery Counry had fallen 
b abour 36,000, negating about 4 o/o ofincre.mencal population growth achieved in 
the c uncy berween 1 60 and 1970. reen Coun also reco rded a population su rge 
betw een l 60 and 1970, gro\ ing by more than 30,000. Overall, the D yton MSA 
gre\ b' roughJy 150.000 berween 1 60 and 1970, which is equivaJent to annual 
gr wth of about 1.7% over the ten-year peri d. Since 197 , the Dayton M A has 
experienced inconsistent growrh, recording incr ase in p pulation berween 19 0 and 
19 0, and population decreases berween 1970 and 1980, as well as 1990 ro I 995. 

T hee rent of population decl ine in rhe ayto n ar a between 19 0 and 19 0 was 
particularly strong, fa ll ing by about 32,000. Alrhough a variety of facrors certain ly 
infl uenced rhe rate of MSA population decline during chat period, one source 
indicated that the Daycon area also experienced a period of considerable economic 
instability in the 1970's and ea rly 1980 's, wh ich resulted in .a loss f roughly 50.000 
ma nufactu ring jobs in the metro area.' Beginning in Ihe 1 70's, the U.S. economy 
wa increasingly influenced b international comp titia n; CR, a major empl ye r in 
rne Dayton area, began moving jobs abroad at this time in search of lower labor COSts, 

resulting in a loss of over 20,000 jobs by tne mid- 1980's. 
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Localized Demographics 

The primary area of in reresr in rh is study is Mo ntgomery Coun ry, which co ntains 
roughly 70% of MSA employment and 60% of MSA population . The fo llowing 
rabl high lights 1 90 census data and 2015 forecasts for po pulation, households, and 
empl ymenr in several civil divisions of Mon tgomery Coun ry. The 20 15 forecasts 
were generated by the Miami Valley Regio nal Planning Commission. The rable 
shows that Miami Township had a 1990 population of about 40,700, which is 
fo recast to grow beyond 48,000 by 201 5. 

if able 2: Socio-Economic Indicators and Forec.a.sts for 
Civil Divisions in Montgomery County, 1990 and 20 15 

Population Households Employment 

Civil Division 1990 2015 1990 20 15 1990 2015 

Miami Township 40 ,700 48,55 9 16,457 19,673 18,509 26 ,888 

!Washington T wp. 46.609 57 ,91 9 18,149 22,328 16,920 17.334 

Ciry of Moraine 5,989 6,905 2.299 2,632 13 ,640 13 .757 
Ci ry of Kem.ring 60,5 69 6 1,608 26,098 26,428 32.7 10 31 ,999 

City of Dayton 182,044 175.9 17 72,670 69 ,9 12 153 .593 155.54 1 

Mo ntgome ry County 573,809 607 ,000 226,192 237,5 32 303,200 3 l9 ,000 

Source: Miam i Va lley Regional Planning Commission 

Employment growth in Miami Townsh ip and the Ciry of Miamisburg is forecast w 
exceed 8,400 jobs, which is the largest increas!: among the listed civil divisions in 
Table 2. T h tab! in icaces that roughly ~0% offorecasc mpl yment growth in 
1onrgomery Coun ry through 20 I should occu r in Miami Township; the cownship 

has al read emerged as a enter of subu rban offi ci.' and rcrai l dhvelopment, which is 
concentrated around the 1 ~75 /1 -675 in terchange. The Ci ty of ayro r is fo reca r to 

re rai n a consistent share of counry total employment through the foreca t period. 
accounting for ab ur 0% of rota! employment b 20 15. However, Oayron is also 
fnrecast to lose population, about 6,100 r iden rs, ov r th e same period. Conversely, 
Washington Township is forecast to capture about 35% of counry populatio n growth 
th rough 201 5, while addi ng only about 400 new jobs. T able 2 indicates that , by 
20 I 5. The Cities of Dayton and Kenering. along with Miami Township. wiU contain 
rough ly 68o/o of to tal counry employment. 

Employment T rends 

Discussio n of employment uends for th e Oayron MSA provides insight tnto how the 
regional econ my has changed since the 1970's . Table 3. wh ich highligh ts 
employment trends by indus try ector berween 1980 and 1 c 94, show$ char the MSA 
experienced c n idera ble job losses in th e t!arl • 1980' , in excess of 1,000 positions. 
The table also highlights the extent of economic recove ry in rh e region begin ning in 
1984 an conti nuing th rough 1990. when rough!)' 5,000 new jobs were create in 
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th e Dayton area. Job creacio n between 1990 and 1994 was considerably slower, with 
only abo ut 6,800 addi tio nal jobs crea ted. 

Ta le 3 also shows that job creation since 1983 in th e Dayton area has occurred in 
seve ral sectors, includ ing man ufacturing, wh o!esal & retai l trades, se rvices, and 
govern men t. Of th e 75,000 new jobs created between 1983 and 1990, almost 45% 
were in services, and 27% were in wholesale & retail trades. Manufactu ring 
employment recovered co nsiderably in the 1983 to 985 period. growing by 10,600 
jobs . ince 1 8 , however, manufacturing job crea tio n has fallen, wi th a loss of 
about 3.400 jobs b 1990, and an addi tional 5,900 by 1994. T he table shows r.har 
man ufacruring's share of total emplo rnent has decreased verall, from a high of 3 1 o/o 
in 1980 w 23% in 1994. Conversely, se rvice secto r employme nt has grown 
c nsiderably. growing from abour 21 o/o of M A employment in 1 0 ro 28% in 
1994. xpans ion of service sector employmen t in the Dayto n economy is co nsistent 
wi rh national trends. 

T ble 3: Covered Em p loymem Trends by Indusr.ry ~ctor, Dayton MSA, 1980 - 1994 

lndusuial Absolute Emp loymenr C hange• 

Sector 1980 1983 1985 1990 1994 80-83 83-85 85-90 90-94 

Mi nmg 448 277 34.3 422 665 -1 71 66 79 243 

C onsrrucu on 14.922 10,669 13 .414 15 .21 8 15.505 -4 ,253 2.745 1,804 287 

Manufilcturi ng 110,907 95 ,604 106,2 54 10.2,854 96,896 - 15.303 \0,650 -3 .400 -5.958 

TCU 14,750 13.374 14.052 17.758 18 ,.390 -1.376 678 3.706 632 

Trades 81,740 80,662 89,704 101.407 105,130 -2,078 9,042 11.703 3,723 

F.IR.E 15.572 15.7 15 16.428 16,962 16,968 143 71 3 534 6 

Services 172.285 76,942 87,120 I l 0,058 11 5.458 4, 657 10, 178 22 .93!! 5,400 

Governm t nt 44 . 68~ 4 1.795 4 1,22 1 44,759 46.7 14 -2. 890 -574 3.53 8 1. 9SS 

O ther 1,870 1,993 2,488 3,698 4 ,213 123 495 1.21 0 515 

Total 35 8, 179 337,031 37 1,024 41 3.1 36 419.939 -21 , 148 33,993 42,112 16.803 

M:mufacrurmg% 30 .96% 21!37% 28. 64% 24. .90% 2307% 

Services% 20 .1 8% 22 .83% 23 48% 26.64% 27.4 9% 

Govern ment % 12.48% 12.40% 11.11 % 10.83% 11.12% 

IN ote. T able include:; covered rnt ploymcnt. followLng O h10 unemployment compens:~oon l:~w 

I Source· O hio Bureau of Employment Services, Labor M arket Lnform:LC10n O ivi.ston 

Govern me nt employment, concenuared primarily at Wrighr-Parrerson Ai r Force 
Base, has had an overall stabil izing inA uence on the local eco nomy, occupying a 
rela tively co nsistent share of about 11 °/o of , 1SA employment berween 1980 and 
1994. Although govern ment employment activit) is generally i_n sulated fr lffi market 
forces, changes in govern ment policy can have a co nsiderable effect on employment 
levels. Policy decis io ns by DOE and the mili rary ro close or red uce sta ff ac chc 
Defense Electro nics upply Base and th e Miamisburg Mou nd in 1993 resulted in a 
loss of roughly 3,400 civi li n and military jobs in the Dayton area . 
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Although manufacruring employmenr creation has not kept pace with service sector 
employmem growth in the Dayton area , it would be incorrect to assum that the local 
manufacturing base is in decline. Table 4 highlights employment trends fo r specific 
manufacturing employment sectors berween 1992 and 1995. The table shows that 
total durable goods manufacturing occupies roughly 75% of total manufacmring 
employment in the Dayton MSA. The rwo largest durable goods ecrors are 
industrial machinery & equipmenr (SIC 35) and rn co r vehicles and equipment ( IC 
371 ); a total of roughly 6, I 00 new jobs were created in the rwo categories between 
1993 and 1995 amounting to about 75% of rota! new manufacturing jobs created in 
rhe Dayton area over the same period. Alrhough the manufacturing sector lost abour 
1,800 jobs between 1992 and 1993, a gradual economic recoveq had created almost 
8,000 new jobs in the metro area by 1995. 

T able 4: Manufacturing Employment Trends, Dayton MSA, 1992 - I 5 

Abso lute C hange 

M anufacturing Sectors 1992 1993 . 1994 1995 1992-1993 1993-1995 

Fabncated Metal Products 7,800 7,600 8,300 8,200 -200 600 

Mach inery & Equipment. 29 ,300 28.500 29,400 30,800 -800 2.300 

Elecrrontc Equtpment 3,200 3,300 3,300 3.400 100 100 

T ransportarion Equipmen t 3,100 2,900 2.700 2.,800 -200 -100 

M omr Vehicles 17,700 17,100 17.200 20.900 -600 3.800 

Total Jobs: Durable 69,500 67 ,800 69;900 75.600 - 1.700 7,800 

Food & Kindred Products 2,500 2,300 2.)00 2.200 -200 -1 00 

Paper & Allied Produm 5.300 5,200 5,200 4,800 - I 00 -400 

Printing & Publishing ~ .000 8,500 8.400 8.600 500 100 

Rubber & Plastic 7.300 16,900 7,500 7,100 -400 200 

T otal Jobs: Non-Durable 26, 100 26,000 26,800 26,200 -100 200 

T ot.al Manufacturing Jobs 95.600 93,800 96,700 I 0 1.800 - I ,800 8,000 

Source: Dayton Area Chamber of Commerce and Ohio Bur u of Employment Services 

In analyzing changes in manufacturing employment, it shou ld be noted rhac 
improvements in manufacturing producriviry have been considerable in recent 
hi wry; berween 1982 and 1992 manufacruringoutpur in Oh io increased byabour 
50% , while employment remained roughly constant.4 The impact of increased 
producriviry is demonsrrated by a Dayton area servic company, Reyn Ids & 
Reynolds, who ach ieved a $200 million increase in annual I wirhout a 
commensurate increase in employment during 1995.) Several sources xnd1cared char 
manufacturing producriviry improvement will continue in the future, limiting the 
por nrial for future expansion of manufacturing employmen t in rhe region. 

The amount of productivity improvem nr achieved by local firms, ·uch as Reynolds 
& Reynolds, has enabled chem to become more competitive, particu la rly in 
international markers. A recenr survey conducted by rhe Cenrer for Urban and 

Sect1on 4 - Market Assessment 
Due Diligence Report Page 6 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Public Affai rs at Wright rate University indicated tha t roughly 40% of surveyed 
manu facturing firms in the Dayro n area export to ocher countrie . The extent t 
which local tl.rms exporr is imponant because it helps to insulate the local economy 
from regional and national economic downturns. Since a key ingredi nr in the rare of 
producriviry improvemenr is the amount of technological innovation which occurs in 
a given area, successful redevelopment of the Mound facil iry as an R&D/business 
pa rk would , in theory, enhance the Dayto n area' com petirive position regio nally, and 
lead co increased eco nomi stab ility. 

Major Employ~rs 

In discussing rh curren t employme.nr si tu ation in rh Dayton metro area, it i 
im porca nc to enore thee rent to wh ich employment i concentrated in a small 
number fi rms. The following table high lights a ample of major employers in the 
Dayton MSA. The table shows that two employers, Wright-Pa tterson Ai r Force Base 
an d en ral Motors (GM), employ a total of over 40 ,000 people in th e Oa)ttOn area. 

M urrendy mainrains 10 factorie in the Dayro n area, produ ing sport util iry 
vehicles, chassis sys tems. air condition ing components. powertra ins. air bags, and 
ocher components. W right-Patterson Air Force Base houses the Air Fo rce Materia ls 
Command, rhe Wrigh t Laboraro ry, and rh Aero nau ric.al seems Cenre.r. 

Table 5: Sample ofMajor Employers in the Dayton Mecro Aru 

Employer Product or Service Employment 

Wright Parterson Air Force Base M i li rary I rm aUnion 23.000 

Ge.n eral Motors !Auto Manufacruring 2.0.000 

Airborne Express Freight Forwarding 6,000 

NAVISTAR Truck Bodies 5.500 

Montgomery Counry !Governmen t 4.750 

AK Steel Corporation Steel Mi ll 4.200 

Kettering MedtCJ.l Cen ter Hospi tals 3 .500 

Ci ry of Dayton Local Government 3.000 

Uni versiry of Dayton Umversicy 2.500 

LEX..l 5-N EXU S ln formarion Servtces 2.200 

Emery Worldwide Airfretght Freight T ransport 2, 000 

!Dayton Thermal Products Auto Parts ! ,600 

!Allied S1gn;l[ Spark Plug Group Auto Parts 1,050 

Source: D:~.ytan Area Chamber of Commerce, 1995 survey 

A th ird ftrm, LE.Xl -NEXUS, is an electro nic info rmation services firm locarcd in 
Miami T ownship. The company, which provides database an d information services 
on the in ternet, was spun-off from irs parent company, Mead Corporation, and so ld 
to Reed-Elsevier in 19 3. The compan , wh ich has experienced co ns id ~ rable gr wth 
since 1993. is located in a large campus development along I-75 south of Dayton. 
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Emery Worldwide operates a large distribution facility ar the Dayton lnternari n t 
Airporr. maller manufacturing firm include Spectra-Physics (Laser sysrem ) and 
Matsushita Electronics Corp. (<;RT displays). The Dayton area is al o home ro a 
subsranrial number of companies which are involved in 'high technology' in ustrial 
sectors. One such company is Moroman, Inc. , a West Carrollron-base robotics 
manufacturer, whi h now controls about 30% of rhe U.S. market for robotics devices. 
T he company provides robots for use in welding and materials handling applicaci ns. 

A I L 6 surve of high technology in the Dayton area, condu red by the Center fo r 
Urban and Publi Affa irs ar Wright rare niversiry, iden tified a ubsrantial variery 
of h igh tech areas in which ayton area com anies are acrive, including frware 
development, computer services, instrument manufacturing, consulting services, and 
bio-technology. In addition, the Dayton area is home to a large number of defense 
contracto rs working at Wrighr-Patter on or other installation . Roughly 0% of the 
surveyed high-rech r pondents identified them elves as defense conrracrors. High­
tech firms rend to be a primary focus of local economic dev lopmenr efforts, due w 
the rypical ly higher value added created by such ftrms, in terms of higher al:aies, as 
well as personal a.nd real property rax revenues. 

RegionaJ New Busines~ ation 

While employment levels maintained b large fi rms, including General Motors, are 
frequently tied or associated ro rhe overall health of the local economy, a superior 
indicaror of overall economic heal th i rhe rare of new bu iness startup activity in the 
region. Th following cable identifies che number of net new business s created in 
rhe four.counry MSA regio n berween 1989 and 19 4. The table highlights rbe 
impacc of rhe nHional recession on rhe Dayron area in 1992, when more businesses 
failed then were created. However, rhe regional econom recovered rapidly by 1993, 
with rh creation of 322 net new businesses. T h r r of new bu iness ~ rmarion 
gre furth er in 19 4, when 53 net new businesses were tarred. 

Table 6: Business tart- Up and T ermination Activit}' . Dayton MSA 

Couoty 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Montgomery 72 149 80 -22 137 264 

Clark 34 18 -24 -34 82 14 

Greene 10 1 -32 34 8 1 126 

M 1:uni -9 12 3G -6 22 49 
!Toul 107 180 60 -28 322 453 

!Source : O h1o Department of 0t"vdopment 

Fr m a coun ry perspective. the [able shows char Montgomery Counry has received 
rhe m j riry of ner bu in . rarr-up activiry. veraging l I 3 new businesses on a 
yearly basis since 1989. In 1 94, the exrent of nee busines creation in Montgomery 
County was particularly strong. wirh 27 nee business formations occurring. rcent: 
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Counry emerged as a second area of new business activit)' after the recession, wirh 
126 net busines formations in l 4. Discussions ith local officials indicated char 
increased use of property tax abatements to atrract new fi rms is one reason for me 
recent urge in new business formation acrivi in the MSA. 

Conclusions 

In reviewing the range of socio-economic and d mographic indices denoted above, it 
should be emphasized that the Dayton area i not pecte to grow considerably in 
term of tOtal popularion ot employment over th next five t ten years. Within the 
Dayton area, however, current forecast indica te thac the Miamisburg area is expected 
to capture a considerable share of expected regional employmen t and population 
growth. Allhough rhe Miamisburg Mou nd site is handicapped by limited in terstate 
access, the property is located in a high growth ar a, enhancing irs attractiveness fo r 
devel pmenr. Also. rhe Dayton area still has a long history of tech no! gical 
innovation, wh ich has enhanced manufacturing roductivity in particular and 
improved the international competitiveness of local firms. Empl ment tied to 
Wright-Patters nAir Force base has also helped to diversify the local economic base 
beyond outright dependence on manufacturing sectors. 

Real Estate Market Trends 

Judgment of the poten tial fo r redevelopment of the Miamisburg Mound as a 
R&O/bu iness park is tied primarily to anal si f real estate trends in the ayton 
area. Documentation of local real es rare acciviry, including inventory grow!h, 
abso rption , vacancy, and lease rates, for local office, industrial, nd R&D markers 
establishes a con text for determinacion of the: markecab ijity for a redeveloped mound 
site. l n establishing a context for marketabil ity, the analy. is will incorporate 
discussion about rhe age and conditio n of existing improvement on rh Mound and 
evaluate development issu s relevant to the sitt:'s commercializ.arion potentiaL One 
particula r issue is the marketabiliry of c:cisting high-rech research and resring 
equipment tilized by D E employe on the Moundi ERA research will determine 
if market demand ists or reuse f this resting e uipment. Co nclusions gcmerated 
from the market anal is will be used ro suppor projections of operati ng expenses and 
revenue for the redeveloped faci li ry through a 10 w IS year trans ition period, as che 
property is convened to civilian use. 

Statistic pertaining ro development uends in I cal office an indu trial markers were 
obtained from rwo ources, The J EM Real Es ace Group and the Sociery of Industria .\ 
and ffice ealtor. (SI R) . The real estate repor published by both sources 
provide a general picture of development activiry in the Dayton a rea . RA chose to 
make on! general comparison berween the rwo data sources, due to possible 
inconsistencies relating borh ro properry cia sifica tion and . ubmarker area covered in 
each repo rr. Real estate mar ct data generated by J EM Real state wa u ed as rhe 
primary urce for this section . Background infl rmar ion covering local real estate 
was obtained from area brokers, the Midu1m R(al Estau 1 (WI, and the Dayton 
Businm Ruord. 
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Real estate surveys co nducted by rhe JEM G roup cover metropolitan offi ce and 
indusrrial markers in 1994 and 1995 for fi ve Dayton -area submarkers. T he J EM 
office space survey includes mult i-tenant and medical/professional bui ldings; the 
majori ty of single tenant and governm ent office buildings are no t covered in the 
surve . T he industrial survey includes investment grade industrial and warehouse 
propert ies which are generally larger than 20,000 squa re feet only. Discussion of r 
estate trends in rhe Dayton area will examine office, industrial and R&D real esta te 
development at rhe metro area level , before focusing specifically on development 
acriviry in rhe southern submarket of Dayton, which in d udes Miamisburg, Moraine, 
Kene ring, and Centerville. 

Market Overview 

Commercial real estate development in the Dayton area has historically been ti ed to 

manufacturing and industry. Local firms , includ ing General Moto rs and Ch rysler, 
have large manufacruring facilities in rhe area, wirh related smaller firms providi ng 
sub-components and spare parts . As a result, when man ufacru ring sectors in me area 
expand and add add icional shifts, as they are now, the Dayton area ind ustrial market 
rends to improve. Conversely, local office markers have been negatively impacted by 
a spare of corporate resrrucrurings, which has reduced overa ll demand for offi e space 
and placed downward pressure on lease rares . Although leasing acriviry has been 
aid L·d by defens<· contractors who provide se rv ices at Wright-Patterson Air Fo rce Base, 
growth of such services is inconsistent, du e to the nature of fed eral appropriation . As 
a resulr, the Daywn area office marker remain largely stagnant, wirh sm all pockets of 
suburban growth, according to local real estate brokers. Local offi ce marker are also 
suffering fror:n over-building, wh ich occurred in rh t: !are 1980's. Discussion of 
industrial space, research and development space, incubator space and office space 
ma rkers will be provided . 

Industrial Development Trends 

Th e Dayton industrial marker is concentra ted prima ril· along I-75 , north and south 
of downtown Dayton . The in dustrial submarker is dom inated y la rge eneral 
Motors manufacrur[ng fa cili ties in Kettering and Moraine, rwo cit ies easr and north 
of Miamisburg in rhe southern submarker of Dayton . T he northern submarket has 
been growing in recent histo ry, expanding northward beyond rhe I-75 /l-70 
interchange toward the cities of T roy and Vandalia. vera! !, rhe Dayron area 
industrial marker contai ns abou t 46 million square feet of owner/user and speculative 
industrial space, with the majo ri ry of space (about 7 %) concentrated in suburban 
submarkers. T he local marker has recovered considerably from over-building in the 
1980's, although the exrenr of improvement has tended to lag behind other Ohio 
cities , such as Cincinnati. By in large, the welfare of the Dayro n industrial marker is 
ried to th e auto industry (General Moto rs) ; Cincinnati, abou t 40 miles fu rrher south 
on 1- , has a more diversified economy, which provides greater insula tion fro m rhe 
influe nce of individual companies. 
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According to SIOR, the majoriry of growrh in Dayton industrial markets has 
occurred in suburban areas; vacancy rar for suburban industrial space fell from 
l 2.9o/o in I' 92 w 8.8% in I 9 4. Although vacancy races for industrial space in 
Dayton proper also declined over che same period, the amount of vacant space 
remaining was still considerable, roughly 15.4% b 19 4. uburban indumial space 
bsorprion in 1993 and 1994 was consistent, averaging roughly 900,000 square feet 

per-y r, with che majori ry of new I asing acciviry occurring in warehouse and 
manufacturing; absorption of R&D space was minimal 1994. uburban markets 
have remained trong through the econd quarter of 1995, with vacancy rates fa ll ing 
to roughl 6% and net absorption of about 400,000 square feet, according co the 
1995 J EM market survc . 

Lea e races D r different industrial properry rypes in the D ycon marker vary 
considerably, based on location , building age & design, and percentage of off1ce 
build-out. Recently built, investment-grade, light manufacturing, warehouse, and/or 
distribution buildings with proximate interstate access, and 5% to 1 Oo/o office 
buildouts are leasing for between $4 .00 and $4.50 per square foo t (net) . lder 
industrial product, rypicall r with rescricred in terstate access, leases for between $2.65 
r $3.75 per square foot (net}. Higher qualiry R& /flex space, usually incorporating 
a larger offic space build-ou r, rypically leases for between $7.00 and 9.0 per s uare 
fl or (net) , with premium space achieving higher lease races. 

Oper ring expenses for industrial proper , which can va ry con i erably depending n 
building use, typically range between $2 and $4 per square foot, with utilities 
accounting for between $1.00 ro $ 1.75 per square fooL Local brokers indica red char 
tenant improvement allowances are typically nor given for newer indusuial space. In 
siruations where such allowances are given, primaril for older space, allowances of $2 
and $15 per quare foot for warehou e and office space, respectively, re rypica l. For 
older industrial space, rena t allowances could be used co defra ·costs associated with 
building code upgrades. O therwise .. the majority of industrial r narH im prove.mcnts 
are pically paid by tenants, amo rtized over the term of the lease. 

Alch ugh indicato rs for suburban industrial markets are positive ove II, rherc is a 
c nsiderable amount of existing warehou and light manufacturing space wh ich will 
go on the market in the near fu ture. About 245,000 s'1uare feet of exis ting 
warehouse!Jighc indu trial space at che 1oraine Bu iness Center is under renovation, 
wirh new interio r treatments and fa cades; che space is being marketed at $2 75 per 
square foo t. Of particular in cere r is ch former Defense Electron ics Supply c:nrer 
(DESC) in Kettering, which was recently closed by the Ba Realignment and 
Closure Commission. The base, which covers about 16) acr s, ts improved with 
roughly rwo million square feer of 1940's vintage warehouse and office space. he 
Ciry of Kertering is ex peered co receive title to the D ESC facility in Jan u ry of 1 97. 

Discus ions with iry ofKenering officia ls indicated char about 500,000 square feet 
of space at D~C will be demolished; rhe official indicated char the warehou e space, 
abour one milli n square feet, is structurally in "good hape'', and would be expected 
to lease-up after necessary infrastructure impr vemenr.s are made, primarily r e. isting 
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HVAC and uri!iry systems. However, the Ia out of industrial space at DESC, in 
long, narrow build ings, would tend to limit their use to larger manu facturing or 
distribution oriented users who need more than 100 ,000 square feet of contiguous 
sp ce. Th D ESC reuse plan also identifte about 400,000 square feet for office 
development in rwo buildings. The reuse plan indicated that the office build ing 
each have about 1 6,500 square fe t of contiguous floor area; however, both 
structures do not have windows; and are realistically suitable only for larger, single-

' tenant occupancy. 

The DE C reuse plan identified offtce lease rates of $8/ q. foot (gross) or $3.50/sq 
foo t triple-net (N N). Recommended industrial space lease rates would fall berween 
$2.75 and 5.00 per square foot (gross), with smaUer tenanrs paying a premium for 
leasing space. C ity of Kettering officials indicated rhat they would offer prospective 
tenants improvement allowances on a case by case basis, particulad. if the tenant 
improvemeMs add value to the property for future tenants. 

Industrial Market Indices 

ERA undertook an anal sis of the I 9 5 JEM Real Estate Group survey ro compare 
vacancy races for comp ririve industrial space ased on the car-of-construction. As 
industrial space at the Miamisburg Mound faciliry was built over a long rime period, 
194 -1987, such analysi will highlight borh competitive supply as well as vacancy 
rates for older industrial product in the marker based on building age. Table 
highlights the resul ring analysis for rhe Dayton metro indusrrial market. 

Table 7 shows char rhe larges t increment of space, roughly 2.7 mi llion square eet, 
was del ivered erween 1975 and 1979. pace built in rhis period is aLo highly 
competitive. wirh only 3% vacant in 19 5. Discussions wi th public affairs officials at 
General Moto rs, Inc. indica ted rhat the company began to "Xpand irs facil ities in rhe 
1975 to }l 9 period. spinning off rhcir Fridgidare subsidiary, r.o concentrate on auto 
manufacturing. Roughly 27% of the cu rrent supply of competitive space in rhe 
Dayton area was built in the 1975 ro 1979 period. T he second larges t increment of 
new space was deli ered in the 1985 to 11)89 period, when 1.85 million squa re fecr 
was b ilt. 
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Table 7: Dayton Area Speculative Industrial Space Inventory and Vacancy 
Trends, by Date of Construction, 1995 

Square Footage Vacant Space by Vacancy Rate by I 

Time Period Built by Period Building Age Building Age 

before 1950 780,747 22,000 3% 

1950-1959 1.103.395 95 .000 9% 

1960- 1969 297.102 49.635 17% 

1970-1974 727.759 82,608 11% 

1975 - 1979 2,734.870 94.793 3% 

1980-1 981 723 .557 I 05 ,000 IS% 

1982 - 1984 0 0 Oo/o 

1985 - 1989 1.859.482 103.90 1 6% 

1990 . 1993 663.617 18,600 3% 

1994 56,000 0 0% 

1995 596,800 180,000 4 5% 

19% 245,120 245, 120 100% 

Overall 9,788,449 996,657 1 Oo/o 

Nore: Data is based on 1995 JEM real estate survey 
Source: JEM Real EHate Group and Economics Research Associates 

The 1985 to 1989 period in Table 7 corresponds w a rime of co nsiderable economic 
growth and real estate speculation in rhe regio n, following trends ar rh e narionallevel. 
I 9 vacancy rates for space built in rhe late 1980's are right, running at ab ut 3%. 
The rable indicates a total cqmperitive industrial sp ce invento ry of roughly 9.8 
million square feet, wirh an overall vacancy rate of 10%. 

Southern Submarket Industrial Development 

An identical analysis of industrial space vaca ncy by year-built was conducted for the 
sou thern submarker of [)ayron, in order ro determine rhe age and supply of industrial 
space which might compere with rhe Miamisburg Mound. abl 8 shows rhar the 
southern industrial submarket contained roughly 4.8 million square ~ er of 
competitive industrial space, with an overall marker acancy of 13%. If vaca nt space 
delivered in 19 and 1996 is excluded, cu rrent marker vacancy would fa ll ro about 
4% . T he rable shows thar almost 60% of the current industrial space inventory in 
the market area was delivered in two periods, 1975- 1980 and 1986- 1989. C urrent 
vaca ncy for the combined inventory of borh periods is less than 5%. able 8 excludes 
industrial space at the Miamisburg Mound and ar rh e DESC facili ty in Kettering, 
which are two federal facilities in the Dayton area rhar are scheduled for reduction-in­
force or outright closu re. Combined, rh ~ two faciliti es con tain over four mill ion 
squa re feer of industrial, warehouse, and office space. 
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Table 8: Industrial Space Growth and Vacancy Tn:nds, outhem 
Submarket, by Dare of Construction, 1995 

Square Footage Vacant Space by Vacancy lUte by 
Time E.eriod Built by Period Building Age Building Age 

1950-1959 277 .495 0 0% 

1960- 1969 130,500 2,900 2% 

1970-1 974 557,959 69,408 12% 

1975. 1980 1,355.015 15,371 1% 

1981- 1985 0 0 0% 

198G - 1989 1,203,057 97,907 8% 

1990- JCJ94 ! 58 .400 0 0% 

1995 409,600 151.600 37% 

1996 245, 120 245.120 100% 

Overall 4,337,146 582,306 L3% 

Note Dau is ba.sed on a 1995 JEM Re:U Esute survey 
Source; JEM Real E.!t<~.te Group and Economics Research Associates 

urrent redevelopmem plans for both the Miamisburg Mound and D ESC indude 
demolition f fun ctional!· obso!t:re pace, ±500,000 square feet ate ch location; as 
such. the amounr of marketable office and industrial space at each location is nor yer 
clear. While the DE facility will be dosed and transferred to the Ciry of Kettering 
in irs entirety by January of 1997. rhe Ciry of Miamisbu rg will have co deal with 
ongoing O E missions, administrative operations, and envi ro nmental de n~up at the 
Mound potentiaLly through rhe ear 2005, eyi ng up a portion of office and indusrrial 
space. Due ro the age and functional o solescence of some i mprovement.~ at the 
Mound, the suppl of potential ly marketable space is lim ired. Brc:akdown. of 
projected industrial. office, and R&D sp e availabili ty ar the Mou nd, as well as 
pr jeered lease races for each space cate ory, will be provided in a later section of chis 
report. 

verall , indusrrial development a tivity in rh south rn area of ayron has become 
concentrated in rhrce primary areas: Moraine, Miamis urg, and pringboro. The: 
Morai ne area is one of Dayton's primary industrial centers, containing extensive 
man facturing facilities ~ r General Motors, as weU as larger distribution facilities . 
The Moraine area is marun:, containing a largely older suppl ·of indusrrial property, 
builc most! before 19 0. s such, there is licr!e-if-any vacanr, unencumbered land 
su ita le for in us erial deve! pmenr in rhe area. 

Avai lable: land further south along I-75 and 1-675 in Miamisburg and Springboro 
became more aruacrive for development panicula r!y in rhe 1980's. A large indusui 
devel pmenr emerged at rhc pringboro exit on 1- (W. Central Avenue) berween 
1986 and 199 1, when ov .r 'iOO,OOO square feet ofdisrribu cion, warehouse, and 
flex/ ffice space was built. The rate of development wh ich ccurred in the 
... pringboro area in rhe 1 c 80's was considerable; during a fieldwork ssessment of chc 
area.. nly rwo vacant industri al parcels were noted. covering a rota! of less than nine 
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acres. According to a local broker, the two parcels were listing for rough!}' $75 .000 
per acre. The area now has several high-profile tenants, including Pioneer (audio 
s stems distribution) and Alcoa (metals processing). The Danis Company, a local 
developer, controls roughly 206 acres of!and on rhe border of onrgomery and 
Warren Counties, sour.h of Miamisburg; Although the company is trying to have rhe 
property annexed to Springboro, Montgomery County officials are trying to forestall 
the an nexation, according to the Dayton Business News.7 

A third concenrration of south suburban indu trial development has emerged in two 
sub-areas of Miamisburg, one being the I-75/l-675 area .. and the other being th 
Miamisburg northern industrial district. Industrial space in the interstate corridor 
area was typically built in rhe late 1980's; the space is typically investment grade, 
multi-tenan t space with offtce and industrial functions . According t local brokers. 
vacant land with indusrrial zoning and in terstate fron tage is currently listing for 
between $50,000 and $60,000 per acre. T he supply of vacant land in competition 
with rhe Mound is located primarily at the intersection of Benner and Byers Roads in 
Miamisburg, east of I-7 5; rhe sire contains roughly 165 a res and is wncd for 
industrial development. A second parcel, covering roughly 11 acres , is located east of 
1-75 along Lyons Road; the parcel is currently listed at almost $90,000 per acre. 

An area of industrial activity in Miamisburg also emerged north of downtown along 
rhe rear Miami River. The area was zoned fo r light industrial activiry and 
designated as a community reinvestmen t district, allowing compan ies whi h locate in 
the district to receive tax abatements and other incentives. Discussions wi th local 
brokers and city officials indicated that the district is nearly builr-our, wirh one or rwo 
small parcels remaining. City officials indicated that, in one recent land sale in the 
district, two acres of industrial land went fo r about $2 50,000. T he district, which is 
predominated by older single-tenant and owner/user industrial buildings, i roughly 
comparable ro the Miamisburg Mound in terms of rail and interstate accessib il ity. 

Mound Industrial Space Absorption Implications 

The sou thern submarker of Dayton achieved ann ual ab orption of rough[ 300,000 
square feet of owner-user and speculative space in 1993 and 1994, which was about 
30% of total indust rial space absorption in the Dayton area. The absorption 
indicators for 1993 and 1994 show consid rable improvement over 199 1 and 1992, 
when the Dayton area experienced overall net negative absorption , due in pan: to the 
national recession . Although ERA was unable ro acquire absorption data for Dayton 
area offtce and industrial markets prior ro 1990, the 1993 and 1994 absorption 
in ica tors provide a reasonable perspective on curren t demand in the market place, 
wh ich is deftned largely by res trictive lending requ irements and conservative company 
expansion plans. Financing fo r new development is still tied primarily to pre-leasing 
r quirements, as well as rhe credit-worthiness of renanrs and developers. Discussions 
with local brokers would indicate rhar such circumstances will continue to define rhe 
natu re of development activiry in rhe Dayton industrial market through rhe ne r 
future. 
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According to local brokers, the majority of absorption has occurred in investment­
grade industrial buildings, wh ich are typically muhi- renanr or build-to-suit 
properties, recencly built, with 19 ro 20 feet of clear warehouse ceiling height, dock­
high truck access, and a minimal office build-our. Industrial space at the Miamisburg 
Mound. by comparison, is generally older, suffers from obsolescence, with varied 
office space build-ours, and cannot be considered investment grade. In addition, 
manufacturing and lab spaces at the mou nd rend to be over-engineered, i.e., bui lr ro 
unnecessa ril high specifications. Most private sector applications do not require the 
exces ive tolerances, reliability levels, and redundanci built into space and 
equipment for DO E application at the Mound, which translates into higher 
operaring costs for private-sector renants without a comparable increase in value 
added. Also, a proportion of research and manufactu ring facilities at rh mo und are 
suitable for nly specific niche industrial acri ities, such as explosives resting. 

Despite such problems, the Miam isburg Mound facility is located proximate ro rwo 
inrerstate rout (I-75 and I-675) , as well as existing con enr rations of offke and 
indusrrial development. Proximity t existing indusrrial and R&D activity is 
important in tha t it cr ares both economies of scale and location, which tend ro 
arrract additional fi rms ro the area. in order ro benefit from a skilled labor force, for 
example. In addition, the mound facilities also contain a substantial amount of 
un ique, stare-of-rhe-arr testing and analysis equipment. which is now available ror 
use. T he existence of such equipment, some of which is high ly specialized, is 
significant in that ir may increase the geographic area from which the facility can 
amacr tenants, provi ing the facility with a discernible c mpeti rive advantage. 

As such. the use of conventional market capmre races. based solely on industrial 
absorption acrivi in the Dayton area, may und r tate potencial demand fo r faci lities 
at the Mound. In p nicula r, likely demand for the range of advanced testing and 
anal. sis equipment at th . facility will have a considerable in flu ence over its 
redevelopment poten tial; a separate an ly. is of marker poten tial fo r various high­
tech nology appli rions of Mound equipment will be presented in an upcoming 
section. 

It is ERA's contention cha r demand to r mound space in the futu rt will be driven 
primarily by rhe marketability of testing and research equipment as well as the skilled 
labor fo rce at the mound. The combinarion of factors will generate considerable 
locational economies for fu ture Mound users, increasing th e anracriveness of the sire 
for other high-rech businesses, who then can tap in to a highly- killed employment 
base. In order to remain competitive, however, MMCIC will need to offer below-
m rket lease rates for all space caregories and incorporate subsidies for operating costs 
or rent to attract and maintain smaller starr-up tenants which rypicatly operate with 
thin proftr/loss margins. More importa ntly, rhi: onrencion assumes that che DOE is 
able ro remove all radiological contamination from rhe sit . ERA is assuming char 
that the Mound sire could capture a minimum of 50,000 square feet of industria.! 
d velopment per-year; rhe crual amount of absorption could be higher, given the 
reas ns outlined above. Discussion of commercial applications r Mound 
equipmen t will occur in the next section . 
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Industrial Land Absorption Indicators 

Redevelopment of the mound faciliry also includes development of several parcel~ . 

curren tly vacant or otherwise, covering a total of roughly 155 acres. About LO acres 
of v cant land were purchased by the DOE in the 1980' for expans'ion, which never 

ccurred. Current pla nning studies indicate that about 40% of th is acreage is 
suitable for development, due to poor soils, expose bedrock, and possible radiation 
contamination. The vacant acreage is also adjacent to the 100-year floodplain for the 
Gr at Miami River. In addition to the 124 acre parcel, other acreage will become 
a ailable as buildings are demolished, making way fo r improved parking 
arrangements and infill building sites. Curren t MMCIC plans indicae that the 
vacant acreage will either be sold in bulk ro a single developer, or sold as se arace 
pa rcels. ERA is looking into build-ro-suit or land lease arrangements as alternatives, 
which would enable MMCIC to maintain owner hip and exert greater control over 
development activiry on the Mound. 

alculation of probable land absorption races for the mound facility was based on 
analysis of indusrrial space consrruction trends in the southern sub market berween 
1985 and 1995, a shown in Table 8. Berween 1985 and 1995, a tot I of roughly 
1,57 1,000 square feet of new indusuial space was builc. Assumtng that the increment 
of submarket space was built at a 0.3 floor-co-area (FAR) ratio, it would amount co 
roughly 120 acres of land overall, or roughly 12 acres of absorption per year, on an 
average annual basis . 

Assuming chat road access to the mound is improved, chat the land is priced ar or 
below market rates, and that environmen tal clean up efforts at th e mo nd occur on 
sched ule, absorption of land for business park evelopment could begin by 1 c 97 or 
1998. Competitive pricing of vacant pro perry will allow the mou nd to capture a n 

increased share of absorption which wowld otherwise be captured by sires closer to I-
75, including the 165-acre sire at Benn er and Byers Roads in Miamisbu rg, as well as 

rher industrial acreage in Springboro. Discussio ns with local real estate specialists 
indicated that the Ciry of Springboro has an aggressiv polic of offering incentives, 
including tax abatements, for new industrial dt!velopmenr; The Ciry of Miamisburg 
would need co offer comparable incentives co be competitive. The mound could 
capru re a minimum of 20% of submarket land absorptio n (roughly 2 .5 acres per 
year) for industrial development, based on accessibiliry and proximiry to the I-75/ l-

75 interchange, as well as the overall lack of competitive vacant land in the area by 
1997. 

The logic behind use of the 1985 to 1995 period for quantification of land absorpt ion 
is bas d on the fact that local industrial ma rkers were co nsiderably over-built in che 
late 1980's, leading inro a period of considerable instabiliry in local industrial markers 
between 1990 and 1993, when new construction activiry slowed d ramatically. Use of 
the t n-y ar oom ro bust to recovery cycle should be representative of overall 
demand for industrial land in the southern submarker. 
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Research & Development pace Trends 

The ayron metropolitan area has several concentrations of research and 
development acriviry. O ne primary cenrer is rhe Miami Valley Re~earch Park, a not~ 
fo r~profi r dev l pmen r on I, 250 acres of land in Kettering, just south of Wright~ 
Patterson Air Force Base. T he park was span ored and planned by four area 
universities; rhe first research building was built in 1985. Development of the park 
was subsidized by a $20 million grant and donation of 675 acres by the Stare of 

hio. Cu rren rl , about 150 acres of rhe park have been developed with about 
715,000 square feet of offi ce, flex, and R&D space; vacancy is less than 4%. The 
park is planned fo r a 40 to SO year build~out. 

The park is geared specifically toward "scientific oriented manufactu ring' targeting 
larger fi rms who are interested prim ry in the R&D srages of manufacruring, 
including protorype development and resting. The foundation has b il t speculative 
space for smaller tenants, and also sells land to own r/ users, such a Kodak, fo r larger 
facilitie. T h execurive director indicated rhar th ree new owner/user buildings are 
plan ned for construction by rhe nd of 1996, roraling ro ugh!, 230,000 square feet. 

uoted lease races for speculative space in rhe park run $1 5 ro $ 17 per square foot, 
fuU service. peraring expenses ar the park typically ru n between $4.0 and .$4. 50 
per squ· r foot. 

It is notable that, f the 35 tenan ts currendy reming space at rhe park, about 23 are 
defense coo trace rs who work ar W right Patterson Air Force Base. The amounr of 
space used by defen e contractors ar rhe research park is ~ignificanf in that it may 
confuse interpreta tion of Dayron area R&D absorption indices. Since contracts for 
government work are nor infi nite, and subject to polirical infl uence as well, rhc 
amount of government business captured by rhe research park does not provide a 
reliable indication f true marker demand for R&D space in rhe Oayron area. 

A second area of high~rech development ha. emerged around righr Scare 
niversity. along Col nel len n highway in Fairborn. Se era! busin t!Ss parks, 

incl u ing the W right Executive Center, have rec ntly been developed in rhis area, 
hich is adjacent to W right-Patterson Air Force Base. he area has am acred bmh 

computer software development companies and defense contractors. 

R&D Lab Space Absorption 

Ab orprion of R&D space on the mound will largely be influenced by the srarus f 
acriviry at Wright~Pamrson Air Force base. Assuming rhar more R& functions are 
allocated ro the W righ t Laboratory, the overall health of the R&D space marker will 
be enhanced, creating sp i n~off development rhat the Mound could capture. 
Depending on the av ilability of facili ti e.~ and resting equipment, Mound lab spaces 
might capture reg-ional absorption of up to 25,000 square feet. However, the actual 
me of R&D space absorption will e based on ma rker potenri is in several high~cech 
indusuial sectors which rhe Mound facilities w re/are accive. If markets thar the 
Mound currently speciali1.es in prove roo small , or if the opera ti ng cases for mound 
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research facillries are prohibitively expensive, absorption will be considerably lower. 
Below-marker lease ra tes will also need to be offered as an incent ive. 

Business Incubator Space Development 

Business incubators provide subsidized office or industrial space for infan t businesses 
who need extra financial help to gee scarred. The ayton Department of Economic 
Development is planning to build a 60,000 sq. foot incubator on an old General 
Motor sire. The futu re build ing, planned for opening in December of 1997. will be 
geared toward high-cech scan up firms. Although MMCIC does nor have designated 
incubator status, the rent levels currently changed to a portion of Mound tenan ts are 
low enough to create the same incubator effect. A proportion of new scan -up 
businesses ac the Mound were fo rmed by DOE employees. Discussions with City of 
K rrering officials indicated that a cbird incubator may be created at the DESC 
facility in Kettering, depending on ch excenc of leasing activiry ar the si te. 

Office Development Trends 

W hile industrial markers in the Dayton area have largely recovered from recession in 
rhe early 1990's, rhe local office marker has been slow ro recover. primarily due to 
corporate restructuring ar firms such as CR, which has r duced overall demand for 
office space. The impact of a na tional economic recession, coupled with over­
building in the late 1980's, has resulted in high vacancy rates fo r CBD and suburban 
offtce space since 1990 . The Dayton C BD offtc marker overall has suffered 
particularly in recent history, with overall vacancy of rough! 19%, our of a coral 
invenroty of 4.6 million square feet, according ro rhe JEM Real Estate Group. 
Within rhe rotal CBD inventory, C lass A space vacancy has improved considerably. 
from over 12% in 1994 to about 8.5% in 1995 . Improvement in CBD cia s A space 
vacanc came at rhe expense of older buildings, as cenanrs have trad ed up for better 
space ar comparable lease rates. As a result, Class B and C space vaca ncy in che BD 
marker stood ar roughly 26% in 1995, showing slight impro emenr over 1 94 levds. 
Cu rrent nee lease rates fo r suburban office space range rom $6 to $ 14 per squa re­
foo t, with operating costs contribu ting an additional $3.50 to $4.00 per quare fooc, 
depending on build ing age, condition, and location. 

Table 9 highlighcs the amount of office space built in subu rban market berween 
1950 and 1995. noting current marker vacancy fo r pace built during each period. 
T he suburban office marker inventory studied by ERA included roughly 6 mill ion 
square feet of space, wirh an estimated marker vacancy of about 9o/o . 
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Table 9: Suburban Dayton Speculative O ffice Space lnvemory Growth and 
Vacancy Trends, by Date of Construction, 199S 

Square Footage Vacant Space by Vacancy lUte by 
Time Period Built by Period Build in~ A!e Building A~e 

before 1950 40,584 3.500 8.6% 

1950 - 1959 95.289 5.500 5.8% 

1960 - 1969 554.227 37.959 6.8% 

1970 - 1974 372.181 94,243 25 .3% 

1975 -1979 543,809 65.429 12 .0% 

1980 - 1984 765.557 94.943 12.4% 

1985 -1989 3 .375.188 23 1,496 6.9% 

1990- 1992 124 .138 0 0.0% 

1993 0 0 0.0% 

1994 40,620 22.620 [5 '5 .7% 

1995 75,000 0 0.0% 

O verall 5,986,593 [555.690 9.3% 

Uncounred 308,207 80,735 26% 

Note: o~ra excludes medical and professional office space 
Source: JEM Real Estate Group and Economics Rcse3Jch Associates 

Table 9 shows the extent of overbuilding which occurr d in suburban ffice markets 
during rhe mid-to-lar 1980's- real estate boom. The table indicates chat roughly 3.4 
million square feet of office space was built in suburban markers bec:ween 198"i and 
1989; current vaca ncy fo r space built in r:h is period is srr ng. about 7%. The 
increment of tee inven tory growth between 19 5 and 1989 now accounr or 
roughly 5 ' o/o of coral suburban office spac inventori . Table 9 also highlights char 
fact that older suburban offi ce product, built before 1 84, exhibits higher vacancy. 

ffice pace built in bec:ween 1975 and 1984. which totals roughly 1.3 million quare 
feet. was roughly 12% vac.an t in 199 • . For space built in the 196 co 197 4 period, 
r ughly 25.000 square feet, current vaca ncy is roughly 14%. 

Table I 0 highlights the anal ' is of vacancy by year built for rhe sourhern submarke£ 
of Dayton. hich includes Miamisbu rg and enering. The cable shows tha t rhe 
southern subma rket co ntains roughly 3 million .quare feet of space, or abou 0% of 
total suburban office inventories. Indicated market vacancy for space in rhe southern 
submarker is about 9°/t. 
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Table 10: Southern Office Submarket Speculative Office 
Inventory and Vacancy Trends, by Date of Construction, 1995 

Square Footage Vacant Spaa by Vacancy Rare by 
Time Period Built by Period BuildinJ!: AJ!;e BoildinJ!: AJ!;e 
Before 1959 114,974 6,000 5.2% 

1960 - 1969 346,237 28 ,859 8.3% 

1970 - J 974 251.752 28,268 1L2% 

1975 - 1979 447,972 57.300 12.8% 

1980. 1984 198 ,712 37.920 19.1% 

1985- 1989 1.627,529 128.574 79% 

1990 - 1992 49,870 0 0 0% 

1993 0 0 0.0% 

1994 0 0 Q .QO,i) 

1995 35,000 0 0.0% 

Overall 3,072,046 286,921 9.34% 

Uncollmed 183,252 23, 120 12.6% 

Nore· D:m is b:ued on a t 99'> J EM Real Esu re offi ce surveys. 
Source: JEM Rc:.aJ Esr.are _f; roup and Economics Rt!.iiearch Associ:oues 

It is notable that about 53% ofrhe rota! inventory in Table 10 was buil t between 
1985 a nd 199 , which is con iscenc wi th the surge in office consrruction chat 
ccurred at rhe national level. In addition, office consrruction in the sou[hern 

submarket berween 198- and 19 0 accou n red fo r almost 50% of total suburban 
office construction during th at period. Table 10 indicates that rh offtce space built 
in the 198 to 1' 0 period i highly marketabl , achieving a vacancy rare of roughly 
8% . O ffi ce spac built in the preced ing five years (1980 w 198 ) is apparently less 
competitive, wi rh a vacancy ra te of almost 20% . When taken in conre t with a 
depressed office leasin g marker after 1990 , T he srark con trast in acancy races for 
space bu ilt before versus after l98S is signiftca nr in that ir indica tes ch ar office tenants 
were able co move in to new ffice spa ear an racrive lease rates. The table also 
indir res cha r pace bui lt before 1 70 is omperirive, with onl ' 3 .000 square feet 
vacant (7%) our of a coral invenrory of 461,200 sguare feet. The fact thar older offict 
space appear competitive in the southern submarker is relevant wirh respecr to the 
mound. which has over 200,000 square feet o oHice space daring back co che 1950' . 

Office devcl pment has occurred at several locations in the Dayton suburbs. T he 1-
75/l -675 area has emerged as a primary office node, anchored by three principle 
devclopm nrs. The Lexis-Nexu.<~ Headquarters, Presrige Place, and rhe Newmark 

ffic Center. T he Lexis-N us headquarters is a mulri -$rory mpus sryle offi ce 
d velopmenr with fronrag on I-7 '1 ·ouch of I-675 . The ewmark Ccnrer is a 
business park development further north along I-675, containing single story 
fle ·/ fftce nd multi story office space. T he Prestige Place development conrains rw 
multi-stOry office buildings and vacant land , at the: in tercha nge of I-75 and R tHe 
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725. O lder uburban office development oncen trations ar located along Kerrering 
Boulevard and Sour.h Dixie Highway in Kenering. 

Office Space Absorption Discussion 

The local office market is still in a period of recovery, due to considerable 
overbuilding in the late 1980,s, as well as corporate restrucruring in the earJy 199 ~s. 

which reduced overall demand for offic space. he south rn office submarker 
invento ry grew by over 3 million square feer over this time period. According ro 
1995 J EM real es rate clara, roral suburban offi ce absorption in 19 4 was about 
167.000 square feet. The southern submarker captured about 46% of total su urban 
absorption over rhe same period, roughly 6 ,000 square feet. Based on Table I 0, 
office space consrrucrion in the southern submarker occurred ar an average rate of 
172,500 square feet er year. 

Current information supplied by MMCIC officials indicates rhat rhe vasr majori of 
office space on rhe mound will nor become available until 2005, when DO is 
supposed ro vacate. iven an nual submarker absorption of 167,0 0 square feet, ERA 
would as ume rhar rhe Mound would capture annual absorption of up to 30,000 
square feer of office space, primarily for Mou nd space which comes on line by 2000. 
Beyond 2000, realisric projection of marker demand is risky ar best, considering that 
office space under 0 E control rna not be main tained properly through the in terim. 
In general, the Mound office space invenrory suffers from gener lly inefficient and 
inflexible floo r plans, wirh the oldest admin imati e pace built along single corridors 
wirh double-loaded office spaces. The offices al o lack modem amenities. including 
individual-room controlled HVAC. 

Technology Assessment 

In 1993, a report was prepared b rhe Center for Business and Economic Research at 
rhe U iversi of Dayton School of Business Administration, called 
"Commercialization Srudy of rhe Mound Facility - Phase I", which assessed the 
commercial potential of various technologies and capabilities ar the Miamisburg 
Mou nd Facility. Seventeen Mound capabilities were placed in three categories 
according ro their commercial potential. G roup ne technologies are those with the 
srrongesr, mosr immediate potential for commercialization. Group Two technologies 
scored somewhat lower on some important criteria. Group Three technologies bcked 
some ey elemen fo r shon-term commercialization . The following list ourlincs rhc 
identified techno! gies. 

Group One 
• eramics 
• Flexible Circuits 

• Machine Shop 
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T esring (Materials Anal sis) -- also known as D1agno ric and T esting ervtces 
• Non-Destructive Testing 
• Desrructive Testing 
• u rface Analysis 

Group Two 

• Adhesives 
• Cleaning nd Contam ination Ctlntrol (Surface M di.ficuion Processes) 
• Encapsulation/Foams 
• Explosives 
• Isotope Separation 
• Laser DetonatOrs 
• Tritium Processing 
• elding and Joining 

Group Three 
• Fi lm Deposition, , urface Finishing, and Plating ( urfacc Modification Processe) 

• Lasers 

• Metal Hydrides 

• Plastics 

• T hermites 

Since the Universiry of Dayton study was published. additional work was done in 
assessing rhe commercial potential of the Mound technologies by Insight Partners an 
L well Haws. an independent consulra nL Even as new technology applicati ns arc 
identified, a number of entrepreneurs have started businesses ar the Mound, 
encou raging larger companies to utilize space and faciliti at the: Mou nd s well. 
These businesses and their marching respective technologic. are discussed below 
with in the conreJ(t of an analys is of the commercial potentia l of the various Mound 
tech nologics. 

The ana l sis uses the Universiry of Dayton (U. of 0 .) study as a fo undation and 
incorporates addi tional technology assessment work that was done, as well as on-sire 
interviews with Mound business personnel. Throughout the analysis, Standard 
Industrial Classi !Cation (SIC) Codes were utilized to facilitate research into potential 
mark ts and technology related industries. Following this analysis is a summary chan 
char marches the SIC Codes used with their respective tech nologies. 

The anal sis begins with di cussion of ce ramics tech nology and rhen follows rhe order 
that the tech nologies were presented in the . of . study. Although the U. of D . 
study's attempt ro group the technologies according ro thei r commercial potencial is 
valid (for example, all of group one technologies are being used hy businesses already 
operating on the M und) , the order in which these rechnologie appear bdow should 
not bC' taken as an indication f thei r relative merit in relation co one another. he 
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analysis of each tech nology begins first with a descrip tion, then a discussion as to h w 
this technology would be applied commercially, followed by a description of any 
businesses already operating on the Mou nd (these descriptions are highlighted) and 
finally, a general market summary that gives an indication of the economic strength 
(or weakness) of the industries that might use the afo rementioned Moun 
technology. 

Ceramics -- Mound facilities have the capacity to manufacture ceramic and glass­
ceramic headers (during peak productio n, 24 different header configurations wer 
produced and used as deron:nors, actuators, and igniters). T he ceramic production 
facilities also have the capacity to produce glass to metal seals, h igh pressure seals, 
hermet ic s als. electrical and fiber optic feed-throughs, mecalizing and brazing, 
process development, and quality con trol of aH facets of ceramic product processing. 

T he U. of D. study no ted that the Mou nd's advantage in ceramics production occurs 
when where high quality and dependabili ty are important, ecause the cost-per-part is 
high compared to standard commercial glass-to-metal seals . Quality requircmenrs for 
most commercial operations are currently low and, therefore, c ts are lower. T he 
later assessment identifies some of the industries where these qualities would make a 
good match including: deep sea (extreme pressure) applicatio ns like oil wells, 
connectors and sensors fo r the chemical process industry (the ceramics and seals work 
well in a corrosive environmen t), and aircraft and space applications. Ceramics 
technology is also used in the manufactu re of explosive components. T he design and 
man ufacture of these components was one of rhe Mound's ma'or acriviries; EG&G 
Scar Ciry currenrly use~. rhis technology in their manufacturing process ( ee bdow for 
more on the market potential of explosives). 

The market ou rlook is generally favorable for rhe indusrri that migh t use ceramics 
technology. A 1994 CR! Baseline Projection of U.S. Energy SuppLy and Demand 
projected that the Oil & Gas Drilling S rvices industry's (SIC Code 1381 ) use of oil 
and gas drilling rigs would increase through the year 2010 and that annual growrh 
would be 3.3%. T he Chemical and Allied Products industry group (SIC Code 280) 
is also predicted tO grow. A 1994 issue of Chemical Marketing Report calcula ted that 
annual growth in expenditures fo r new plant & equ ipment was 10% from 1993 t 

1995 . CRI Ba.reline predicted that production in this industry group w uld increase 
by 2.2 Yo th rough the year 20 lO . 

Fin lly. the Aircraft and Pans indu try group (SIC od 372) presentS an excdl nr 
marker opportunity -- rhe value of shipments exceeds $1 00 billion (according to U.S. 
!ndusrria! Outlook, l 4) and over the past ten years consumption of advanced 
composi tes, of which ceram ics are presumably a part, has increased by7.6o/o annually 
(Chemical and Engineering News, Augus t, 1993). However, SIC Code 3761 (Mi siles 
and Spacecraft) is predicted tO experience a short-term decrease in producti n 
according to rhe Bureau of Labor Sratisric.s' Monthly Labor Review, November, 1993-
-so the conventional aircraft market might be more promi ing from a growth 
perspective. 
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f course, both shipments of aircraft and mi iles and spacecraft are calculated in 
terms of bi ll ions of dollars, sow need fo r the Mound's technology could be an 
excellent marker opportunity. Likewise, the chemical and allied products industry 
group is a multi-billion-dollar marker fo rce. Companies like Union-Carbide, in 
Cleveland, should be queried as to their need for the Mound's ceramics producr.s (a 
well a ocher 'chemical' products -- set: below for more) . Also of nore, rh U.S. 
chemical indusuy has been decreasing their R&D spending and now lags behind 
eight other research-ba ed indum ies (Ch~mical Wuk, August 2, 1 95). This 
si tuation presents an opporru niry for rhe Moun ro capitalize on their technology and 
sr re-of-che-art equipment ro bt: used as research facil ities for rhe larger chemical 
companies, 

Flexible Circuits -- Facilities at rhe Mound are al. o capabl of development and 
production of fl xible circuits and flexjble circu it production processes. Flexible 
circuits have advantages o er traditional circuit boards because they re lightweight 
and can be rwisred and ben t into almost any shape. The printed circuit board 
indust ry (SIC Code 3679) is a $6- billion industry according ro rhe U.S. JruiMmia! 
Outlook, 1994. and is raking a greater interest in flexible circuits. Flexible circuits are 
used in a wide variety of military and consumer products (mostly el crronic) 
induding computer disc drives. cameras, membrane swirche f, r appliances, and even 
skis. 

Currenr! y. M und Flexible Circuits Corporari n ism nufacruring flexible circuits in 
21 . 0 squa re feet of space. T hey will grow ro over I 00 emplo ees by the end of the 
year and are looking for addi tional space right now. Wirhin a cou It of years the 
company hopes to be doing er $ 4 million in sales. ccording co rhe President of 
Mound Fie ible Circui ts, rhe flexi le circuit industry is a $ 1. billion indu try world 
wide; a out $'i50 million of rhar is located in rhe .S. 

In general, the electronic component industry (SIC ode 3670) is expected ro grow 
substanria.lly over the next ~ -6 year : sales ar expected ro exceed $100 billion by the 
year 200_ (from their 1992 level of 40 billion) nd grow l 0% annually (E!wronic 
Brq~r$ N~ws, l 93). The decrron ic component indusrry includes everything from 
emiconducto rs t liquid crystal displays; just about every 'end produce' rh ruses 

electronic components (from computers to electronic appLances) incorpor res orne 
form f circuit, and the dem nd for these produces shows no signs of losi ng 
momentum. he Monthly Labor R~vitw predicts char short-term gr wth in the 
produ -tion of Computers and Auxiliary Equipmen t (SIC Code 3573) will be 8.1% a 
year and shipments of fl ppy disk drives alone are predicted to grow ar an annual rare 
of 6.0% according ro Appliana, 1995. 

Sales of Consumer El crron ·cs ( ICC de 3650), which includes audio and 
equipment a well a~ computers, are also expected to increase (approximately 6.9% 
ann ua l growth) and by rhe year 0 lO, should reach 3 0 billion , according to Officr 
Equ1pmmt, January, 19 4. Finally, Aut m1orive Electronics (SIC Code 3 J94) present 
another market opporruni ry for flexib le ci rcuits. nnual growth is expecred robe 
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7.6% next ear and production wlll be close to $13 bi llion (Hendmm Elutronic 
M arket Forecast, 1995). 

Machine Shop -- Mound faciti ries have specialized capabilities with machining. 
th read mill ing, and CU[ter grinding, experience wirh design and prowrype 
development, an ability to work with hard materials (especially glass-ceramics). and a 
well-equipped inspection department. Most f the machin ing was done on mall 
parts, although many mach ines can be used for pam up to 3 feet in size. Mound 
mach ine hop are typically engaged in manufacturing, on a job or order basis, 
producing special wols and fixtu res for use with machine t ol , hammers, die-casting 
machines, and presses. Machine shops do work for a vari ry of cu comers with the 
defense and auto industries being their primary market. In fact, machining for glass 
and ceramics is used by EG&G Scar Ciry in their explosives manufacturing process, 
whic one of the man examples of synergy berween Mound technologies and 
businesses. 

here are rwo machining businesses on the Mound. T he larger company, Thaler 
Machine ompany, occupies app roximately 30,000 F. in a new building on the 

uter rim of the Mound Faciliry (Building I OS). They emplo about 1 0 p ople and 
were an exis ting business in rhe Dayton area that moved onto theM und to tah 
adva ntage of che good equipment and favorable lease rates. The smaller company, 
Mound Manufactu ring Center. has 18 fu ll-time equivalent employees and is a 
Mou nd starr-up business. T he business recently moved into Bui lding 28 and 
operates with a l ea~e forth space and equipment (ar some point they would like ro 
o the equipmen t). Mound Man ufacturing's dienrs include the government 
(defense contracts) , rhe au to industry (GM. Toyota, smaller suppliers, etc.), the food 
industry, the canning industry (Alcoa), medical clien , even ~ mt: protorype work for 
un iversicies. 

From a competitive perspective, there ar a large number of mach ine shops in the 
Dayton area. In fact, it is the largest manufactu ring industry (SfC Code 35 0 -­
Industrial Machinery and Equ ipmen t) in Southwestern Ohio, accounting fo r 23% of 
all manufacturing, according t the NI T Miami lley Manufacruring Exrension 
Center "Operating Plan" , 19 5. However, the Mound's capabilities in specialty 
machining and high precision may result in a case of production that is to high for 
many customers, except in high va lue-added applications. Thi coui work in the 
Mound 's favor if rhe demand fo r high value-added applications increases. 

s of 1992, rhere were close ro 13.000 people employed in the Transportation 
Equipment industry group (SIC Code 3700) in Monrg mery Counry !on ·, which 
generates a great deal of machining demand. T he aura industry in the State of Ohio 
and the Da ton area tends robe C}'clical. expanding and contracti ng along with the 

.S. economy as a whole. Borh O hio's Gross rate Pr duct and the number of 
motor vehicle industry establ ishments have followed chis pattern (d:na taken rom rhc:: 
Ohio Department of Development's ffi ce of Scraregic Oevel pmem, 19 4). 
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In addition, projected U.S. employment in rhe T ransportarion Equipment group i 
expected robe approximately 1.6 million by the year 2005 --down from 
approximately 2.1 million in 1992, a decrease of over 20% (Monthly Labor R~vitw, 

November 1993) . Whether or nor this decrease will precipitate a similar decl ine in 
machining d~mand is uncenain . In some cases, auto industry employment decreases 
because the bigger ftrms outsource functions like machining, which will help smaller 
job hops like rhe ones at the Mound. In other cases, the decrease is related to 
competition from abroad and declining product demand: in the e siruations there is 
an overall contraction that will negatively impacr the demand for machining. Also, 
the rate of productiviry imp r vemenr in ma nufacturing sectors has constrained 
manufacturing employment gro .... rch, since fewer workers are now necessary to produce 
a given quantity of product, compared to previous years. 

Non-Destructive Testing (NOT)-- according to the . of D. , study there are six 
areas of NDT in which the Mound has some expertise: radiography (R ), penetrant 
tesring (PT), leak testing (LT) , edd cu rrent resring (ET), uluasonic testing (UT), 
and magnetic particle resting (M P). T h Mou nd may have some unique N DT 
experience wirh respect ro tests in the meta l matrix composite and ceramic areas. It 
has state-of-the-an equipment in three areas: RT, LT, and UT. These non­
destructive tesring capabilities, along with the destructive testing and surface analysis 
capabilities (discus ed below) fit inro a category referred ro as "Diagnostic and 
Testing Services" . Categorizing these capabilities as a whole is more instructive 
because the testing and materia ls analysis capabilities and the tech nologists who have 
srarre businesses using these capabil ities can perform a wide variety of problem­
solving services for government agencies and small to medium-sized companies. The 
synergy that th ese service-orienred technologies provide when coupled with the 
product or process tech nologies is a good on . Already these diagnosri and testing 
service businesses are providing support services to other Mound businesses involved 
in ma nufacturing. 

However. according tc rhe U. of D. study, the NOT ma rker is stagnant or growing 
slowly. In add ition, the re i probably an incr ased suppl of captive N DT labs and 
personnel to be entering the commercial mark r because rhe DOD was a major 
customer for N DT work. Another company hired by rhe MMCIC, !nrell A vantage, 
Inc .. used rhe Research and Testing Services SIC Codes ( 7 1-8 34) co identify 
companies rhar might be inreresred in working with (by marketing M und 
capabiliri ) or at rh Mound. This reporr simply idenrifted companies (by category, 
i. e. metallurgy, en iro nmental, etc.). The report did nor attempt to assess the marker 
for res ting services. Montgomery Coun has 49 companies with SlC odes 8731-
8734 . employing over 1,000 people. hesc: companies (and any orhcrs in the DaylOn 
MSA) . if the were nor identified b In tel!, might be in terested in utilizing rhe 
Mou nd 's facilities. There is one company ar the Mound involved in non-destructive 
rest ing. Mound Metrology perfo rms N IST traceable calib ration services, which 
involves resring and measurem nr of dimensional, mass, temperature, electrical. and 
ph ysical sta ndards. 
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Destructive Testing -- the U. of D. study noces that the M und has a variety of 
capabilities in this area, including: the Explo ive Component Test Faciliry (ECT F). 
th e Mechanical Test Faciliry, the Metallurgical Laboratory and the Electron Optics 
Lab racory. The CT F has three large explosive high speed camera test cells (rated ar 
10 lb. of TNT each) . It con tiru tes a state of rhe art explosive facili ry char could have 
signiftcanr advanrages over ocher government faci lities in bidding for particular 
government work involving shaped warhead charges tes ting. The faci li ry also might 
be able to attract work from ompanies that currently conduct their explosive resrs in 
an outdoor environmen t. T he later technology assessmem identifies chis faciliry 
(Building 87) as a capabili ry char is in search of an entrepreneur or busines investor. 

The Mechanical Test Fadliry includes nvo servo-hydraulic rest ysrems, two electro­
m chanica! test systems, and a -75 co 2 0 degree Centigrade envi ronmental chamber 
char can be used on any of th e rest systems. The Metal! rgical Lab has an automatic 
polisher and two merallographs and the Electron Optics Lab has five scan ning 
elecu n microscopes. According to the U. of D. srudy, chis fa iliry and these lab~ arc: 
not equipped for nigh volume testing and therefo re are un able to compete wirh 
established resting lab . However, there is potencial use for equipment as pan of a 
larger test or research capabiliry and the servo-hydraul ic test system could be used for 
impact work resting com ponent panels to protect cockpiLS or advanced automotive 
uses. 

A variery of smaller destructive r ring businesses have already been created at the: 
Mound, incl udi ng one rhat u es the mechanical test faciliry. That business is called 
Envirospect, and it does vibration, shock, and spin resting primaril for the auto 
industry. Other demucrive testing businesses include MCK nalyricai which 
employs approximately eight fu ll-rime equivalents nd does ch mica! analysis work 
(e.g .. pea nut butter anal i or Proctor and Gamble); Kinetica which does thermal 
analysis work; Mound Metallurgical, Inc. and MEAG; both com panies do physical 
metallurgy work. Again . it is important ro emphasize that these companies do more 
than testing -- the are like technology consul tanLS and can help manufacturers solve 
pro l~r , 

Surface Analysis -- ound faci lities in chi area include six large systems with 
multiple capabilities, which comprise rhe Mound surface lab: auger electron 
spectroscopy, x-ra photodectron spectroscopy. energy dispersive x-ray spectro copy, 
ion scauering spectra copy, econdary ion mass spectroscopy, and fas t . rom 
hombardmenc. ccording ro the U. of D. srudy, lhis is the bcsr equipped surface lab 
in rh Srate of O hio. The equipment provides the capabiliry m res lve almost any 
surface anal is dilemma rhat a commercial customer might bring. However, due to 
rhe sl down in defense related spending there may be many captive labs in large 
companies that are looking for outside work, all providing ompetiri n for the 
Mou nd. 

The arional Discovery enrer is a Mound compan involved in surface analysis. 
Again, rhis camp ny is more than a resting l b. As their own promotional Literature 
srares: "Our re m of aggressive scientists, engineers. and production specialisLS are 

Sectton 4 - Market Assessmen 
Due Diligence Report Page 28 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehenstve Reuse PI n 

dedicated to the quick resoluti n of your marerial problem, fro m R&D through 
pro ucri n " 

The work that Intel! Advantage did in identify ing orh r analytical labs applies here. 
They iden tified six companies throughout the U . . char do surface and element 
resting (all SlC Code 8734). T here are eleven "8734" companies in Montgom ry 
Counry and again, if not identified by ln tell, should be contacted as pan of any 
ma rk ring effort. The later rechnology assessmen t calls these capabilities "surface 
scien e" and as mentioned above, groups them into the category D iagnostic and 
Testing Services. 

Adhesives -- the U. of D. study noted that the Mound was able to provide a ~>elect io n 

of adhesives to accomplish joining and sealing tasks ~ r a wid variery of materials and 
uses. Processing operations at che Mound util ized both hand mixing and automated 
dispensi ng equipment for liquid systems and laminating pres es for film adhesives. 

ptimal bonds were achieved th rough ·urface preparati n technologies (e.g. plasma 
pr cessing) u ed to clean su traces or~ r urface modification. Unfortunately, this 
adhesives group no longer xists on the Mound, although he technology consultant 
invol ed in the Iacer assessment believes rha r some of rhe Mound's surface 
m dification technologies (see "Cleaning" and "Film eposition" below) have markel 
applications rhar would in reresr the adhesive industry. 

The a he.sives marker is large and is expanding. Sales of dhesives and Sealan ts (SIC 
Code 2 9 1) are expected tO grow at an annual rare of 38.5% and by 1998 should 
exceed $10 billion (Chtmical Week, Jan ua.ry 1995) . In addition, rhe market 
information on Chemica.[ and Allied Products discus ed above ( ee Ceramics) applies 
h re as Adhesives and Seala nts is just a subgroup of major SIC Code group 280. 
Adhesi cs are used extensively in th e Appliance Industry. The January, 1996 issue of 
Appliance includes a purchasing directory that lists a varie of firms that manufacture 
adhesives. This same issue predicrs modesc growth in th e production of appliances 
for 1996 (low single digit percentage increases). However, international exports are 
experiencing greater growth and companies like Whirlp ol believe char expo rt growth 
co Brnil and Asia will be between 6-8% for the next couple of years. 

Cleaning and Contaminatio n Control -- T he Mound has cap bili ies in five clea ning 
and co ntamination con trol technologies: emi-aqu ous, dry gas plasma, super critical 
carbon dioxide, laser ablation clean ing, and high pressu re aqueous spray cleaning. 
Super critical carbon dioxide i~ capa.b[e of being used a a subsriru te for CFCs in rhc 
rem al of panicl and organic contaminams introduced in the manufacrure of 
circuir boards, optical equipmenr, and aero pace hardware. 

The larer technology assessmen t grouped these pabiliries with rhe Film Deposition, 
Surface Finishing, Plating (see below) capabilities in co a category called Surface 
Modification Processes. This category is descripriv of all of rhes tech nologies and 
recognizes rhat th tech nologies are processes used in rh manu acturing of some 
product. 
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T he U. of D. swdy says that the Mound has the capability ro advise other production 
faci lities in rhe establishment f cl aning techniques that ar environmentally benign 
and that rhe Los Alamos National Laborarory is also competing in chis marker (rhey 
curren tly consul t for H ughes). It is estimated super critical carbon dioxide fl uid 
cleaning techn iques could replace C FCs in 113 of their current applications. The 
larer technology assessment indicates that the adhesives industry might be interested 
in these tech nologies -- surve work will be able to determine if, and at what level, 
chis interest exists. 

Encapsulation/Foams·· T he Mound has done considerable w rk in rhe development 
of nonhaz.a rdous encapsulants and foams fo r its components. The Mound util izes 
epoxy, polyu rethane, and silicone encapsulants in manufacturing components-­
howev r, rhe bulk of rhis technology is no longer available at the Mound. The 
Mound also has considerable experience in the generation and applica tion f 
polymeric foamed products made by three techniques: gas blown, syntactic, and 
removable pore former and has been making low d nsity carbon, or carbon f, am, fo r 
yea rs . 

At one point, rhe Mound was funded by the U.S. Automobile Battery Consortium ro 
dev lo carbon foam as a marerial for batteries for use in elecrric amos. While rhe 
Moun has expertise in developing very low dens ir:y carbon foam . the verall barcery 
expertise resides at Sandia Lab, to wh ich the Mound was a subconrracwr for the 
Banery onsortium project -- Sandia is currently pursuing this project on irs own. 

The addition.al tech nology assessment identified Q[her pos ibl{' battery applications 
including the use offoam for capacitors and fuel cells which are used in electronic 
applian es and consumer goods. T his technology is still being d veloped and is not 
ready to go t marker; however, th is rna present a good oppo rtunity for thr Mound 
ro partner with a la rge electronics fi rm or battery manufacturer that would be 
in terested in carbon foam 'battery' produces. The compan in olved with specialry 
carbons and attety materials i called Inorganic Specialis t~ nd is currently a one­
person shop. Research contracts with Wright Patterson Air Force Base form the 
compan 's revenue base. but the possibi lity exists that ir might eventually form a 
partnership with or begin selling to electronic products man ufacturers. 

Explosives ·· Complete capabilities exist at the Mound for development. 
manufacrurt:, and testing of high explosive and p rotechnic devices. Process 
technologies used in the development and production of explo ive m cerials wirh rht: 
desired purity, particle size, composition, and flow characteri tics include 
rec stall iza tion , microencapsulation , and microcoaring. The Mound also has 
consid rable expertise producing pyrotechnic materials, including h t gas pr ducers 
and low gas producing tlammable solids such as thermites. P rotechnic process 
technologies include formulation, blending, and plasma deposition of chcrmite.s. 
Pr duccion of elecuo-explosive components incl udes the use of a foamtd in -place 
pol urethan · to encapsulate the unir. 
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T he Mou nd company known as EG&G Star Ciry, Inc. uses th is explosive tech nology 
w manufacture ordnance devices. Currendy, the compan has 13 full- rime 
employees and about the same number of parr-rimers. Despite rhe downturn in the 
defense industry, this company believes they have serious growth porenrial given rhe 
unique nacure and high qualiry of their product. O ne of Srar Ciry's customers is 
Lockheed/Martin (which pu rchases detonato rs and orher energetic devices). T here is 
enormous growth poremial with just th is customer, roughly 2-3 billion over the next 
15 ro 20 years. Star Ciry is also working on a CRADA (Coop rarive Research and 
Development Agreement) with the Navy that is worth about $ 12 million now, bur 
could lead ro sales of Star Ciry product to rhe avy for years to come. In addition ro 
defense, other potential applications for Srar Ciry detonatOrs include rhe automobile 
industry (for airbags), space applications, mining industries, and highway 
construction. 

Multiple rechnologies are used in detonator manufacturing (in addition to rhe 
processing of explosive powder); these technologies are also mentioned b low. T he 

ound excelled at the development, manufacturing, and resting of xplosives (also 
known as energetic devices). Expenditu res by rhe DO D on Ordnance and 
Accessories (SIC Code 3480) were over $1.5 billion in fiscal year 1995 (H~nderson 
Electronic Marktt Forecast, 1994). There is great potential here for rh Mound to 
grow. 

Isotope Separation -- The Mound is a world leader in thermal diffusion techniques 
for th e: separation of rhe noble gases (a noble gas, like helium, is rare and when mined 
must be purifted through th e separation technique before it can be used 
commercia.lly) . It also has th ermal diffusion capability for producing other isoto es 
includi ng hlorine 12, 13, Bromine 79, 81 and Sulfur 34, 36. 

Ar rhe rime of rhe U. of D. study, there was an oversupply of noble gas isotope .. tn 

world markets and rhe fare of rhe entire DOE isotope se a ration program was 
unknown. D E hired Arthur Andersen to study the feasibility of privatizing this 
pr gram. Their study concluded rhar privatization was indeed feasiblt and the DOE 
might achieve cost savings by purr ing rhe production of these isotopes in privare 
hands. T here is currendy a group of technicians rhar have starred a c mpany and are 
negoriaring with rhe DO E to provide them with noble gas isoropes using M und 
equipment. 

Th la ter technology assessment idenrifie neutro n derecro rs, medical isotopes, 
particle accelerarors, and gas ragging as potential marker applications. All are niche 
ma rkets and primarily involve research and developmen t. For example, the medical 
indusrry can use isotope for cancer research. Neverrhel ss, th is t chnology does 
represent a marker opponuniry and once the DO E makes a final decision regardi ng 
their involvement in isotope production, there is the possibility rh ar rh e Mound will 
conti nue to support this 'industry' . 

Laser Detonators -- rhe Mo und has considerable expertise and experience in rhe laser 
ignition of energetic ma terials either direcrl or through an optical fibe r. TheM 1und 
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also has the capabiliry to construct and destructively rest such optically initiated 
componen ts. According to the U. of D. rudy, orher organiz.ati ns, including Los 
Alamos and Lawrence Livermore N ational l.aboratories, seem to be farther along in 
developing applications for laser detonated devices. 

As mentioned above, EG&G Star Ciry produces explosive powder and the laser 
detonators that use the powder. The lasers actual! ignite the powder to achieve the 
desired result-- a dewnarion. The laser technology constitutes its wn group ( ee 
below) and has other commercial app¥ications beyond the dewnawrs. 

T ritium Processing-- Faciliry engineers at the Mound have experrist in the design of 
rotal integrated systems for processing and handling of radioactive materials and 
components. T he Mound has developed a range of tech nologies to safely process 
large quantities of tritium with virtually no release ro the envi ronment. Mound 's 
personnel and expertise in tritium facili ry design have been used by many DOE 
locations. Although the technology assessment identifies commercial applications fo r 
tritium. the tritium processing technology will not remain at the Mound and d ean­
up efforrs arc underway ro ensure that no radioactive c nramination ex.ists for fu wre. 
Mound users and tenan ts. 

W elding/joining-- The Mound has developed a number of methods for joining a 
wide variery of metals and has utilized a number of joining processes including: Laser 
Welding, Elecrron Beam Welding, Resistance Welding, Diffusion Bonding, 
Ulrra onic Welding, T hermoson ic Welding, as Tungsten Arc Welding, Pinch 
Welding, Forge Welding, Brazing, and Solderi ng. T he Mound has a very good 
reputation among DOE labs for their abiliry to solve complex joining problems. 

T he Mound has the potencial ro develop a stand-alone welding shop if rhere wa · a 
marker niche that needed some combination of Mound's unique capabilirie such as 
extremely accurate welds, high quali ry welds, micro-weld ing, complex r intricate 
wdding problems, ere. Another possibiliry is that the Mound could act as consultants 
or as a train ing faciliry for production people or producers of welding equ ipment. 
Th is opinion is shared by both rhe U. of D. study and rhe later ce.c.hnology 
assess en r. 

Film D eposition, Surface Finishing, and Plating-- Placing capabilities include 
el err deposition of cadmium, chrome, copper, gold, nickel, and si lver on selected 
surfaces . Surface finish ing capabilities include anodiz.i ng and dyeing, black oxidizing, 
brush plating, chromaring, elecrroless nickel plating, e1 ctropolishing, and passivating. 
The Mound also has a variery of cleaning and etching processes. Film depositio n 
capabilities provide a wide variery of deposited and etched fdm configurations 
encom passing the preparation ofborh metallic and nonmetallic films using 
sophisticate physical and chemical deposition technologies. 

Pre i u ·iy, chis Mound tech nology was used ro supporr ocher Mound activities. 
Whether or nor it could be commercialized as a stand alone capabil ity has yet to bt: 
determined. RecaU that rhe larer tech nology assessment groups these capabilities wirh 
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the clean ing and co ntamination co nuol capabilities inro one ca tegory known as 
Surface Modification Processes. O ne possible application that is ment ioned is the 
microcircuit ind ustry, which could use ma ny of th e technologi es in a 'clean room ' 
environ ment. Th is industry is large and is growing-- sales of produ cts like 
semiconducro rs are currently in the $25-$30 billion range and are pro jected co grow 
to $73 billion by the year 2002 (annual growth of 11.5% --Electronic Buyer's News, 
May 1993). 

Lasers -- person nel have considerable experience with a wide va riery of laser rcla rcd 
activit ies incl uding laser welding, laser detonation, laser-ind uced fluor scence 
spectroscopy, and th e development of prororype laser machines. Most of these 
capabilities have alread been discussed. This technology gives the Mound the abiliry 
to use their skills in a consulting capaciry as well as in the des ign and productio n of 
prororype equipment. 

The Mou nd Laser & Photonics Ce nte r, Inc. do es th is rype of consult ing with laser 
technology as well as photonics (which is basically any<hing to do with lighr). The 

enter has 4 full-t ime employees and 3 part-time. Thei r clienrs include companies 
tha t are involved in ma te riaL processing, welding and drilli ng, etc. One clie nt is 
tapping th e Center's expertise with photonics for a high -speed photography 
applica tion. The Center is also interested in laser ed ucation and in promoti ng lasers 
as a technology rhat,is underutilized. 

Metal Hydrides-- th e U. of D. srudy notes that th e Mound has e tensive e penence 
in the preparation, swrage, and handling of a large number of metal hyd rides. T his 
expertise was developed in co njunction with the tritium work beca use the easies t way 
to sto re and transport triti um is in the form of a hyd ride. T he Mound ha good 
equipment available for the handling and st rage of various metal hyd rides. The 
evenru al c mmercial utilization of metal hydride is un certain. More informa cio n i5 
needed on the level of technology for hydrogen uanspo rration and the possibility of 
developi ng hydride batteries. 

The later technology assessment notes that rhere is the potentia l for hydrides to be 
used as an altern ative to gasoline as a fu el for automobiles. T ita nium hydrides are 
used as fu el for certain pyro techni cs which have desi rable qualities for use in 
au wmobile airbag sys tems and may have other. as yet undiscovered. marke t 
appli cations. Recently. th.e DOD through the mall Business Innovative Research 
(SBIR) program, solicited propo als ro work with the D D in developing titaniu m 
hydrides into a diesel fuel sou rce. Th.ere is one company at the Mou nd th at 
man ufactures metal hydrides known as Wh earville Technology. Inc. Th is company is 
cu rrendy exploring some of the commercial applications mentioned above t r 
titanium hyd ride, although th.ey currendy manufacture very lin le p roduct. 

Plastics -- T he Mound has the technology for material sdection . formula tion , 
molding. and extrusion of thermosetting/thermoplastic and composite co mpounds . 
Capabil ities include injection molding at high tempera tu re. com pression moldi ng, 
th ermoforming, and composi te fa brication . T hese capabili ties have b ·en used to 
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produce parts for detonators, actuators, ign iters, torches, switches, and timers. The 
U. of D. study reports that the amount of equipment and capaciry is limited. The 
plastics work has primarily served as a support to Mound production acrivicies, as a 
result, it does not appear to be an area where there is sufficient capaciry or a unique 
capabiliry ro hold great promise for an independent eimrprise. T his opinion was 
shared b rhe later technology assessmen t. 

However, like adhesives, plastics are used extensively in the appliance indusrry (SIC 
Code 363 -- Household Appliances). B 1997 it is estimated that the manufacture of 
household applianc s will consume over l. billion pounds of plastic materials 
(AppLiance Manufocturer, August 1993) and short term annual growth in u ·e of these 
materials is estimated ar . % (Chemical Marketing R~ort, 19 3). ln addition, 
coupled with the laser technology at the Mound there is currently an effort underway 
for the Mound to become part of a research team working on rapid protorypi n . 
which is a technique for producing plastic moldings of parts that can be q uickly 
altered for design changes. These parts could be used for just about any rype of 
machining, rhe most obvious being the auto industry. 

Thermites -- the Mound has developed the abiliry to compress rhermjre materials 
(composed of a metal oxide and a reactive metal powder) inro various shapes and 
sizes. Thermite materials can be used a .. torches or where rh re is no alternative hear 
source, such as elecrriciry or petroleum fuel. The U. of D. rudy concludes that 
"thermite appears to be a tech nology looking for a problem. There are ideas and 
speculation about possible uses, but currently not a substantial market." The Iacer 
technology assessment identifies potencial applications that include the chemical 
process indus try, metal joining, and destruct/disablement applications. Currently, 
EG&G " tar C iry uses thermite technology for some of thei r energetic devices. 

Radi -Isotopic Thermal Electric Generator-- also known as RT . RTGs were 
developed by the Mound. They use an encapsulated radioactive material co generate 
electrical power. C urrently, NASA uses RTGs for deep space sarell ites -- there is al!.o 
the potencial char rhe might be used in other rypes of space transporr. NASA 
remains the sole customer for RTGs and they will continue to be man ufactured by 
che D epartment of Energy at che Mound. 

Conclusions-- Many of the Mound technologies ha e commercial pplicarions tha t 
are a part of growing industries. There are already almost twenty businesses rhac have 
starred up on or moved to the Mound. A couple of these busi nesses are aJread doing 
over $1 million in sales. Scar Ciry and Mound Flexible ircuirs, in particular, :m 
poised for strong growth in the next f1ve years . By year end the two busi nesses could 
have do e to 150 employees. Ifrhe Mou nd were to acquire 2-3 businesses like ta r 
Ciry or Mound Flexible Circuits per year, rhere would be around 2 ,000 employees 
w rking ar the Mound in ten years. 

However, these companies are bigger than the average company currenrly operating 
on the Mound. Most of ch Mound companies have anywhere between 5-20 
employees, with the average number of employees do er w 15. If we assume char 
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rhese Mou nd companies will grow, and rhar rhe Mound can continue ro mact 
companies with 20-30 employees, then we can develop a variery of ten year growth 
scenarios for total Mound employment. The below table creat nine differem 
em ploymen t scenarios based on the abiliry of the Mound to amact 2-3 companies a· 
year with an average of20-30 employees. These estimates are probably conservative­
-if one or two companies are attracted to the Mound every cou ple of years, like 
Thaler Mach ine Shop (with over 100 employees) ; or, if an existing company 
experiences explosive growth , then the estimates would increase dramatically. 

Table 11: Ten Year Growth Escimates for Mound Employment I 

I 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

20 employees 

2 businesses 40 80 I20 I60 200 240 280 320 360 400 
2 . ') businesses so 100 ISO 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 
3 bustne.sses 60 I20 I80 240 300 360 420 480 540 GOO 

25 employees 

2 busi nesses 50 IOO ISO 200 250 300 350 400 4"i0 500 
2.5 busines.ses 63 I26 I89 252 3 I5 378 44I 504 567 630 
3 businesses 75 i SO 225 300 375 450 525 GOO 675 750 

30 em ployees 

2 businesses 60 I20 ISO 240 300 3GO 420 480 540 600 
,2 .5 businesses 175 ISO 225 300 375 450 'i2S GOO 675 750 

3 busi nesses 90 I80 270 360 450 540 630 720 8IO 900 

W hether certain Mound technologies, like the surface modiftcarion technologies, can 
be fu lly exploited remains to be seen . A discu sed abov , there are many potential 
applicarions or these techno! gies. For example, the surface modifica tion 
technologies have applicatio ns in the adhes ives or electronics industries, both of 
wh ic.h are experiencing strong growth. The question remains as to whether or not th e 
Mound will be able to attract investors or entrepreneurs will ing to turn chese 
r ch nologies into successful businesses. If it is possible, the City of Miamisburg 
ra nds to gain a large group of employees in a diverse group of businesses. 

T echnologyPotential Ap plication/SIC Code 
Market(and description) 

CeramicsManufac rurc: ceramic and 1381 (Oil and Gas 
glass-ceramic headers -- processD rilling ervi e ), 
glass co metal seals -- used fo r280 (Chemicals and 
excremt pressure applicarionsAllic:d Products) , 
includtng oil and gas dri ll i r~g.372 (Aircra fr and 

Sectton 4 - Market Assessment 

Due Dil1gence Report Pag~< 35 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

the chemical process in dusrry,Parcs) , 376 (M issiles, 
and ai rcraft & space app licationsSpace Vehicles, and 
Parr ) 
Flexible C ircu ltSReel-to-reel p rocess -- used in 367 (E lectron ic 
various milita ry & consumerComponents), 
products including: cameras,368 (Photograph ic 
computers, membrane switches, Equipment and 
and deep hole d rilling cableSupplies), 3573 
(Computers and 
Auxiliary Equ ip .) 

M ach ine ShopSmaU, high prec ision pa rts ;3544 (Specl I d ies, 
abi liry to work with hard tools, jigs and 
materials (glass-ceramics); fL.Xtu res), 3545 
spec ialty machining in th read(Machine tool 
m illing and cu tter grindi ngaccessories), 3599 
(Ind ustr ial M ach inery, 
n.e.c.) 

T esring & Ma terialsBoth N on-D escructive and 873 (Re5e.uch and 
AnalysisDestructive T esting --tes ting services) 
su rface analysis lab is very well 
equ ip ped --problem -solvi ng 
services for government agencies 
and small to medium sired 
compantes 

Adhesives Tech nology group no longerN .A. (see below) 
exists at the M ound - surface 
mod iftcacion p rocesses m ight 
have marker app licat ions chat 
would mterest rhe adhesives 
md ust.ry 

TechnologyPotenrial Application/SIC Code 
M arket(and descrip tion] 

C k n ing andPart of what the later289 1 (Adhesive5 and 
oncam inatio n technology assessment Sealants), 3674 
ontrolrefe rs to as Su rface( emiconductors and 

Modi fication P rocesses -- ReJared Devices) 
super critical carbo n dioxtde 
fluid 1~ capable of being 
used as a substitute for C FCs 
in the removal of particles 
and o rganic compou nds 

Encapsulat ion/Advanced ba rtwes, fuel ce Us,, 6.3 (H ouseh old 
Foamsfdters, capacttors -- produceAp pliances) , 3692 
high pur iC)•, low de nsity foamsPrimary Batteries 
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(was funded by the U.S. 
Autom obile Bartery 
Consortium) 

Exp losives T his is one of rhe Mound's3489 (Ordnance and 
m ain expertise-- also knownaccessories, n.e .c. ), 
as rhe energetic materials2892 (Explosives) 
technology group -- used 
with other tec hnologies ro 
manufacru re deronarors 

Isotope Separation Wo rld leader in th c: rm;,[ '??? (J1 ot sure) 

di ffusion process fo r noble 
gas iso topes -- used for 
neu tron derecrors, m ediq 
iso ropes , parric.le 
acctler to rs, gas tagging 

Laser De to narorsMilitary, m ining indumies,3489 (Ordnance 
h ighway construction , aura-and accessories, 
mobde air bags -- expertisen .e.c.) 
in the laser ignition of 
energetic materials through 
an optical fiber . 

Tritium Processing T rit ium lamps, glow-in-rhe; '.A. 
dark fabric -- will not remain 
a t the M ound 

Welding/J oiningNiche marker o r training -- 344 (Fabri ted 
the M ound ca n solve complexsrrucrural metal 
joining problems and hasp roducrs), 349 
u tilized a number of )01ni ng(M1sc. fabricat~d 
p rocessc:smeral products) 

Film Dcposirio n ,Microcirc uit industry --347 1 (Plating and 
Surface Finishing,physical and chcmicalpolish ing) , 3 479 
Platingdcposition technologics(Metal coating and 
allied se rvices) , 3674 
(Semico nductOr 
and Rela ted D evices) 

LasersDivc rsity of laser873 (Rese rch and 
equipment and lasertesting services), 
related activi ties --3699 (Elecuical 

commercial app\icationsM ach inery, Equip­
m ost! related to othcrmcnt, and Supplies, 
capabilitic~n.e.c.) 
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T echnologyPotential Application/SIC C ode 
Market(and descrip tion) 

M tal H ydridesSolid storage o£286 (lndumial 
hydrogen; pyrorechnicorganic chemicals), 
fuel - used to sro re andor 289 (M isc. 
transport rririumchemical products) 

Plas ricsCapabiliries include282 (Plastics 
injection molding at highmarerials and 
rem pe raru re , compre.ssionsynthet ics) , 3089 
molding, rhe rmofo rming,(P iasrics produces, 
and compos ite fabricario n.n.e .c.) , 363 (House­
hold Appliances) 

Thc:rmires Dc:strucr/disablemenr ???? (nor sure) 
applications ; meral joining; 
one-rime chemical hear 
source; syn thesis of specialry 
ceram1cs 
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' T he ew York Times, 19 6. 
2 Luger & Goldstt":in , Techno! gy in the Garden: Research Parks and Re~ional E.conom1c 
Development, U niversiry of orrh arolina Press, I 91 . 
' Ibid. 
'Ct":ntcr for Urban & Public A.ffam , Wrigh t Sc tc Univc rsiry 
1 Wa ll Street Journal, January 31, 1996, Pl. 
6 Genrilc Station Reuse Plan, March 1995, page 72. 
1 The Dayton Busines ews, May 0 1996, page 2. 
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Section 5 - Description of the Due Diligence End State Plan 

As part of the planning team's due diligence analysis of the Mound. an end state plan was 
developed which depicted one possible scenario for reuse and development. The plan IS 

based on the team 's initial understanding the constraints to reuse of buildings and 
development of land The following is a description of the Due Diligence End State Plan 
Illustrated at the end of this section. 

Road Improvements 

The plan envisions limited changes to th vehicular circulation system on the site. The 
one area where significant chances hav been planned is near the entrance on Mound 
Road The present road configuration around the entrance is designed to pr vide a secure 
and parate points of entry for employees and visitors . plus unsecured entry to parking. 
Once the site is transferred over to non-government operations, it is expected that this 
need for a secure entry point will be discontinued providing an opportunity to create a 
more aesthetically pleasing entry at this point. A new road has a!so been shown along the 
sites western boundary ne.ar OSW that connects \vith the road passing through the Test 
Fire area. ln addition to these new roads, the Due Diligence End State Plan envisions 
reconstruction of over 4 miles of roads on the site. Most of this roadway reconstruction 
will invol e major pavement improvemen with landscape improvement to the street 
edges. 

Site Improvements 

Two levels of landscape Improvements are outlined m the End State Plm These mclude 
developmg formal landscaped areas near building ntrances and at focal potnts on the 
site; e.stablishmg a natural landscape treatment on hillsides and secondary o en spaces 
throughout the Site. Establishing both the formal and natural landscape on the site will be 
essential elements in transforming the jmagc of the site to a corporate research and 
manufactunng facility. 

Additional Site improvements identified in the End ta te Plan include developing 
additional drainage retention facilit1es. The expanded drainage r tention facthties are 
needed to mitigate problems with the existing system and provide e :panded detention 
capacit)• to accommodate additional run-off from new buildings and surface parking. 

Th plan also envisions creating approximately 8 acres of ne surface parking lots. The 
ne" lots are necessary to both replace parking displaced by new buildings constructed on 
the Lower AI a " A" parking lot and to locate parking closer to bwldings scheduled for 
reuse. 

Building Reuse and Removal 

Th End State Plan proposes reusing roughly 852,000 gross square feet of existing 
building space (252,000 gsf of office/administration and 600,00 gsf of 
laboratory/research/light industrial space). In addition, the plan envisions the removal of 
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over 480,000 gross square feet ofbuilding space (300,000 of which is scheduled for 
removal by the DOE). The evaluation criteria used to identify buildings suitable for reuse 
included DOE' s plans for disposition, the buildings existing condition, the level of 
contamination, the marketability of the building given its current use (i e. manufacturing, 
explosive storage, research, office), and the location of the building on the site. [n 

addition, the plan envisions developing over 1.0 million gross square feet of additional 
space on the site in the future. Over 85 percent of the additional development (849,000 
gsf) is planned to occur on undeveloped land in three areas: the southern half of the site 
(South "40") will accomrnodat(; 'i75,000 gsf, the Lower Area "A" parking lot will 
accommodate 137,000 gsf, and undeveloped land in the SM-PP area will accommodate 
137,000 gsf as welL The remaining 156,4 0 gsf of future development is envisioned to 
occur as infill on parcels created as buildings are removed. 

Cost Projections 

In conJunction with preparation of the Due Diligence End State Plan, order of magnitude 
cost projections were prepared for the major work elements outlined in the plan. A 
twenty five percent construction contingency has been added to account for unanticipated 
changes m both design and construction. An allowance equal to twen five percent of the 
total construction cost and construction contingency has been included for indirect proJect 
costs such as profes ional fees, tesLing and project management 
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Due Diligence Cost Projections 

Cost Item Size/Units Unit Cost Estimate 
Road (two lanes) 

• Road Improvements with 3,400 l.f. $450/l.f. $ 1,530,000 
Major Utility Lines 

• Road Improvements with 19,000 J. f. $200/l.f. $3,800,000 
Streetscape Improvements and 
No Utilities 

• Road Improvements with No 3,400 l. f $1001l.f $34 ,000 
Util ities and No Streetscape 
Improvements 

subtotal $5.670,000 

Site Improvements 

• Formal Landscaped Areas 6 acres ($81sf) $350,000/acre $2 100,00 I 

• Natural Area Landscape 77 Acres ( llsf) $43 ,000/ ere $3,3 11,000 

• Drainage Retention lump sum $195,000 
Improvements 

• New Parking Areas (on the 8 acres $ 150,000/acre $1 .200,000 
Hill only) 

subtotal $6,806,000 

Facilities to be Demolished by 300 ,000 gsf $3 .501gsf $1 ,050,000 
MMCIC (not on DOE's List) 

subtotal $1.050,000 

Facilities to be Renovated for 
Reuse 

• Lab I R&D I Lt. Industrial 30,900 gsf $10.00igsf $5,30C . 00 
Bldgs 

• Office I Administrative Bldgs 2#2,000 gsf $30 OOigsf $7.560, 00 

• Separate HV AC Systems 782,900 gsf $ 15.00/gsf $11,7 .tJ ,500 

subtotal $24,603,00(\ 

Total Construction Cost $38, 129,000 

Des1gn and Construction 
Contingency 25% $9,532,000 

subtotal $47,66 1,000 

Indirect costs (soft costs) 2 "% of 
construction and cont.ingen"ies 
including ~ ... s, testing, project 
management $ 11 915 000 

Total $59,576,000 

-. 

Section 5 - End State Plan Descnption and Costs 
Due Diligence Report Page 3 
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Site Districts 

Le end 

Lower Areo •A• 36.5 AC 

Main Hill Area 50.3 AC 

Test Fore Area 25 .6 AC 

Lower Area "B" 13 .1 AC 

SM-PP Area 40 .4 AC 

Undovel oped L nd 140.1 AC 

Tota l Site Are 306.0 AC 
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Physical Assets 

3. Natural Resources 

• 100 Year Flood Plain 

• Deep Water Aquifer 

• Minor Wetlands 

• Vegetation 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Physical Assets 

4. Slopes 

• Significant Steep Slope Constraint 
(42°/o of the site) 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Slope Analysi s 

!-eg!lnd 
I I 0-5% Slopes 

I I 5-10% Sl o pes 

10-1 5% Slopes 

15-20% Sl opes 

Exist. Mound Site I North Parce l 176 AC. 
0--5% 62 AC. 35% 
5-10% 56 AC. 32% 
10--15% = 18 AC. 10% 
15-20% - 41 0 AC. 23% 

Exist. Mound Site I Soulh Pa rce l 13 0 AC. 

\ 0--5% 33 AC. 25% 
5- 10% 27 AC . 20% 
10- 15% 21 AC . 7% 

I 15- 20% 49 AC. 38% 
Site Tota l 30 6 AC. 

I To tal Site@10- 20'Yo Sl ope = 89 AC. or 42% I 

) 

@ 
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Soils Constraints 

Le end 

L _____ J 

Soils Constraining New 
Development- 242 AC. [79%] 

Soils Supporting New 
Develop ment - 64 AC. (21%] 

Site Total - 306 AC. 
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Physical Assets 

7. Net Usable Land Area 

• Developable Land Area= 159 Acres 
(52% of the site) 

• Initial Focus on Parcels with Access 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Building Reuse 
Potential 
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Net Usable 
Land Area 

Legend 

Developable land - 135 Acres 

Co nsl ra in1s : 

Steep Slopes @ 10-20% 

Wat lands 

--- Wetland Setba ck [100' ] 

100 Year Fl ood Pla in 

qu1fer 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Building Information Summary: Option 1 

Gross floor area of existing buildings to be reused 

Proposed uses 
ffice 

· General Industry 
Research and D velopmenl 

xplo. ive 
Infrastructure 

N te: 49,700 gsf of the building space to b 
reused is scheduled to be removed by the DoE 

Buildings scbeduled for demolition 

Buildings scheduled t be removed by oE based 
on the lCP 

Buildings which have not been scheduled to be 
removed by DoE based n the ICP 
Unwanted buildings n t scheduled for emolition 
wit in the SM-PP area. 
T Buildino 

New Construction 

rea Lt. Flex R&D Bu ioe 

Indu trial ervices 

253,200 
240,400 
150 00 
139,400 

12,600 

235,50 

83,300 

48,500 

173, 0 

795,900 

540;300 

Lab/Office Total 

••• • • •-•••~- .............. u--•·•-••-··---·-·---•••••~-•••• ••-••-.-o••••-•·--- .. •••·----•••••• •••-•• ••~-00 ,., ........... .,.,, , , , ,, ·-- -·- --n•-

••~-?.~~~~Q _ _ .i9.S2.29..z.~--•••••••••••---··-••--••-•••• •••••••-••J0 .. 9_9.~ .~:.~-•-•••-••··-••••••-•-- ..t2o,~oo z._~* . 
SMPP 145,000 gsf J45,UOOg~r* 

Total 545,000 gsf 20,000 gsf 565_,000 gsf* 

*-space developed by someone other than MMCI 

Development Options 3.4 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Reuse Option 2: Industrial and Technology Center 

Thl ption requires site investments and building improvements to attract high­

value, diversified market and affect rapid-as-po sible absorption of buildings and 

land. It assumes that some public/private developer/operator will tay involved 

indefinitely to manage the operation in the int rest of job creation. This entity' 

non-profi t status would nable the operator to continue receiving federal and state 

funding. 

Market 

• Marketing strategy focuses on attracting the greatest number of jobs, at the 

highest rate of pay, over th shortest time. 

• A vailable space is marketed to below-market, start-up, technology busin ss 

tenants. Emphasis is on firms dealing with t chr logy-senslli e products, 

those pro iding diagnostic and analytical ervices and other lhat can take 

advantage of xisting equipment while upporting and ompleme nting existing 

capabil ities. These usinesses w uld be able to work within the physical 

cb racteristics of the site and be comfortable with the relatively poor visibili!y 

of and ace ssibility to the site . 

• ndevel p d land is marketed to technology-based or light-indusrrial users 

with no specific effort to achi ve afftnity with exi ting start-up busines es on 

' ite. 

• To increase its value, va ·ant land is marketed aft r it is demonstrated that 

ex.hing mound acilities can e successfully transferred to the priv· te se tor 

Development Strategy 

• In estment in infrastructure and amenities go beyond ode compltance but 

only t the extent necessary to ttract the desired market and the desired rate 

of absorption . 

• A broad mix of R&D, fl x. pace, light manufacturing and offic users are 

s ught t ac elerate ab orption f land and buildin rs and mintmize th closur 
impar l n the community. 

• Am nities on th s ite are created, possi ly including upp rt retaiL food 

service, banking, gas, dry leaning, and r ere lion among others. 

• MMClC operate the site through the planning and transfc=r stages, setting up 

an administrative entity to provide for long term op ration of the physical 

plant. Responsibilities are likely to include le sing; building, road and open-

Development Options 3.6 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

spac maintenan e; entral shipping and receiving for main development 
areas; and operation of the utility systems if public operation is not feasihk . 

• Undevelope land is sold f:>r ci velopment by others 

Physical 

Maximum reuse of existing roadways is emphasized with selected upgrading 
to achieve a more marketable standard. 

• A common space is establi hed, pr ably within an existing bui ld ing. wh~rc 
clerical, duplication and other servi es as well as conference room can be 
prov ided to start-up businesses . 

Existing buildings are reuse unless (a) dem lition is necessary for parking; 
(b) the feasibi lity of finding a user is lim ited because the building is too 
speci Jized; or c) the reconfiguration of the building for a potential user is not 
feasib le. 

All retained bui ldings rely on their own heating nd chi ller systems except 
where connected buildings sugoest the economy of a combined system. 

Warer. sewer, electric and gas services to individual buildtngs are provided by 
outside operat rs. 

Investments are made in some limited amenity development around building 
including small o en spaces, tmproved lighting, paving and landscaping. 

E. istmg open space i cleaned up on a limited basi to improve ppearance. 

The stonnwater m nagement. stem, includtng retention areas, is expanded. 

• ar ·ing acilities are well I cated and improved with aving, lighting and 
ltmite landscaping 

• Rav .. · land is so ld or leased in bulk and Mound venue ts e:tended to improve 
acccess lo the ra'.v land. 

Operating and Management 

• A public/private perator succeed MMCIC and remains th key player in the 
ongoing management a t Mound properties. Raw land can be sold, but the 
t;, i:,ting acilities--marketed below rate--would be lease with a primary goai 
of job creation. As a pub lic ly supported b dy, the pub lic/private succes or to 
MMCl can perate at no profit orb a conduit for federal and state funding 
while managing the asset to maximize job creation. A joint venture (for fee 
may be a way of bringing management expertise to the pr ~ec but the '·break 
ven" goal will prect1.1de for-profit partner. 

Development Opti ns 3.7 



M IAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

• All site amenities and services prov ided by the operator are evaluated on a 
cosllbenefi t basis and provided to MA TC business at n less than cost. 

Development Options 3.8 
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Building Information Summary: Option 2 

Gro s floor ar a of existing building to be reu ed 
Proposed uses 

ffi e 
· General Industry 

Research and Development 
E. plosi e 
Infrastructure 

Note: 1,900 gsf of the build ing s pace to be reu ed 
is scheduled lo be removed by the DoE 

Buildinu cbeduled for demolition 

Buildings scheduled to be removed by DoE based 
on the ICP 
Buildings which have not een scheduled t be 
removed by DoE based on the ICP 
Unwanted buildings not schedul d for demolition 

within the SM-PP area. 
T Building 

New Construction 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

235.200 
178,100 
150,300 
130,900 

12.600 

283,300 

I 24,300 

48,500 

173,000 

707,100 

629,100 

Area Lt. Flex R&D Busines Lab/Offic Total 
lndu trial Services 

···········-·····~······- .. ~-······-··--~~~~··· .. ·· -~-----------······-· ····- ·-·~-·· ... · ·-~---- ··----···--...... 
.. ~.<!.~~ '!Q.. .... ~!Q.OO gsf··········' ~!.~Q.~ .. ¥?L ........ _ ··-·········· ·-············-· .... ·-- ... -~90 ooo gs~ .. 
2lv~~-~---·-···--··-~ 45~_9_Q_~f ···-··-·-·····-····-···-···-----·-····-·-·-·······--·---··-- --~-~!.9.!!~.K~! ... 
----~-\-~:!:_:-::_ ______________________________________________ l __ ~-~~~.9.~--~~--- ······-·--··--··-····--······-······-··- -~§~01~ g.!~ .. 
Maio Hill 100,000 gsf 100,000 gsf" 

Totnl 285,000 gsf 150,000 gsf 180,000 gsf 100,000 gsf 715,000 gsf' 

*-space developed b some ne other than tvlM rc 

Development Options 3.1 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Reuse Option 3 : Technology Center 

T his is th "high investment" ption focused more e:clusive ly on the technology 

market Infrastructure and other im pr vements are made to bring the property to a 

level attractiv to investor and the h igher~va l ue market segment. MM 'IC could 

remain an operator or a partner with an investor/operator or c uld sell the property 

t an investor/operato r. 

Market 

• Focus n highest paying jobs, potentially increasing the length of time over 

which space can be absorbed. 

• The historically advanced technology character of the site is promoted an 
emphasis on the core te ·hnologies i continued. 

• The effort is made to attract fi rms specia lizing in technology-based products, 
diagnostics and analytical services, complementing the existing apabi lities of 

the site. 

• On-site retai l and commercial servi es are provided. 

• The MAT seeks to be competitive with other project f a sim liar market 

pr fi le in the Dayton-Cincinnati area. 

Developmen t Strategy 

• The development strategy is long term. 

• The strategy is focused on a high-value market se ment that supports regional 
economic development efforts. 

• Mound i devel ped as an ' investment grade" property. 

• The image o f an advanced technology center is created by modi ing, 
improving or replacing fa ilities and infrastructure through long term 

investment. 

• M lCl c ntinues to operate the center un il it reaches an agreement with 

D E that sati sfactorily provides for the transfer of an asset which is 

finan ia lly sound nd competitive in the techn logy market.. At thal point, 
MMCI .., can identify a real estate manager/develop r who eventually ' il l 
become O\ ner/developer. 

Development Opt ions 3.12 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Physical 

• Technology center is campus-like in character. Landscaped open spaces are 
part of ·ach d velopment zone. 

• 0 1. qua lity bu ildtng with reuse potentia l for office, R&D, technology 
manufacturing are kept, consistent with the image o higher-mark t value 
special technologies. 

• Al l buildings have their own boilers and hi llers. B dget for offi e and R&D 
users' leaseh ld improvemen s g e beyond code compliance an is focused 
on investm enL<; necessary to attract higher-value uses. 

• New roads are uilt to pr vide access to the main development portion fthe 
site and connect Mound A venue t Benner Road. All roads are upgraded in 
width and qu lity. Street trees in selected location and parking with 
landscape improvements are included. 

• x.isting open space is improved with cl<.;aring and replanting where 
necessary. 

• Raw land is dev loped with roa sand infra tructure t create 5- to 1 0-acre 
ind ividual sites for lease or sale. 

• Design guidelines are e tab lished to provide standards for building coverage, 
open pace, land cape, building pla ement an gen raJ architecture. 

Operation and Management 

• Because the technology cenrer is an investment grade option, the assumption 
i that., in the relatively short tem1, a develop r woul be interested in 
acquiring the pr perty. MMC[C may choose whether it wi ll participate as 
part o a ·oint venture to operate and own the property. Through the leasing 
aml development stage::, the MMCIC would select, thr ugh a competitive 
pro ss, a partner an phase out its own participation in the projecl. The 
trategy is lo seek a university, indu try or developer to purchase andJor 

assume property ownership. 

• est-effective site services, beneficial to MATC u inesse , ar organized and 
pr vided. 

• he main developm nt port ion of the site is operated as a single-own r 
property as are the ther groupings fbuildings that cannot be economically 
ubdivided because of access, lot size, parking and other site features. 

• he open space will be develop d to a condit ion where individual lots can be 
leased r sold . 

Development Options 3 . 13 
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Building Information Summary: Option 3 

Gross floor area of exi tino bujldings to be reu ed 

Proposed uses 
0 fice 

eneral lndustry 
Research and Development 
Explosive 
Infrastructure 

Note: 400 gsf the building sp e to be reused is 
scheduled to be remove b the DoE 

Buildings scheduled for demolition 

Buildings scheduled to be removed by DoE based 
on the ICP 
Buildings whkh ha en t been scheduled to be 
removed by DoE based on the ICP 
Unwanted buildings not scheduled or demolition 
within th SM-PP area. 
T Building 

New Construction 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

235,200 
122, !00 
138, .. 00 
69, 00 

4, 10 

284,800 

260,60 

48,50 

173,000 

569,300 

766,900 

Area Lt. Flex R&D Bu ine s Lab/Offic T tal 
Industrial ervice e ···----·... ·-··--···~--·--·----.·-----··--··---·-·-· ..... ············-··-· ··-· -·- -

~-~~-~--~~---·-···---·-····--- -·----~?:0 ,oo~si.__.3_QQ\~9_Q_~~-f.-~9~9.QQ_~---······ 
SMPP 

······--··-······---·· ···-··---··-···-·-··-·····-··-·--·-········- ···---·--·-·······----··---·-··--·--1--~--SL 

Test Fire 

Total 

·*Space developed by someone other than MM 'TC. is opti n prepares sites for 
development. 

Development Options 3.15 
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4. COST SUMMARY 

Cost Estimates 

Cost estimates were prep red for each of the three options. he following tab les 

summarize costs for each o the options. Severa l assumptions underlie all options : 

• Al l em•ironmental cleanup cost w ill be the responsibility of the oE and are 
not include in the estimate . 

• All buildings and site features must he improved to a standard sufficient to e 
in accordance with local building codes and standards. 

• All buildings and site feature must be improved to a level of repair sufficient 

or economically viable reuse. 

• Build ing systems must be such that operating costs are market competitive 

The costs summaries vere devel ped based upon planning assumptions as 

follows. It is important t note the estimate ar to an "order-of-magn itude" 

accuracy and do not reflect detai led an lysis of existing onditions or detaile 
des igns of building systems r building and site modifications. Prior t execution 

of any f the work outlined in these options and estimated in these. ummaries, 
more detailed engineermg studies and estimates will be required. 

Estimates for the three options are organized into site rel ted and building related 

costs. 

Site Related Costs 

Potable Water 

The existing SM!PP water tower can ontinue to be used and connected to the 

main Miamisburg City's water system in its medium presiure di trict. Tt is 
a sumed that the City's water lTeatment plant will be expanded ommensurale 

wilh addili n l ater requi rements. A new water line wi ll be added to serve the 
south end of the site and nnected to an existing 12 inch main line. 

he Mound water wells can be used to provide firewater. The fire water pumps 
and storage tan swill be maintaine 

Waste Water Treatment 

Wastewater flow estim tes are d veloped on the basis of four categories of facility 
use Office, Lab ratory, Light Industrial and Storage . The e: isting Mound 
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v astew ter reatment Plant will be uti lized and will be limited to application on 
th n rth end of the site. 

The Miamisburg City's Wastewater System is assumed t be used for expansion 
for uti lization by the south end of the site. The Miamisburg ity's Pump Stations 
can be , panded if necessary to ful fi ll th is need. 

Electric 

It i assumed that P&L wi ll take possession of the s ite di rihution system. he 
costs t modify the system for separate services including duct banks and meter 
installati >n are estimated. Costs include relocating overh ad circuits D r the utility 
services t under

0 
ound. Costs fo r onstruction of comm unication are identified 

or Alternates 2 and 3. 

Gas 

Gas costs are estimated for meters and extension of gas service from mains to the 
new boilers. It is assumed that the uti lity will instal l gas lines in the roadway 
'Orridor as required o serve the development. 

Storm water 

Current USG Map were used to determine drainage areas. The Rational Method 
was used in calculations. A 10 year frequency storm was used t determine 
r in fall intensity. Duration of the st rm was assumed to e equal to the time of 
<.:oncentration for preliminary calculati n purpo es. 

For preltmmary calculations the thre existing retention/detention pond were 
assumed to be unable to contribute to st rmwater storage. Excavation/grading 
costs are based on standard un it cost per volume of material. Lump sums (non­
detail ed omponent costs) ·• re used for the unit costs of the control structures in 
the proposed ponds. 

Road Improvements 

The ity o Miamisbura- standard is used fo r roads widths wh ich n cessitates 
\ id t ing of "xistincr roadways The use of existing roadways wil l be max.imiz d 
through usc of technique. invo lving reconstru ti n, asphalt miltlov rlay and 
asohalt mil l/joint repair/overlay. t "ew constructior is provided as require . Storm 
dr inage is stimated fa t· all road1,vays. 
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Roadway Ughting 

Assumes standard cost per linear unit for general "OD T' type lighting. 

Parking Lot Lighting 

Assumes standard lighting ~.:o t per area based on the genera lly accepted 
illt1n1 inatior standard for parking lots. 

Demolition of Stanchion Lines 

These demolition costs are fi r removal of the existing verhead lines. It is 
as umed that th is distribution :>ystem is replaced by building speci tic steam and 
chi lled water system ·. iris n t replaced an i!> the responsibility of building 
tenants _ 

Parking 

,hared p rki g areas are assumed rather lhan separate parking lots for each 
bulldmg. This may require a variance rom the Board of Appeals since new 
developmenr usually requires separate parking Jots. Th is as umption permits 
ma:-.imum util ization f existing parking are . Miamisburg City stan ards are 
used or the determination of the number of spaces per area of I ndustrinl and 
Professional Office space. Stan ard c nstruction uni t cost per area is utilized . 

Miscellaneous Site Clean Up 

Ar present the site is isually unattractiv . In lhe past ery low maintenance 
landscape materials were used . Under ideal circumstances the gravel used 
throughout the. ite would be removed and replaced with more natural materials. 
Recognizing the high cost f such an undertaking and the limited resources. 
Opti n l has commended that a budget of $52 -, 00 e set aside for restoring 
natural land cape materials at visually prominent locations. lt is also anticipated 
that some of this mon would be used t clean and improve selected areas. taking 
advantage f e i ing landscape materials, fo r rem val nf unneede chain linh 
fen in~ in visua\l promin~nt locations, and fo r limtte signage improvement 

Formal Landscaped Areas 

R .... cognizing that the image of the site wi ll become increasingly important as lhe 

.me is converted from public use (DoE to private use, Option 2 and 3 have 
budgeted money t create and refine formal landscape treatment in specifi 
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locations. hese improvements inv lve demolition and removal of selected pav_d 
surfaces to ~;re te paces wi th natural materials including grass, hrubs and shade 
trees. It is also env i i ned that walks and pedestrian paths within formal 
landscaped areas will be paved with a relatively high quality material that\ ill 
help disti nguish these ar as from there t of the site. Based on previous 
expe ience th is type f landscape tre lment is estimated to cost beh-veen $325,000 
and $3 "0, 00 an acre 

Natural Landscaped Areas 

lnspect1on f t.he site identified the fact that most of the undeveloped areas f the 
property are cov red with either pavement r gravel. It is envi ioned that, in 

plion 2 and 3, some of the e areas wi ll be restored to a more natural landscape. 
This w uiJ includ remo al of gravel r paved su ces nd planting with 
meadow orasses and a lim ited number of trees. Assuming that soils in these areas 
do n t c ntain hazardous materials, it is projected that the cost for this level of 
lan scape restoration" ou ld range from $45,000 to $50,000 per acre. 

Environmental 

No environmental cleanup osts are in Juded. It is a sumed that all environmemal 
rrecti e actions that rna have an Impact on th dispo ition of the buildings and 

site will be corrected as part of the existing Site Closure Plan . These are 
identified in the I"" olume Environmental Appraisal Reports of the MolDld Plant, 
March 29 !966 and all appr priate Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment of 
DO , Mound Facilit i s reports. 

Asb stos-Containing Material (ACM and Lead-Based Paint ( BP) \ ill be 
disposed as identified in various rep rts. rge, Waggoner, Sumner and annon 
(BW C), Mound Asbestos Survey, May, 1993; BWSC, Mound A besros 
Management Plan, September, 1993; PEl Associates, [nc. PEl), Inventory and 
Assessment oj A C},J in Buildings of the EG&G Mound Applied Technologies 
Facilities, March, 1989; and Tremco Inc., Thermocore na[ ,sis, October 27, 
1995. 

Building Related Costs 

The compari on between alt matives for huilding related osts is organized 
differently than site ,osts. It is as umed that all bu ildings are brought up to a code 
level for all options . ption I lists those basic impr vements and ptio s 2. and~ 
li t the differe ce from pti n l. 
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Costs to Bring Buildings up to Code 

A co t to bring buildings up to code was deve l ped based upon a review of 

existi ng data describing buildings and the ir condition, a s ite visit to confim1 

cond itions and identitY deft ien i s, the pr paration of a haracterization of the 

condition f each bu il ing, and the preparation o an rder of magnitude of cost 

e, tim t~s associated w ith required levels of improvement. Architectura l 

tmprov ment · inc luded mod ifica tion to fir alarm annunciation systems, 

emergcucy power systems, access ibi li ty ignaoe, hardwar , toilet r oms, elevator 

contro ls and s ignals, egress stairs, and related c nslruction dcm lition Plumbing, 

mec-hanica l. and ele trical improvements that are code related inc lude back flow 

preventors requir d on domestic water service entrances, floor drains in the 

manufacturing and lab ratory build ings that are presently att ached to the stom1 

sewer ystem and must be plugged orr routed to the san itary sewer system, 

increa ed fresh a ir capacity for v ntilation sy terns, an repla ement of electrical 

water oolers th t must be repla ed to meet ADA requirements. 

HVAC Improvements 

he Healing/Cooling d ,mands for each building were developed baseJ on the 

pot nt ial utilization as: Administration ffice) , aboratory, Light Ma ufacturing, 

r Storage. Decentralized HeaLing and/or oo ling Plants are timated for 

ind i idual and, wh n appropriate, clustered bui ldings. As a result futil ization f 
the cost f individu I components, costs for decentralized Boi ler lan and Air 

rooled rhil lers are e ·timated at a range f apacities. 

These estimates include steam boilers and associated feed wllter equipment and 

pumps; steam and condensate piping w connect t existing distribution piping 

within the bui ldings· a ir-cool d chi lie and associated pumps and piping as 

required t connect t e ·i ting distributi n piping; in idental plumbing, insulation, 

contro ls;, nd an allowan e for mechanical rooms/budding to house b ilers and 

associated equipment, pumps, etc . The boilers sized at 100 h rsep wer and above 

and t be·· hio Sp c ia!' fi re tube boilers, wil l not require 4 hour surveillance by 
a licensed boiler operat r. 

Deferred Maintenance 

eferred maintenance costs are th se coslc; necessary to bring bu i !dings t a level 

f repair ui ble fo r economi ally viable reuse. These costs are largely the 

on el.Juence of the d ferra l ofmainten nee of roofs, wind s, and building 

envelope. Th is evident ly has resulted from decisions to avoid costs assoc iated 

with maintenance of oon-to~be-c l sed and/or transferred buildings. These 

estimates are based upon observations of the buildings d termination of thei r 
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general condi tion and a pr fessional assessment of the order- f-magn itude of 
maintenance needs. stimate range from $ 1 per square fo t for the newest 
buildings, t $10 per square ot for buildings requ iring new roofs and windows. 

Building Demolition 

Buildings which ar identified in the Integrate omprehensive Plan (I P , 
May 3, 19 6, for demol iti n are not included in the c • r estimate, i.e. they have 
been removed or will be demolished and osted under the JCP . 

Buildings whi hare identifi d for demolition in this study are assumed to be 
clean. he cost to render the building clean is included in the lCP. Demolition 
co. ts have been estimated at a unit cost of$ 1 0 per ·quar foot f bu il ing area. 

Bui ldi n0 s whose fi nal isp iti n is categorized as "Sell" in the ICP, i e. the ICP 
premise 1 that the buildings vii i not be demolL hed, but the MMCIC has 
requested that thev be demol ished are included in this stud . h demolition of 
additi nal build ings which are requir d to be r mo ed in order to ensure the 
marketabi lity of the s ite commensurate ith the Altern tes 2 and J are included as 
appr pri te .. 

Total Construction Cost plus Contingency 

To the total of the site and budding costs is added a design and construction 
~.:ontingency of25% to reflect the potenti l for additi nal costs that will be 
identrfied as th de ign of modifications is prepared, and as unexpected condit ions 
are discovered during c nstru tion. It is anticipated that as the level of ·peciftcity 
of design is increased, this contingency can be reduced. 

Indirect Costs 

o tlte t tal f co ts and contingency, n additional 25% in 'soft costs" is added to 
reflect then n c nstruction costs of fees, testing and project management. 

Additional Tenant Improvements 

Options 2 and 3 include co· · identi fied as addition 1 tenant improvements This 
is an all wance for c sts that \ ill be incurred by the MMCI as they seek t lease 
the propertic.::s to tenants demand ing a higher level of"finish" of space than the 
basic level of improvem"'nt necessary to bring the bui ldings up t code 
compliance, operating efficiency and basic usable condition. hese costs are 
includ d elow the ontingency line because they reflect what is an allowance 
required in the market. It is sumed that space impr . vements beyond this 
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allow nee wil l be the responsibility f the tenant. Note that site improvements 
that are assumed to be necessary to meet the higher levels of market in ptions 2 
and 3 are estimated as part of site costs. They must bee pende independent of 
the lea:.ing arrangement, and must, therefore be assum d as development osts. 

Development Options 

Option l costs include only those necessary to ring the site and buildings not 
demolished up to a basic standard of code compliance, condition and function 
sui tu le for leasing in the pnvate market. ln addition to m difications necessary 
for cod compliance, this includes new steam and chil led ater systems that will 
deliver energy at cost ·ompetiti e rates . and deferred maintenance costs 
necessary to bring buildings to a market acceptable level of repair. 

Option 2 site osts are increased to reflect increased investments m landscape, 
somewhat higher standard for roadways and parking lots and more flexibility m 
uti lity system metering and hookups. Building related costs are reduced l reflect 
th demolition of more buildings . The budget allocation for additional tenant 
improvemen is included at the bottom of the estimate. 

ption 3 site costs are signi tcantly higher because this option ass 1mes land sales 
of land parcels of 3 to 5 acres that are serviced by roads and uttlities . The costs 
retlect these addition t roads and utility lines. Additionally, a rail underpass is 
assumed conne ting to the highway, m re is in ested in landscape improvements, 
and ite roads and parking is developed to a level commensurate with the 
'·mve·tment grade" development this option is intended to model. Addittonally 
tenant improvem nt allowances reflect this higher level of market. 
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Cost lnfotmation Summary: Option 1 

Site Related Costs 
Item 
Water/Wastewater 
Electric 
Gas 
Storm water-Detention 

tormwater-Sewer etc. 
Road Improvement 
Road 1ghting 
Rail oad nderpa s 
Parking 
Site ighti g 
Demolition of Stanchi n Lines 
Miscellaneous Site Jeanup 
Formal Landscaped Areas 

d reas 

Item 
Cost to Bring Buildings up to ode 
HV A Improvements 
Deferred Maintenance 
Building Demolition 

Subtotal 

Total Construction Cost 

I Design and Construction 'ontingency 25% 
Subtotal 

Indirect Costs (Soft osts) 25% of 
construction and contingencies which 
includ~ fees, testing & project management 

Total of all Costs 

Development Options 
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Projected Cost 
$675,000 

$1,00 ,000 
$300,000 
$225,000 

$ 1,75 .000 
975,000 

$525,000 
50 

$1 ,025, 0 
$400,000 
$400,000 
$525, 00 

so 
so 

$7,800,000 

Projected Cost 
$9,000,000 
$6,600,000 
$3,900,000 

$800,000 

$20,300,000 

$28,100,000 

$7 ,o25,ooo I 
$35,125,000 

$8,780,0 0 

:;;43,900,000 
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Cost Information Summary: Option 2 

Site Related Costs 
Item 

Water/Wastewater 
El ,clric 
Gas 
Stormwater- erention 

torrnwater- ewer etc. 

Road Im prove en ts 
Road Lighting 
Rail Road Underpass 
Park ing 

ile ighttng 
Demoliti n of tanchion Line 
Miscellaneous Site Cleanup 
·ormal Landscaped Areas 

Natural Landsca ed Areas 

Subtotal 

Building Related Costs 

Item 
Base Improvements from Option I 
8ase improvement Co t dj u ·tment 1 

Additional Buildingpemolition2 

Subtotal 

Total Construction Cost 

25% 

Indirect Costs (Soft osts) 25% of 
construction an contingencies which 
includes fees, testing & project management 

Subtotal 

Budget for dditional Tenant 
ImprovementS Above Code Upgrades 

Total of all Costs 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Projected Cost 

$825, 00 

1.50 ,00 
$40 .000 

$275.00 

$2, IS .000 
$1,275,000 

$675,000 

$0 
I ,250,00 
$5 0, 00 

$400,000 
$0 

$ [.225,000 

$215.000 

$10,690, 000 

Projected Cost 
$20,300,000 
$(2,400,000) 

$400.000 

$78,300,000 

$28,990,000 

$7,250,000 

$36, 240, 000 

$9,060,000 

$45,300,000 

$4,500 000 

$49.800,000 

1 An adjustment is made for lhose buildings scheduled for reus in ption 1 but not 
scheduled for reuse in ption 2 
1 Includes cost D r demolition for bu ildings scheduled for Reuse in Option I but not 
sch du\ed for reus in Option 2. 
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Cost lnformadan Summary: Option 3 

Site Related Costs 

Item 

Water/Wastewater 

Storm water-Detention 
tormwater-Se ver etc 
oa fmpro ements 

Road Lighting 
R i I R ad U ndC!rpass 

Parking 
Site Lighting 
Oem lition of Stanchion Lines 
Miscellaneous . ite Cleanup 
Formal Landscaped Areas 

Natural Landsca ed Areas 

Subtotal 

Building Related Costs 

Item 
Base Impr vements from Opiion l 
Base Improvement O"t Adjustment3 

A_dditional Building Demolition
4 

Subtotal 

Total Construction Cost 

Subtotal 

25% 

Indirect osrs ( oft Costs) 2 ~%of 
construction and contingenctes which 
includes fees, testing & project management 

Subtotal 
Budget for dditional Tenant 
Improvements Above Code Upp,rades 

Total of all Costs 

M IAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

$425,000 
~2,3.25 , 00 

I ,400,000 

$725,000 

£2,500,ll00 
2,750, 100 

$1,050,000 

$400,000 

so 
$2,100,000 
$1,720.000 

$20,495,000 

Projected Cast 
$20,300,000 
. (6.900,000 ) 

$1 ,1)00_,_000 

$75,200,000 

.$35,695,000 

$8,920, 00 

$44,615,000 

$11 1 150,000 

$55,765,000 
$6,000,000 

$61,765,000 

~ An adjustment was made for those buildings sch duled for reuse in ption l but not 
scheduled for reuse in ption 3. 
• Includes cost for demolition for bui ldings scheduled for Reuse in Option l but not 
scheduled for use in Option 3. 
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Development Option 1 

Building Information Summary 

G ross floor area of existing buildings to be reused 
Proposed uses 

Office 
General Industry 
Research and Development 
Explosive 
Infrastructure 

Note: 49,700 g f of the build in a ·pac to be 
reused is scheduled to be removed by the DoE 

Buildings scheduled for demolition 
Buildings scheduled to be removed by Do based 
on the lCP 
B ild ings which have not been scheduled to be 
remo ed by DoE based on the ICP 
Unwanted buildings not scheduled for demolition 
wi thin the SM-PP area. 
T Build ing 

New Construction 
Area Lt. Flex R&D Business 

Industrial Services 

253,200 
240,400 
150,300 
139,400 

12,600 

235,500 

83,300 

48,500 

173,000 

795,900 

540,300 

La b/Office T otal 

··soui·il-·4·a·······-··4-oo;ooo··;sr ····················· ····---··-----·--· .. ·· · ···· · · · ·· · ··io~ikio·is·r · .. ··-···· .. ....... .................. "4io;oo·o·isi* ... 
--sM'P'P ...... ··-··i'4s:ooo-i5f ........ .. .......... ...................................................... .......... ·------................. · · i4s;oo'O"iis~'* 

Total 545,000 gsf 20,000 gsf 565,000 gsfl' 

*- space developed by someone other than MM lC 

A ppendix 1 • Option 1 Building and Cost Information Summary 
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Cost Information Summary - Table 1-2 

Site Related Costs 
Item 

Water/Wast water 

Electric 

Gas 
tonnwater- Detention 

Stonnwater- Sewer etc. 

Road Improvements 

Road ighting 

R il Road Underpass 

Pat king 
Site Lighting 

Demoli tion of tanchion Lines 

Miscellan eous Site Cleanup 

Formal Landscaped reas 

Natura l Landscaped Areas 

Subtotal 

Building Related Costs 

Item 
Cost to Bring Bui ldings up to Code 

HV AC lmpro ements 

Deferred Maintenance 

Building Demolition 

Subtotal 

Total Construction Cost 

25% 

Indirect Cost (Soft o ts ) 25°/o of 
construction and contingencies which 

includes fees, testing & proj ect management 

Total of all Costs 

M IAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Projected Cost 

Pro.;ected Cost 

$675,000 

$1 ,000 000 

$300,000 

$225,000 

$1 ,750,000 

$975,000 

$525,000 
$0 

$ 1,025,000 

$400,000 

$400,000 

$525,000 

$0 

$0 

$7,800,000 

$9,000 000 

$6,600,000 

$3,900,000 

$800,000 

$20,300,000 

$28,1 0 0 ,000 

$7,025,000 

$35, 125,000 

$8 780,000 

$43,900,000 

Appendix 1 - Option 1 Buildmg and Cost Information Summary 
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Option 1 - Cost Projections 

Square Cost to Bring 

Building Footage B uilding Up to 

ID Descrip tion (X1,000) Code 

Buildings Scheduled for Reuse 

3 Explosives Testing 12.4 $ 186,000 

22 Warehouse 9, I $ 72,800 

24 Potable Water Treatment 0.8 $ -

27 Adv Dev Programs 5.3 $ 79,500 

28 Ceramic Production 11 .3 $ 90,400 

35 Neutron Radiography 2.5 $ . 

40 Printing Shop 12.2 $ 146,400 

45 Health Physics 9.58 $ 47,900 

46 Welding Dev 2.41 $ 36,000 

48 Surveillance 8 $ 120,000 

49 Timer Fabrication 14.9 $ 223,500 

Cost to Improve 

Plumbing/Mechani Cost to 

cai/Electrical t o Upgrade Deferred 

Co de HVAC Maintenance 

$ 5,600 $ 81 ,096 $ 86,800 

$ 5.900 $ - $ 27,300 

$ 500 $ - $ -

$ 2,400 $ 47,912 $ 37.100 

$ 5.100 $ 158,200 $ 45,200 

$ 1,100 $ 43,800 $ 7,500 

$ 6,100 $ 110,776 $ 48,800 

$ 4,300 $ - $ 9,580 

s 1,100 Is - $ 4,800 

$ 3,600 $ 127,200 $ 40,000 
I 

s s.1oo Is 106,535 $ 104,300 

56 Fire Pump 0.6 s • I S 400 1 s - $ -

57 

60 

61 

63 

67 

80 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

87 

89 

94 

98 -
99 

Sanitary Sewer 
Treatment 

Ceramic Production 

Warehouse 

Quality/Product Test 

Energetic Material Supp 

Magazine 

Magazine 

Magazine 

Magazine 

Magazine 

Power Blend/Process 

Explosives Testing 

Detonator Storage 

Matenals Compatibility 

Central Fire Station 

!s ecurity Ops 

Development Op!ton" 
Appendix 1 

0.5 $ -

4 $ 60,000 

45.5 $ 546,000 

16.5 $ 132,000 

3.8 $ 57,000 

0.3 $ -
0.3 $ -

0.3 $ -

0.3 $ -

0.3 $ -
3.2 $ 25,600 

38.9 $ 31 1,200 

4.8 $ 38,400 

1.2 $ -
8.5 

11 .41 $ 171 .000 

$ 3oo Is - $ -

$ 1 ,BOO i $ 56,000 $ 20,000 

$ 22,800 ! $ 147,420 $ 136,500 

' 
$ 8.300 $ 106,590 $ 49,500 

$ 1,700 $ 43,814 $ 26,600 

$ $ - $ -
$ - s . $ -

$ s - $ -

s - $ - s -
s $ - $ -
s 1,400 $ $ 6,400 

s 17.500 $ 147,431 $ 77,800 

$ 2,200 s 43,584 $ 19,200 

s 5oo I s 29,484 $ 8,400 

$ 5,500 $ 81,005 I $ 42,500 

$ 5.700 $ 

I 
I 

1o3.s12 I s 57,000 

Cost to 

Table 1·3 
Page 1 of~ 

Base 
Demolis h Improvement 

Building Cost 

$ - $ r 359,496 

$ 106,000 

$ 500 -
$ 166.912 

$ 298,900 

$ 52,400 

$ 312.076 

$ 61,780 

s 41 ,900 

$ 290,800 

$ 441,035 

$ 400 

$ 300 

$ 137,800 

$ 852,720 

$ 296,390 

$ 129,114 

Is -

$ . 

$ -
$ -

$ -
s 33,400 

$ 553,931 
·-

$ 103,384 

$ 38,~ 

$ 129,005 

$ 337,212 

10/22/96 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 1 - Cost Projections 

I 
Square Cost to Bring 

Building Footage Building Up to 
ID Description (X1,000) Code 

100 Security Precinct 6.3 s 50.400 

104 Test Fire Maintenance 1.8 $ 14.400 

105 Parts Machining 31 9 $ 255,200 

Cost to Improve 
Plumbing/Mechani Cost to 
cai/Eiectrical to Upgrade 
Code HVAC 

I 

$ 3,200 s . 

$ 800 $ -

$ 14,400 $ 470.525 

110 Fuel Storage Tanks 0 J S -
Sanitary Disposal Sand 

112 Filter 
Sanitary Disposal 

113 Dewatering 

A Administration 

B Adv Dev Inert Prod 

cos Central Ops Supp 

OS Oev. & Stds. Lab 

E Adv Dev Production 

E-Annex Offices 

G 

GH 

GW 

I 

M 

OSE 

osw 

w 

WH1 

WH2 

WH3 

Garage 

Employment 

Bonded Stores 

High Expl Prod 

Machine/Elect Shops 

Opns Supp (E) 

Opns Supp 0/V) 

Maintenance Shops 

Well House 

Well House 

Well House 

TOTA L 

Development Options 
Appendix 1 

0.8 

0.5 

55.6 $ 

27.7 $ 

647 $ 

47.8 $ 

29.8 $ 

18 $ 

7.5 s 

5.3 $ 

9.8 $ 

25.7 s 

56 s 

90.1 $ 

54.3 $ 

32.5 $ 

04 $ 

04 $ 

0.1 $ 

795.88, $ 

$ 500 s -

$ 300 s . 

778,400 Is 27,800 s 312,472 

346,250 $ 12.500 $ 337,109 

517.600 $ 29,100 s 623,061 

573,600 s 21 ,500 s 480,390 

298.000 $ 13,400 $ 240, 188 

180,000 s 9,000 $ 145,080 

75,000 $ 3,400 $ 119,025 

63,600 $ 2.700 $ -

98,000 $ 4,400 $ 155,526 

308.400 $ 11,600 $ 3 15,082 

784.000 I s 25,200 s 696,640 

I no.aoo 1 s 45,100 $ 506,362 

16o.2oo I s 27,200 s 305,166 

455,000 $ 14,600 $ 483,275 

s 300 $ -
$ 300 $ . -

. s 100 $ . 

8,622,550 $ 377,900 s 6,624,260 

Table1-3 

Page 2 or 5 

Cost to Base 
Deferred Demolish Improvement 
Maintenance Building Cost ---
$ 25,200 s 78,800 

$ 5,400 $ 20,600 

$ 95,700 $ 835.825 

$ - $ . 

s - $ 500 

s . $ 300 

s 389,200 f- s 1,507,872 

$ 277.000 s 972,859 

$ 129.400 $ 1,299,161 ·-
$ 143,400 $ 1,218,690 

$ 149,000 $ 700.588 

$ 90,000 $ 424,080 

$ 75,000 $ 272.425 

s 26,500 s 92,800 

s 49,000 s 306,926 

s 128.500 s 763,582 

$ 560,000 $ 2,065.840 

s 270,300 s 1,542,562 

I 
s 434,400 s 1,526,966 

s 162,500 $ 1,115 ,375 

$ - $ 300 

s . s 300 

s - $ 100 

s 3.865,780 I s - $ 19,490,490 

10/22/96 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 1 - Cost Projections 

Square Cost to Bring 
Building Footage Building Up to 
ID Description (X1 ,000) Code 

Buildings Scheduled to be Removed 

1 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

10 

11 

13 

19 

20 

2 1 

23 

25 

29 

30 

3 1 

33 

34 

36 

37 

38 

39 

42 

43 

44 

47 

Expl Prod Supp 

Explos1ves Testing 

Dosimetry 

Magazine 

Magazme 

Magazine 

Magazine 

Magazine 

Magazine 

Firing Shed 

Salvage and Sales 

Magazme 

Raw Material Storage 

Waste Material Staging 

Weather Station 

Adv Dev Plastics 

Adv Dev & Health Phys 

Contaminated Waste 

SM Area Maintenance 

Fire Training 

RTG Support 

Adhesive Formulation 

Nuc Opns Prog & D&D 

Nuclear Opns Support 

High Expl Production 

Thermite Development 

Cafeteria 

Secunty 

Development Options 
Appendix 1 

1 

6.3 

0.67 

0 .3 

0.09 

0.4 

I 0.07 

0 .07 

0.4 

0 .05 

4.5 

0.3 

4.1 

3.4 

0.4 

6.6 

0.7 

8.7 

1.3 

1.1 

4.3 

25 

44.3 

3.5 

2.9 

1.5 

25 

3.6 

i<;ost to Improve 
Plumbing/Mechani Cost to 
cai/Eiectrical to Upgrade Deferre-d 
Code HVAC Maintenance 

I 

I 

I 

Cost to 

able 1·3 
Page 3 of S 

Base 
Demolish Improvement 
Build ing Cost 

$ . 

$ 63.000 s 63,000 

$ 6.700 s 6 ,700 

$ . 
s . 

$ . 

$ . 

$ . 

s -
$ -

$ 45,000 $ 45,000 

$ . 

s 

$ 34,000 s 34,000 

$ -

$ 66,000 $ 66,000 

$ 

$ -
s 

s -
$ -

$ 

$ . 

$ -
$ 29,000 $ 29,000 

$ 15,000 $ 15,000 

$ -
$ -

10/22196 



Miam1sburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 1 - Cost Projections 

Square Cos t to Bring 

Building Footage Build ing Up to 

ID Description i(X1,000) Code 

50 RGT Assembly & Test 14.8 

51 Development 3.5 

52 Magazine 0.08 

I 
53 Magazine 0.2 

54 Magazine 0.3 

55 Waste Mgmt 0.3 

58 F1lter Bank 66 

59 Neutron Radiography 0.7 

64 Magazme 0.07 

68 D&D Staging /'.rea 2 
Flammable Liquid 

71 Storage 0.8 
Hazardous Waste 

72 Storage 2.4 -
73 Gas Cylinder Storage 2.2 - -

74 Storage 0 4 

79 Waste Mgmt Supp 1 71 

88 RTG Adml n Supp l 7.21 

90 Retort (Explosive Waste) 0.7 --- - I 
91 Admm!Traimng 1 

92 Prod Training I 
93 Standards Supp --
95 

96 

101 

102 

114 --
120 

c 

EG-1 

EG-2 

Utilities Operations-SM 

Armored Vehicle Shelter 

Engrg Supp 

R T.G Program 

Nitrogen Separation 

Health Physics Storage 

Records Storage 

Electrical Generator 

Electrical Generator 

Developme11t Opti ns 
Appendix 1 

8.1 

1 6 

2.9 

2 

0.4 

1.8 

1, 

0 03 

0,05 $ 

13.4 

0.24! 

0.24 

l l;ost to Improve 

l"lumbing/Mechanl l Cost to 
cai/Eiectrical to iUpgrade Deferred 

Code HVAC Maintenance 

I 
I 
I 

I 

j 

I 

- $ . $ $ -

Cost to 

Table 1-3 
P ge 4 or S 

Base 

Demolish Improvement 

Building Cost 
-

$ -
$ 35,000 $ 35,000 

$ -
$ -
s . 

$ --
$ -
$ -
s -
s -
$ -

$ 24,000 $ 24,000 

s 22,000 $ 22,000 

s 

$ -
$ . 

s 7.000 $ 7.000 

s . 

$ 16,000 $ 16,000 

$ 29.000 $ 29,000 

$ -
$ 4.000 $ 4 _000 

$ -
$ -

$ -
$ -
s -
s . 

s -



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 1 - Cost Projections 

Square Cost to Bring 

Building Footage B uilding Up to 

ID Description (X1,000) C o de 

EG-4 Electrica l Generator 0.14 

EG-6 Electrical Generator 0.24 

EG-7 Electrical Generator 0.08 

GIS Guard Island 0.2 

GP1 Guard Post #1 7.8 

GP44 Clothing Issue 0.4 

H Laundry 17.3 

HH Isotope Separation 15.3 

p Power House Main Hill 15. 1 

PH Power House 0.646 

PS Paint Shop 2.3 

R Research Lab 55 
Sanitary Treatment (Not 

so in Service) 1 6 
Demolished Nuclear 

SM· Production Building 0 

SST Salt Storage 0.6 

sw Tritium R&D 43.1 

T Nuclear Operations 173 
Radioactive Waste 

WD Treatment 16.2 

TOTA L 540.266 $ . 

O ption 1 T otals 1336.146 $ 8,622.550 

Q:welopment Options 
Appendix 1 

I Cost to Improve I 
Plumbing/Mechani Cost to 

cai/Eiectrical to Upgrade Deferred 

Code HVAC Ma in tenance 

I 

$ - $ - I $ -

s 377,900 $ 6,624.260 $ 3,865,780 

Table 1-3 
Page 5 of 5 

Cost to Base 

Demolish Improvement 

B uilding Cost 

$ -

$ -
s -

$ 2,000 $ 2,000 

$ 78.000 $ 78,000 

$ -
$ 173,000 $ 173,000 

$ -
$ 151,000 $ 151 ,000 

$ 6,460 $ 6,460 

$ --
$ -
$ -

$ -

$ 6,000 $ 6,000 

$ -
$ -
$ -

$ 812,160 $ 812,160 

$812,160 $ 20,302.650 

IO!i2196 



Development Option 2 

Building Information Summary Table 2-1 

Gross floor area of existing buildings to be reused 
Propoud uus 

Office 
General Industry 
Research and Oevel pment 
Explosive 
Infrastructure 

Note: 1,900 gsf of the building space to be reused is 
scheduled co be removed by the DoE 

Buildings scheduled for demolition 
Buildings scheduled robe removed by Do based 
o n the TCP 
Buildings which have not been scheduled to be 
removed by D oE based on the I P 
Unwanted buildings not scheduled or demolt tioo 
within rhe M~PP area. 
T Building 

New Construction 

235,200 
178, 100 
150.300 
13 ·' 00 

12,600 

283 ,300 

124,300 

48,500 

173,000 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

707,100 

6~~.1 00 

Area Lt. Flex R&D Business Lab/Office Total 
Industrial Services 

::~~~~F:~~:~::=::::H~ .. :ij,~~::~r:.::::::::! :s:~;~:::~·~r··:::::::::::: : :. : :::::::~::: ::: :: ::: : :.:·::·:::: : :::::::·: ::· · : : : : : : . :: :: : ::::::::::~:::: : ::~22~~9.f&;:t: : · 
·---~-~~~ ................ __ .!. __ ~-·.9.~~J; .. f .................. _____ ....... .................................... _ ................... _______ ............................ _ .. , _lj 5.:.~9.~. g~-~--

·tr:;~-[i "' ........................ ....... ----- ... ......................... \.~-~ ..... ~2- - -~L ................. ............... coo:<YI'io .. ~~r- ---·+6~~-~~~--~,-~--

Total 285,000 gsf I 50,000 _gsf 180,000 _gsf 100,000 gs( 7 15,000 gsf' 

*- p. ~e d eloped b. s meone other than MMCI 

Appendi 2 · Option 2 Building and Cost nformation Summary 

Development Options 



Development Option 2 
Cost Information Summary 

Site Related Costs 
Item 

Water/Wastewater 

Electric 

Gas 
tonnwater - Detention 
tonnwater- Sewer et . 

Road Impro ements 

Road Lighting 

Rail Ro d Underpass 
Parking 

ite Lighting 
Dem lition of t nchion Lines 
Misce llaneous S ite leanup 

nnal L nds aped Areas 

Natural Landsca ed A r as 

Subtotal 

Building Related Costs 

Item 
Ba:e Improvements from Option I 

ase lmprov ment o ' t Adjustment
1 

Additional Building Demolition2 

Subtotal 

Total Construction Cost 

Indirect Costs Coft Cost ) 25% of 
c n truction and contingen ies which 

Table 2-2 

Projected Cost 

Projected Cost 

25% 

includes fees, te tin ro·ect management 

Subtotal 

Total of all Cos $ 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

$825,000 

$1,500,000 

$400,000 

$275,000 
$2, 150,000 

$ 1,275, 00 

$675,000 
$0 

$ 1,250 000 
$500,000 

$400,000 

$0 

$1 ,225 000 

$2 15,000 

$10,690,000 

$20.300.000 
$ 1,400,000) 

$400,000 

$18,300,000 

$28,990,000 

$7,250,000 

$36,240,000 

$9,060,000 

$45,300,000 

$4,500,000 

$49,800,000 

1 
n adjustment is made for those buildings scheduled~ r reuse in Option I but not scheduled for reuse in 

Opti n 2. 
~ Inc ludes cost for emoli ion for bui ldings scheduled for R use in Option I but not scheduled ~ r reuse in 
Option 2. 

A ppendix 2 · Option 2 Building and Cost Information Summ ary 

Development Options 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 2 - Cost Projections 

B uilding 

10 Description 

Buildings Scheduled for Reuse 
3 Explosives Testing 

22 Warehouse 
Potable Water 

24 TreatmE;,Jt 

28 Ceramic Productiol'l 

35 Neutron Radiography 

40 Printing Shop 

45 Health Physics 

46 Welding Dev 

48 Surveillance 
1- ------ ---

49 Tlmer Fabrication 

56 Fire Pump 
Sanitary Sewer 

57 Treatment 

60 Ceramic Production 

61 Warehouse 

63 Quality/Product Test 
Energetic Material 

67 Supp 

80 Magazine 

81 Magazine 

82 Magazine 

83 Magazine 

84 Magazine 

87 Explosives Testing 

89 Detonator Storage 

94 Materials Compatibility -
98 Central Fire Station 

99 Security Ops 

100 Security Precinct 

104 Test Fire Maintenance 

105 Parts Machining 

Development Options 
Technical Appendix 2 

Square 

Footage 

(X1,000) 

Base I Base 

Improvement Improvement 

Cost from Cost 

Alternative 1 Adjustment 

12.4 $ 359,496 

9.1 $ 106,000 

0 8 $ 500 

11.3 $ 298,900 

2.5 $ 52.400 

12.2 $ 312,076 

9.6 $ 61,780 

24 $ 41 ,900 

8.0 $ 290,800 

14.9 $ 441,035 

06 $ 400 

0.5 $ 300 

4.0 s 137,800 

45.5 s 852.720 I 
16.5 $ 296,390 

38 $ 129,114 

0.3 $ . 

0 3 $ -

0. 3 s 

0 3 $ . 

0. 3 $ -

38.9 $ 553,931 

48 $ 103,384 I 
1.2 $ 38,384 

8.5 $ 129,005 1 

11.4 s 337.212 

6.3 $ 78,800 

1.8 $ 20,600 

31 9 $ 835,825 

Table 2·3 
Page 1 of 5 

Additional Additional 

Tenant Demoli t ion 

Improvements Costs Total 

$ 24,800 s 384,296 

$ 18,200 $ 124,200 

$ - $ 500 

s 113,000 s 411 ,900 

$ 25,000 $ 77,400 

$ 122.000 $ 434,076 

s 95,800 $ 157,560 

$ 24,000 $ 65,900 

$ 80,000 $ 370,800 

$ 29,800 $ 470.835 

$ - $ 400 -
$ - $ 300 

s 40,000 _j s 177,800 

I 
s 91 ,000 J $ 943,720 ---
s 33,000 l $ 329,390 

$ 7,600 $ 136,7 14 

$ 600 $ 600 

$ 600 s 600 

$ 600 $ 600 

s 600 $ 600 

$ 600 $ 600 -----
I 

$ 77,800 . $ 631 ,731 

s 9,600 s 112,984 

$ 2,400 s 40,784 

$ $ 129,005 

$ 11 4,000 $ 451 ,212 

$ 63,000 $ ~1,800 

-r-L- 3,600 $ 24.200 

$ 63, 800 $ 899,625 

10/22/96 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 2 - Cost Projections 

B uilding 

ID Descrip tion 

110 Fuel Storage Tanks 
Sanitary Disposal Sand 

112 Filter 
Sanitary Disposal 

113 Dewatering 

A Administration 

B Adv Dev Inert Prod 

cos Central Ops Supp 

DS Dev. & Stds. Lab 

G Garage 

GH Employment 

GW Bonded Stores 

I High Expl Prod 

M Machine/Elect Shops 

losE Opns Supp {E) 

osw Opns Supp CW) 

WH1 Well House 

WH2 Well House 

WH3 Well House 

TOTA L 

Development Options 
Technical Appendix 2 

I s quare 

!Footage 
f1X1,000) 

I 

I Base Base I 
I 

Improvement Improvement !Additional 

Cost !Tenant 

Table 2·3 
Page 2 of 5 

A ddit.ional 

Demolition !Cost from 
Alternati ve 1 A dj ustment I Im provem ents !Costs Total 

0.0 $ - $ - $ -
0.8 $ 500 $ - $ 500 

0 5 $ 300 $ - $ 300 -
55. 6 $ 1,507,872 $ 556,000 s 2,063,672 

27.7 $ 972, 859 $ 55,400 $ 1,028,259 

64. 7 $ 1.299.161 $ 647,000 $ 1 ,946,161 

I 
47.8 s 1,218,890 i $ 478,000 $ 1.696,890 

! 
272.425 1 7.51 $ $ 15,000 $ 287,425 

5.31 $ 92.800 I $ 53,000 $ 145,800 

9.8 $ 306,926 I $ 19,600 $ 326,526 

25.7 $ 763,582 $ 51,400 $ 814,982 

56.0 $ 2,065,840 $ 11 2,000 $ 2,177.840 

90 1[ $ 1.542,562 $ 901 .000 $ 2,443,562 

54 31 $ 1,526,966 $ 543,000 $ 2,069,966 
I 

0 4 $ 300 J $ - $ 300 

0.4 $ 300 $ - s 300 . 
0.1 $ 100 $ - $ 100 

707.1 $ 17,050,135 $ $ 4,472,800 $ - $21 ,52.2,935 

10/22/96 



Mtamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 2 - Cost Projections 

Square 

Build ing Footage 

ID Description (X1,000) 

Buildings Scheduled to be Removed 

1 Expl Prod Supp -
2 Explosives Testing 

4 Dosimetry 

5 Magazme 

6 Magazme 

7 Magazine -
8 Magazine 

10 Magazine 

11 Magazme -
13 Rring Shed 

19 Salvage and Sales 

20 Magazine 

21 Raw Material Storage -

23 Waste Material Staging 

25 I weather Station I 

27 Adv Dev Programs 

29 Adv De\· Plastics 

30 Adv Dev & Health Phys 

31 Contaminated Waste 

33 SM Area Maintenance 

34 Ftre Training 

36 RTG Support -· 
37 Adhesive Formulation I 
38 Nuc Opns Prog & 0 &0 I 
39 Nuclear Opns Support 

42 High Expi Pro~uction 

43 Thermite Development 

44 I c afeteria 

Development Options 
Technical Appendix 2. 

! 

I 

Base Base 1 

Improvement Improvement Additional 

Cost from Cost Tenant 

Alternative 1 A djustment Im provements 

1 $ . 

6 .3 $ 63,000 

0.67 s 6,700 

0.3 $ . 

0.09 s . -
0.4 $ -

0.07 s -

0.07 s . 

0.4 s 

0.051 $ . 

4.5 s 45,000 

03
1 

$ -

4.1 s I 
I 

3.4 $ 34,ooo 1 

0.4 $ -

5.3 $ 166.912 $ (166,912) 

6.61 s 66,000 

0.7 $ . 

8.7 s -

13 s -

1.1 $ . 

4.3 $ -

2.5 s -
44.31 s -

3 51 s -

29 s 29.ooo 1 

1 5 s 1s .ooo I 
I 

2.51 s - ~ 

Table 2-l 
Page 3 of 5 

Additional 

Demolit ion 

Costs Total 

s 

$ 

$ 

s 

s 

$ 

s 
I 

$ 

$ 

l s I 

I $ -
s 

. 

63,000 

6,700 

-
-
. 

-

.. 

-
. 

45,000 

----
$ -

$ 34,000 

$ . 

j $ 53,000 $ 53,000 
I 

s 66,000 

$ -
$ . 

s -
$ . 

$ . 
I 
I 

$ -
s . -----
s . 

$ 29,000 

$ 15,000 

$ . 

10/22/96 



M1amisburg Mound Camp hensive Reuse Plan 

Option 2 - Cost Projections 

B uilding 

10 Descrip t ion 

47 Security 
I 

50 RGT Assembly & Test 

51 Development 

52 Magazine 

53 Magazine 

54 Magaz1ne 
1--

55 Waste Mgmt 

58 Filter Bank 
f-

59 Neutron Radiography 

64 
1Magazine 

68 D&D Stag1ng Area 
Flammable Liquid 

71 Storage 
Hazardous Waste 

72 Storage 

1----· 
73 Gas Cylinder Storage 

74 Storage --r-
79 Waste Mgmt Supp 

85 Power Blend/Process 

88 RTG Admin Supp 
1---

Retort (Explosive 
90 Waste) 

91 AdmlnfT ralnmg 

92 Prod Trami~~ 

93 Standards Supp 

95 Ut1hties Operat1ons-SM 
Armored Vehicle 

96 Shelter 

101 Engrg Supp -
102 R.T G. Program 

114 Nitrogen Separation 

120 ~eal th Phys1cs Storage -
iC Records Storage 

Development Options 
Techn1cal Appendix 2 

Square 

Foo tage 

(X1,000) 

I Base Base 

Im provement Improvement 

!Cost from Cost 

A lternative 1 A djustment 

3.6 $ -

14.8 s -
3.5 $ 35,000 

0.08 $ -
0.2 s -

0.3 s -

0.3 $ • I 

6.6 s - I 

0.7 $ . 

0.07 s -

2 $ . 

0.8 $ -

2.4 $ 24.000 1 

2.2' s 22,ooo I 
I 

04 $ - I 

1 7 $ .I 
3.2 $ 33.400 $ (33.400) 

7.2 s . 

07 $ 7,000 

8. 1 $ -

1.6 s 16,000 

2.9 s 29,000 

2 $ -

0 4 s 4,000 

1.8 s -

11 s . 

0.03 s . 

0.05 $ -

13 4 s . 

Additional 

Tenant 

Im provements 

s . 

Table 2·3 
Page 4 of 5 

A dditional I 
Demolition I 
Costs Total 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

s 

$ 

$ 

s 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 32,000 $ 

$ 

$ 

i $ 

I 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

s 

s 

$ 

s 

s 

-

-

35,000 

. 

. 

. 

-
.. 

. 

-

. 
-

24,000 

22,000 

-

-

32,000 

. ---
7.000 

-
16,000 - -
29,000 

. 

4,000 

-

-
. 

. 

-



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 2 - Cost Projections 

S quare 

B u ilding Footage 

10 Descriptio n i(X1,000) 

E Adv Dev Productio__!l_ 

E-Anne;x Offices 

EG-1 Elec trical Generator 

EG-2 Electrical Generator 

I EG-4 Electrical Generator 

EG-O Electrical Generator 

EG-7 Electrical Generator -
GIS Guard Island 

GP1 Guard Post #1 

GP44 Cloth1ng Issue 

I 
H 

1
Laundry 

I 
HH j Isotope Separation 

p 
I 
I Power House Ma,n Hill 

Base Base 

Im provement Improvement 

Cost from Cost 

Alternative 1 Adjustment 

29.8 $ 700,588 $ (700,588) 

18 $ 424,080 $ (424,080) 

0 24 $ 

0.24 $ . 

0.14 $ . 

0.24 $ . 

0 08 s 

0.2 s 2.000 

7.8 $ 78,000 

0.4 $ . 

17.3 s 173,000 

15.3 $ 

15.1 s 151.000 

PH Power House 0.646 s 6.460 I 
PS Paint Shop 

R I Research Lab 
Sanitary Treatment 

so (Not in Serv1ce) 
Demolished Nuclear 

SM" Production Building 

SST Salt Storage 

sw Tritium R&D 

T Nuclear Operations -
w Maintenance Shops 

Radioactive Waste 
WD Treatment 

I TOTAL 

, Option 2 Totals 

Development Options 
r echnical AppendJ 2 

I 
I 

2 3 $ . 

55 $ -

1.6 $ -

o. $ . 

0.61 $ 6,000 

43 1 $ . 

173 s . 

32.5 s 1 '11 5,375 s (1 ' 115,375) 

16.2 $ . 
629 066 $ 3,252.515 $ (2.440.355) 

1336.146 $ 20,302,650 s (2,440,355) 

Addit ional 

Tenant 

Impro vements 

! 

s -
$ 4,472,800 

Table 2-3 
Page 5 of 5 

Additional 

Demolition 

Costs Total 

Is . --
$ -

$ -

$ . 

$ -

s -

$ -

s 2,0QQ_ 

$ 78,000 

1$ -

$ 173,000 

$ ----
$ 151,000 

$ 6,460 

$ -
' 

s ----
s -
$ . 

$ 6,000 

s -
s . 

$ 325,000 s 325,000 

$ . 
- -

$ 410,000 $ 1,222.160 

$ 410,000 s 22,745,095 

10/22/96 



Development Option 3 

Building Information Summary Table 3·1 

Gross floor area of existing buildings to be re used 
Proposrd uses 

Offi e 
Genern.l Industry 
Research an Development 
Explosive 
Infras trucrure 

No te: 400 g f of the build ing space w be reused is 
scheduled to b e removed by the Do E 

Buildings sched led for demolition 
Buildings scheduled to be removed by D oE based 
on the ICP 
Bui ld ings hich have not been scheduled to be 
removed by Do based on the ICP 
U nwanted buildi ngs not scheduled for demolition 
wi thin th e SM-PP area. 
T B uilding 

New Construction 

235 ,200 
122,100 
138,300 
69 ,600 

4, 100 

284,800 

260,600 

48,500 

173,000 

MIAM ISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

569,300 

766,900 

Area Lt. Flex R&D Business Lab/Office Total 
Industrial Services 

·s·~-~-rh .. 4·a······· ··············-· ..... -.. 1-io·.·aa·a .. ii~·r·· · ·'ia·a:oaa·~ .. ....... :io;o oo· ~~f' ·-···· ........................ "34·o:ooo .. g~~ .. .. s.rvfrr .... ........... T .. ·s: oa·a· g~·r·· -... -.. - ... ....... · .. · ........... ... ... ....... .. .. ........ .... .. ..... .. · · · ........... ··········· .... .. ..... "i 45-;i)oo· s;p; .. 

: :~?.~·~~ : A: :: : :::: : : :: · : ·· : · :: · · :: : :::: . : .: .. :.:::.: .. :: ~ ::=:::::::: .. :: .::·::if~'§O.:~· ·~~:(:~::::: :: : · : ...... :: ·::· .. ::·::·::::::: :::::.:::::::.: .. ::: ::: .: :i:?:~:;§.§.~:g~t: I 

.. J\:1 ... i.l1 ... f:l i_JJ ___ ....................... ... .. ............... ............ .. ··- ..................................... .. ..... .. }?..9.:.o.g.o. _~~.f .. ... ~}O :.~QQ .. s~-~ .. 
Tes t Fire 10,000 gsf 10,000 gs f~ 

Total 145,000 gsf 120,000 gsf 385 ,000 gsf 20 ,000 gsf 130,000 gsf 800,000 gsf* 

*- space dev loped by someone other than MMCI C 

Appendix 3 - Option 3 Building and Cost Information Summary 

Development Opt 1ons 
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Development Option 3 

Cost Information Summary Table 3-2 

Site Related Costs 
Item 

Water/Waste ter 
Electric 
Gas 
St rrnwater- Detention 
Storrnwater - ewer etc. 
Road Improvements 
Road Lighting 
Rail Road Underpass 
Parking 
Site Ltghting 
Demolition of Stanchion Lines 
Mise Ilan us ite Cleanup 
Formal Landscaped reas 
Natura l. Landsca ed Areas 
Subtotal 

Building Related Costs 

Item 
Base lmpr vetr.ents from Opti n I 
Ba e Improvement ost Adjustment1 

Additional Building Demolition2 

Subtotal 

Total Construction Cost 

Indirect Co ·ts (Soft Costs 25% of 
constru tion and contingencies which 
includes fees, testing & project management 
Subtotal 

I dditional Tenant lmpro em nts 

Total of all Costs 

Projected Cost 

Projected Cost 

M IAM ISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

$425,000 
$2,32 ,000 
$1 ,400,000 

$725,000 
2,500,000 

$2,750,000 
$) ,050,000 

400,000 
$0 

$2, 100,000 
1,7-0, 00 

$20,495,000 

$20300,000 
$(6,900.000) 

$1,800,000 
$15,200,000 

$35,695,000 

$8 92o,ooo I 
$44,615,000 

$1 1, 150,000 

$55,765,000 
$6.ooo.ooo I 

$61 ,765,0 0 0 

1 
An adjustment was m de for those buildings scheduled for reuse in Option I but n t .cht:du led for reuse 

in Option 3. 
~ Includes cost for demlll ition for buildmgs scheduled for Reuse in Option l but not . cheduled (I r reuse in 
Option 3. 

Appendix 3 - Opt1on 3 Building and Cost Information Summary 
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Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 3 - Cost Projections 

Square 

Bull ding Footage 

ID Descrip tion (X1,000) 

Buildings Scheduled for Reuse 

22 Warehouse 
Potable Water 

24 Treatment 

28 Ceramic Production 

35 Neutron Radiography 

40 Printing Shop 

45 Health Physics -

, 46 Weldln.g Dev. 

56 Fire Pump 
Sanitary Sewer 

57 Treatment 

61 Warehouse 

63 Quality/Product Tesl 
Energetic Material 

67 Supp 

87 Explosives Testing 
Matenals 

94 Compat1bility 

99 Security Ops 

100 Secunty Precinct 

104 Test Fire Maintenance 

105 Parts Machinmg 

110 Fuel Storage Tanks 
r---· - Sanitary Disposal 
112 Sand Fflter - Sanitary Disposal 
113 Dewa~ertng 

A Administration 

cos Central Ops Supp 

OS Dev. & Stds. Lab 

G Garage 

GH Employment 

GW Bonded Stores 

I High Expl Prod 

Development Opt10ns 
Appendt>C 3 

I Base !Base 

~Improvement Improvement 

Cost from Cost 

,Alternative 1 A djustment 

I 

91 $ 106,000 

0.8 $ 500 

11.3 s 298.900 

2.5 s 52,400 

12.2 $ 312,076 

9.6 $ 61,780 

I 

2 4 $ 41.900 1 

0.6 $ 400 I 
OS $ 300 

45 5 $ 852.720 

16.5 $ 296,390 

3.8 $ 129,114 

38 9 $ 553 ,931 

I 
1 2 $ 38,384 

11 .4 $ 337,212 

63 $ 78,800 

1 8 $ 20,600 

31.9 $ 835,825 

00 $ -

08 $ 500 

0 5 $ 300 

55 6 $ 1,507,872 

64.7 $ 1 ,299,161 

47 a $ 1,218,890 

75 $ 272,425 

5.3 $ 92,800 

9.8 $ 306,926 

25.7 $ 763,582 1 

Additional 

Tenant 

Im provements 

$ 36,400 

$ -
s 135,600 

s 30,000 

$ 183,000 

$ 114.960 

$ 28,800 

s -

$ -

s 182,000 

$ 66,000 

s 15,200 

$ 155,600 

Is 4,800 

$ 171 ,000 

$ 94,500 

$ 7,200 

$ 127,600 

$ -
I 
I S -

$ -
s 834,000 

$ 776 400 

s 573,600 

s 30.000 

$ 79 500 

s 39,200 

Additional 

Demolition 

Table 3-3 
Page 1 of 6 

Costs Total 

s 142,400 

$ 500 

$ 434,500 

$ 82,400 

$ 495,076 

$ 176,740 

$ 70.700 

s 400 

$ 300 

s 1,034.720 

$ 362,390 
-'--

s 144,314 

$ 709,531 

s 43,184 

$ 508,212 

$ 173,300 

$ 27,800 

$ 963,425 

s -
s 500 

$ 300 

$ 2,341,872 

$ 2,075,561 

$ 1,792,490 

$ 302,425 
--

$ 172,300 

346,126 - -- - ...!._ 

102.800 I s s 866,382 

10122/96 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 3 - Cost Projections 

Square 
Building Footage 
ID Description (X1 ,000) 

OSE Opns Supp (E} 90.1 

osw Opns Supp 0N) 54.3 

WH1 Well House 0.4 -- -
WH2 Well House 0.4 

WH3 Well House 0 1 

Base 
Improvement 
Cost from 

!Alternative 1 

$ 1,542,562 

s 1.526.966 

I 

$ 300 

$ 300 

$ 100 ---
TOTAL 569 3 $ 12,549,916 

Development Options 
Appendix 3 

Base 
Improvement Additional 
Cost Tenant 
Adjustment Improvements 

$ 1.351 .500 

$ 814 ,500 

$ -

$ 

$ -

$ - $ 5,954 ,160 

\Additional 
Demolition 
Costs 

$ -

Table 3-3 
Page 2 of6 

Total 

$ 2,894,062 

$ 2,341 ,466 

$ 300 

s 300 

$ 100 

$ 18,504,076 

10122196 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 3 - Cost Projections 

ljase 

Square Im p rovement 

Building Footage Cost f rom 

ID Descrip tion (X1 ,000) Alternative 1 

Buildings Scheduled to be Removed 

1 Expl Prod Supp 1.0 $ -

2 Explostves Testing 6.3 $ 63,000 

3 EKplosives Testing 12.4 $ 359,496 

4 Dosimetry 0.7 $ 6,700 

5 Magazine 0.3 $ -

6 Magazine 0 .1 $ -

7 Magazme 0.4 $ -

8 Magaztne 0.1 1 $ -

10 Magazine 0.1 s -

11 Magazine 0 4 $ -

13 Finng Shed 0.1 $ -

19 Salvage and Sales 4.5 $ 45,000 

20 Magazine 0.3 $ -

21 Raw Matenat StoraQe 4 1 $ -
Waste Matenat 

23 Stagtng 3.4 $ 34,000 

25 Weather Station 0.4 $ -

27 Adv Dev Programs 5.3 s 166,912 

I 
29 Adv Dev Plastics 6 .6, s 66,000 

Adv Dev & Health 
30 Phys 0.7 s . 

31 Contaminated Waste 8.7 s -

lljase 

\Additional Improvement 

Cost I Tenant 
Adjustment Improvements 

s (359,496) 

I 

I 

s (1 66,912) 

I 
33 SM Area Maintenance 1.3 s - I 

34 

36 

37 

38 

39 

42 

43 

Fire Training 

RTG Support 

Adhesive Formulation 
Nuc Opns Prog & 
D&D 

Nuclear Opns Support 

High Expl Producti~n 
Thermite 
Development 

Development Opllons 
Appendix 3 

1.1 $ -

4.3 s . 

2.5 $ -

44.3 $ . 

3.5 $ -

2.9 $ 29,000 

15 s 15,000 

Additional 

Demolition 

Costs 

$ 124,000 

s 53,000 

1 

I 
1 
I 

Table 3·3 
Page of6 

Total 

$ -
$ 63,000 

$ 124,000 

$ 6 ,700 

$ . 

$ . 

s -

$ ·-
$ -

$ -

$ -
s 45 000 

$ -
$ -

s 34,000 

s -
s 53,000 

-'-

$ 66,000 

$ -

$ -

$ . 

$ -

$ -
$ -

$ -

$ -

s 29,000 

s 15,000 

101221 ) 



Miam1sburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 3 - Cost Projections 

I Base 
Square Improvement 

Building Footage Cost from 

ID Description {X1,000) A lternative 1 

44 Cafeteria 2.5 $ -
47 Security 3.6 $ -

48 Surveillance 80 $ 290,800 

49 Timer Fabrication 14.9 $ 441.035 

50 RGT Assembly & Test 14.8 $ 

51 Development 3.5 $ 35,000 

52 Magazine 0.1 $ -
53 Magazine 0.2 $ -
54 Magazine 0.3 $ -

55 Waste Mgmt 0.3 s -

58 Filter Bank 6.6 $ . 

59 Neutron Radiography 0 7 $ -

60 Ceramic Production 4.0 s 137,800 

64 Magaz1ne 0 1 $ -

68 D&D Staging Area 20 s -
Flammable l iquid 

71 Storage 0.6 $ . 
Hazardous Waste 

72 Storage 2.4 s 24,000 

73 Gas Cylinder Storage 2 2 s 22,000 

Base 

Im provement Additional 

Cost Tenant 

Adjustment Improvements 

$ (290 ,800)1 

s (441 ,035)1 

I 
I 

I 
$ -

I 
s (137,800)

1 

I 

I 
74 Storage 0.4 $ -l 
1- I I 
79 Waste Mgmt Supp 1.7 $ -

-1 80 Magazine 03 $ - $ 

8 1 Magazine O.Jj $ . s . 

82 Magazine 0.3\ s - s . --

Additional 

Demolition 

Table 3-3 
Page 4 of6 

Co s ts Total 

s -
s -

s 80,000 $ 80.000 

$ 149.000 $ 149,000 

s ---
$ 35,000 

$ -

$ -
s -

s -
s -
s -

Is 40.000 s 40,000 

' s -
I $ . 

I $ -
$ 24,000 

s 22,000 

i Js -
I 

I: I. 
-

-

. s -
$ . $ -

J--83 Magazine 03 $ - s ,..!. . s . 
- -

I 

84 Magazine 0.3 s - $ $ . s -

85 

88 

89 

90 

Power Blend/Process 

RTG Admin Supp 

Detonator Storage 
Retort (Explosive 
Waste) 

Development Options 
Append• 3 

3.2 

7.2 

4.8 

0.7 

$ 33.400 s 

$ 

s 103.384 $ 

$ 7,000 

---
(33,400)1 $ 32,000 $ 32,000 

s . ---
' (103,384)1 $ 48,000 $ 48,000 ---

$ 7,000 

1 0/Z.2/~ 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 3 - Cost Projection.s 

I square 

I Base 

Improvement 

Building Footage Cost from 

ID Description _lX1 ,000) Alternative 1 

91 Adminffraining 8.1 $ -

92 Prod Training 1.6 s 16 ,000 

93 Standards Supp 2 .9 s 29,000 
Utilities Operations-

95 SM 2.0 $ -
Armored Vehicle 

96 Shelter 0.4 $ 4,000 

98 Central Fire Station 8.5 $ 129,005 

101 Engrg Supp 1.8 $ .. 

102 R T.G. Program 11 0 s -

114 Nitrogen Seperation 0.0 s -
Health Phys1cs 

120 Storage 0.1 $ -
B Adv Dev Inert Prod 27.7 s 972,859 

c Records Storage 13.4 $ -

E Adv Dev Production 29.8 $ 700.588 

E-Annex Offices 18.0 $ 424,080 

EG-1 Electncal Generator I 0 2 $ -

EG-2 Electrical Generator 0.2 $ . 

EG-4 Electrical Generator 0.1 s ----
EG-6 Electrical Generator 0.2 s ----
EG-7 Electncal Generator 0 1 s -

1-

GIS Guard Island 0.2 $ 2,000 

GP1 Guard Post #1 7.8 s 78,000 

GP44 Clothing Issue 0.4 $ -

H Laundry 17.3 $ 173,000 

HH 
1-

Isotope Separa\Jon 15.3 $ -

M Machine/Elect Shops 56.0 s 2,065.840 
Power House Mam 

p Hill 15.1 $ 151,000 

PH Power House 0.6 s 6,460 

PS Paint Shop 2 .3 $ -

B ase 

Improvement Addi t ional 

Cost Tenant 

A dj ustment Improvements 

$ (129,005) 

s -
$ -

s 

$ (972,859) 

s (700,588) 

s (424,080) 

$ (2.065,840) 

R Research Lab 55 01 $ - I 
' 

Development Opt1ons 
Appendix 

Additional 

Demolition 

Costs 

s 85,000 

-

$ 277,000 

I 
I 
! 

I 

$ 560,000 

Table3...3 
Page 5 ol6 

Total 

s -

$ 16,000 

$ 29,000 

s -

s 4,000 

s 85,000 

$ -

s -

$ -
$ -

$ 277.000 

s -
s . 

Is -

$ -

Is -

$ -

s -

s -

s 2,000 

$ 78,000 

s -

s 173,000 

$ -

$ 560,000 

s 151,000 

$ 6,460 

$ -

$ -

10/22/96 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Opt ion 3 - Cost Projer-tions 

Build ing 

ID Description 
Sanitary Treatment 

so (Not 10 Service) 
Demolished Nuclear 

sM· Product1on Building 

SST Salt Storage 

SW Tritium R&D 

T Nuclear Operations 
- ---
w Maintenance Shops 

Radioactive Waste 
WD Treatment 

TOTA L 

Opti on 3 Totals 

Development Ophons 
Appendix 3 

Square 

Footage 
(X1,000) 

1 6 

0.0 

0 6 

431 

1730 

32 5 

16 .2 
766.9 

1336.1 

jBase B ase 
Im provement Improvement 
Cost from Cost 
Alternative 1 Adjustment 

$ -

$ -

$ 6,000 

$ -
$ -

$ 1,115,375 $ (1.115.375) 

s -
s 7,752.734 $ (6.940,574) 

s 20,302,650 ' s (6,940,574) 

Addit ional Additional 
Tenant Demolit ion 
Improvements Costs 

$ 325,000 

$ - $ 1,773,000 

s 5,954,160 $ 1,773,000 

Table 3· 3 
Page 6 of6 

Total 

$ -

$ -

$ 6,000 

$ -

$ -

$ 325,000 

s -
$ 2,585,160 

$ 21 ,089,236 

HliW96 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Appendix 4 - Methodology and Assumptions used to Determine the 
Cost to Bring Buildings to a Code Compliant Condition 

The cost escjmaces for building improvements necessary co bring the buildings to a 
level of code compl ian ce requi red~ r their use as lease propenies in rhe p rivate 
market, are based upon assumpt ions that were d rawn fro m a series of physical 
chara cer repor p rovided by che Mound Administrative Contractor, E &G, and a 
sir walk-through of 14 selected buildings conducted by an Architect from Sasalci 

ssociaces, and Engineers from URS. Rep om o f individ ual buildings prepared by 
Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and Cannon, Inc. were helprul in understanding building 
systems and general conditions. 

Comparisons were: made becween the reporrs and the:: obs rvatio ns made on the walk­
through. These c m parisons led to a joinc conclusio n that rhe wrincn report data was 
focused on maimenance requirements for use by DOE in continuance o f their 
m ission, as opposed to requ irements fo r private use and compl iance with current 
s tandards of public safe ty and onvenience. O f pan icular no t , the proposed building 
needs did not address items su I as protecci ng paths of egress for mulri-tenam use. 
Add irionall , building modi fi cations that are required by code were classified as 
opt ional as opposed co mandatory. 

While usefu l or com parative review, rhese r pons o uld nor be used directly for 
estimates or requi red modifications. Ic was n cessary to develop a listing of essenrial 
elements of code omplian e nd assign a range of osrs necessary r , ccomplish 
required m difrca rio ns. Table 4-1 lists the 8 key code items and the cosr range for 
each item. Costs ranges were based upon the Architects and Engmeers experience 
with projects of similar nature. and from comp ris ns wi th data fr m the Mound 
ReportS. 

N xr, the 8 item s were combined inro • groups th:t r characteri ed the overall level of 
need improvement . T he groupings had a range of total cost from $8 per square[! or 
co $ 17 per square fM c. The ' relared to the rype of bu ilding, anticipated occupancy, 
and building layour. T he groupings, A through are shown o n T able 4-2. 

N e.xc, e.1ch of the buildings r remain in Optio n l , the option preserving the most 
bui ldi ngs, was assigned a cost grouping. T his assignment wa based upon the visit of 
the 14 buildings, reviews of building data available, personal fa mili riry of ream 
members (Stan Abrahamson) wirh buildings, and extrapolations fi:om buildings 
visited to buildi ngs of similar age, e, and condi tion. T he stgnmenrs ar 
documented in Table 4-3. Note that because of the om binarions of costs that make 
up each of the categories, II buildings in a category do noc necessarily share off of the 
same derails. 

T he costs per sq uare foo r from Table -3 were applied ro buildi ng areas an d included 
as pa rr of c.he bui!dincr cost estimate chart. To these coder lared costs, the addiuonal 
costs for m odi tcarions ro H C sy. terns or code compliance, conversion of heating 

Appendix 4 
Development Opt rons Technical Appendix Page 1 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Jan 

and cooling sysrems, and an amourn for ace mplishing d iffe red main tenance was 
added. 

Table 4-1 

1. 

Assumptions and Cost Determination (per square foot) 

Increase F .A. system capacity for code required horns and H J 
strobes: 

$.25 to $.75 

··2-. -·--r·;~~i~I~·~~i;d· ·~~·~i;-~~·~~~· ·~·~d·~~~-;~~~·r~~ .. ~;;;~·;9~~;y··p~~~~··;~ · ······-............... rso .. ,~ .. s1 ......... . 
support increased exit signage and emergency lighting : 

3. Provide accessibility signoge: 
·······························--................ ······s·:s·a ............... . 

··4: ....... r·~~~iJ;~~-~~-~~ iw~ .. h~~-d~~·;~·t i./2oo .. ~ni~-~i~·Ji~9-d·~~-;~~~·~ ...... ........................ s2"i~ .. $·s ........... . 
relocolions. 

••••••• •••• ''' '' , , , .. ,,,,,,, .. , ,,,, ,,,,,, •. . , •••• .. ,,.,,,,, '••• • •••••·••• >-<-•~· ·· •·· ·· ••••••••• , ,,. ,, .. ,,.,,~-·· ··· •• • •"'" •"-• ·• · ••• ••••• •·•~• .... ••-"••••-•••••u••••••,.••••••••••••••,.•••o•••• 

5. Modify to ilet layouts, fi xtures or accessories to provide $.50 to $1 .50 
accessibility: 

7. " ' ii~b~i-ld .. ~9~~~-~ .. ~t~·;~~ i~ .. ~~d~; .. b~iidi~-9~- i~ .. ~~~i"~;d·~ .. ;~q~·j·~~;;;~~~~--.... -.... "'"$ i' ~~- $3"'"""'" 
for tread s, risers and railing d imensions: 

··a: .. ··· "i)~;;;~i ii'i·~~ .. ~~~i~ · i~--b~-~~J'd~d- -i~ .. ~-iil·h; .. ~·b~~~ .. i;·~-~~~m~;d~;;·-..................... $·2· i~ .. $.6 
replacement or remode"ng : 

Table 4-2 

Grouping of Improvement Costs: 

Group A=$8.00: 

.. ~~-~!~9.~.~- i_ t~-~--~~~P.!.~~-~_!~irT1.~.rT1 .. ~.f __ 1_~-- ~-~ - -~.' ... 5.: .. 9. .. c:x .. ~~--~- : .... ................. ....... ................................... ................. , 

Group B-$1 0.00: 

.. !~.c:l~9.:~ .. ~!~.~- -~-3. .. · '-~-~-~-~ ~-i rT1_u_rT1 .. ~f . ~-~-.? ~ .. ? .. ~.~ 9.-.'?.~~r~s.~ .. '?f .. ~.: .. ~ .. ~-~9. . ~: ................................................... . 
Group C~$12.50 

__ I ~-~.!~9.:.~ .. ~ t~-~- -~-~ _ _plu_s_. rr:.i~i.rT1 .. ~.rT1 .. ~.F . ;> ! .. ! o~-~- .<J~.e.~.<?-~.~--~-f ... ~.!. .~! .. ~.! . ~ .. 9.~.~ .. ~: .................. ....................... . 
Group D=$ 14.00 

-- ~~..:!~~.!:.s .. itE!.~ --~~-.e~.~-- ?.':E!.~~.9.~ .. ()~ .... 1.: .. ?.:.A.~ .. S.! .. ?.:..! .. ()~.1-~.· .......................................... - ............................. .. 
Group E .. $15.00-$17 00: 
Includes all i tems with some al their maximum. 

Appendix 4 
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MIA MISBURG M OUND 

Com prehensive Reuse Plan 

Table 4-3 

B 'ld' be R Ul mgs to euse db I ,y m i)rovement c ost G roupmgs 

A B c D E 
22 E 40* A 3 
28 G 61 M 27 
45 GW B osw 46 
63 DS w 48 
85 GH 49 
87 I 60 
89 67 

100 99 ** 
104 
105 

cos 
OSE 

* N o elevator . 

** Does not include #7. 

Appendix 4 
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MIAMISBURG MO ND 
Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Appendix 5 - Building Improvement Cost Projections 

Introduction 

Probable osts were developed to project the costs associated with reuse of the 
faci lities. Costs were determined for facilities chat are proposed for reuse in three 
scenari s which are des ribed as Reuse Options. Derails of the Reuse Options ar 
pr vided in the b dy of the Development Options Report. T he Reuse Opciorrs are 
listed below: 

1. Reuse Option 1: lndu rrial Park 
2. Reuse Option 2: Industrial and Technology enter 

Reuse Option 3: echnology Center 

Cost Projections for Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and 
Electrical 

The cost data fo r fire pr tection, plumbing, mechantcal and electrical was derived 
from 19 4 Means ost Data. T he costs were in fl ated 3% per year co arrive at a 1998 
basis. 

A n minal average-size buildi ng was c:llculaced from che facilities tha t are being 
cons1dered fo r reuse as shown in T able t -1. T he average-size buildi ngs are as ti llows: 
l. Office/ Adminisrrative: 22,00 square eec 
2. Light Manufacturing/L borarory: 1 ,600 square ti ec 
3. General Indus rry/ ro rage: 3,9 0 square feer 

Reuse O ption I - Industrial Park 

In rhjs option, costs an: provided to meet rnintmum commercial standards/codes. 
Requirements to reuse che Mound facilit ies described as pr.io n 1 re as~ llows: 

1. Offi e/ dminiscrative Faciliry requirem nts: 
• Backflow Pr venters 
• F1re AJMm Srrobc:5 
• 1inirnal Upgrade f xit Signage and Emergency Lighring 

T otal Projecred Cost of $0.50/Sq. FL 

" Light Manufacturing/Laborato ry Facili requ1remc=nrs: 
• Backtlow Prevencers 
• Fire Alarm Sr.robes 
• Mini mal Upgrade of xit Signage and mergency Lcghting 
• Plug Floor Dr ins 

Toral Projecred ost of $0.45/Sq. Ft. 
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3. General Indmtry/Sro rage Faci litv requirements: 
• Backflow Prevenrers 
• Fire Alarm Strobes 
• M inimal U pgrade of Exit Signage and mergency Lighting 
• Plug Floo r rains 

Toral Projected osr o f $0.65 /Sq . Fr. 

Reuse Option 2- Industrial and T echnology Park 

Ma jo r costs i.n this Reuse Option , above those for Option 1, a re d riven by the 
discontinu:uio n fan on-site Fire Pro tection Srarion and by the po tential to 

disconti nue the Cen tral ized Power Plane. Requirements to reuse rhe M und facili ties 
described as O p tio n 2 are as fo llow : 

1. O ffice/ dministrative Faciliry requi rements: 
• Backflow Preven rers 
• Replace Fire Alarm System 
• Additional Ex.it Signage . nd mergency Ligh ting 
• P r vide Fire Departmen t Warer onne rion Systems 
• Repr gram D O E nergy onrro l System fo r Individual nits 

Total Projected Cosr of $ 1.00/ q . Fr. 

2. Ligh t M nufacmring/Labo rar ry Fa il iry req uirements: 
• Back.flow Pr venters 
• Replace F ire Alarm System 
• Addirional xi t SignJge and Emergt!ncy Lighting 
• Plug Floo r Drai ns 
• P rovide Fire D epartment ater Connections 
• Reprogram DC .Energy nrrol Sy rem for Individual Uni t; 

T otal Projected ost o f $ 0.90/Sq . Fr. 

3. Gener-allndusr /Srorage Facili ty re u1rements: 
• Backflow Preventers 
• Replace Fire Alarm System 
• Ad irio nal Exi t Signage and rnergency Llghdng 
• Plug Floo r Drains 
• Provide Fire D epartment Water o n necrio ns 
• Reprogram 0 En rgy onrrol System for Individ ual U ni r~ 

Total Pro jected os t o f $2.40/Sq . Ft. 
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Reuse Option 3 -Technology Park 

M jor costs in chis Reuse O pri n, above chose for O ption 2, ar driven by the need to 
upgrade rh facilities ommensurare with modern Technology Center. Upgrading 
of Lighting ro current standards for a technology d riven applicadon is the primary cost 
factor. Re<Iuiremenrs ro reuse rhe Mound facilities described as Option 3 are as 
follows: 

1. O ffice/Adminisrrati e Faci li ty requirements: 
• Backflow Prevenrers 
• Replace Fire Alarm ystem 
• Complete Replacerne.nr of xic Signag and Emergency Lighting 
• Provide Fire DepJ.rtmem WJ.ter Connecti n Sy terns 
• eprogram DOC Energy ontrol System for Indi idual nus 
• Replace Electrical Water Coolers 
• R move Fire H se abine 
• Repla e Light Fi rures in O ffice and Administrative Areas 

T oea! Pro jeered Cosr of $7.05/ Sg . Fr. 

2. Light Manufacruring/Laboraror F diry requiremen 
• Ba kflow Preventers 
• R place Fi re Alarm Syscem 
• Complete Replacement of Exit ignage and Emergencv Lighting 
• Plug Floor Drains 
• Provide Fire Depan menr Warer Connections 
• Reprogram DOC Energy onrrol System or Indi idual Units 
• Replace Elecrric Water Coolers 
• Remove .F ire Hose Cabinets 
• Replace Ligh t Fixrures in O ffi ce and Laboraro ry Areas 

ToraJ Projecred C sr of$4.90/Sq. Fr. 

3. Gener l Indu rry/Srorage: Facil iry requirements: 
• Backflow Prc:venters 
• Replace Fire Alarm vsrem 
• C mpler Replaccmcnr ofExir Signag and Emergency Lighting 
• Plug Floor D rains 
• Provide Fire Dc:parcment Water C nnccrion 
• Reprogram DO nergr Conuol System for Individu l Unt ts 
• Remove Fire Hose abiners 

T otal Projected Cosc of $3. 15/ q. FL 
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Structural Improvements 

T he Mound faci lities aresrrucrurally sound and do not exhibit srrucrural defecrs char 
necessi tate correcrion for reuse in any of rhe rhree Reuse prions. Accord ingly, there 
are no probable cosrs associared wirh srrucrural a((ribuces. 

Environmental Restoration 

The exisring DoE Exit Plan for the disposition of rhe Mound site (see Mound­
Inregrared Comprehensive Plan and related documents) calls for the envi ronmental 
resto ration of the site and the facilities wirhm rhe sire before individual buildings ar 
disposed of through demolirion or building reuse nd rhe sire is turned over w the 
appropriate governing body. Accordingly, no additional costs are anticipated. 

Building Demolition Costs 

T he demolition costs for a given faciliry are nor a fu nction of Reuse Options. Since 
the sire closure activities carried out by rbe DoE for ftnal disposition are relativdy 
rigo rous, demolirion of rhe buildings is straigh t fo rward. Probable costs for 
demolinon should not be dependent on rhe previous use categories. Commercial cost 
standards suggest rhar rhe probable demol ition cosrs wi ll be approximately ten dollars 
per square foot ($10.00/sq. fd. 

Decentralized HVAC Utility Plants 

The feasibi liry of m in raining rhe Main Hi ll enrr l Power Plane (Buildi n P) in the 
three eus Options and rhe use of decenmJized systems have been examined and 
reported in derail in Appendix 6. Appendix 6 provides probable costs and pa -back 
ramifications for rhe three different options. In the event chat the decision is made ro 
go to decentralized sy rems, the c st for rhe same wi ll probably e allocat d to sire 
development cosr. However, it may be useful to examtne rhe cost based upon 
individual facilities since the decision to reuse will usually be cost dr iven . 
Accordingly, costs for individual fac ilities are provided in Table: 5-1 

Derails of parameters required to formulare T able 5- l are provided in Appendix G. It 
should be nored char, based on first cost and future operating cost, fr equently it is 
most efficient to cluster buildings rogether. This is reflected in Table 5-1 as 
"Dec.enrralizarion Plane Designations''_ In addition rhe Reuse Options have been 
restricted co a group of buildings which do not include the buildings located in rhe 
SM Area char will continue to be used by rhe Do . These build ings are included in 
Table 5- l since any decision regarding decentra lization needs co include these 
buildings. 
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Table 5-1 Summary of Decentralized HVAC Plant Costs 

Probable Average 
Decentralized Bldg. Area Total C ost Cost 
Plant Designation 

Building_ Number (K Sq. FL) ($) ($/Sq. Ft.) 
MHI 28 113 2 14.170 14.00 

60 4.0 
MH2 40 12.2 2 14,170 9.08 

99 11.4 
MH 3 48 8.0 127.160 I ~ .90 

MH 4 B 27.7 337. 150 IL l ? 
MH S cos 64.6 622,820 9.63 
MH 6 OS 47.8 480.400 10.05 
MH7 E 29.6 385,440 8.06 

E-Anncx 18 I 
MH8 G 7.5 274 ,505 15.87 

GW '1_8 

MH9 I 25 7 31 5.205 IL26 
MH 10 lv1 56.0 696.700 12.44 
MH 11 A 55.6 1. 124,800 5.62 

SE 90. 1 
osw 54.3 

MH 12 w 31.5 483,290 14.87 
SP 2 105 32.0 '560,400 L4 .75 
TF 1 (Heat O nlyl 3 12.4 81 ,043 6.54 
TF 2 (Heat O nly) 27 5.3 47,905 9.04 
TF l_ (Heat O nly) 35 2.5 43,800 17.52 
T F 4 (Heat O nlyJ 49 14.9 106,590 7.1 ~ 

_TF 5 (Heat O nly) 63 16.5 106,590 u.46 
T F 6 (Hcar Only) 67 3.8 43,800 11.53 
TF 7 (Heat Only) 87 38.8 147,2.90 3.79 
LA. I (Hear ()nlvl 61 4 ~ .'1 147,290 3.2_1 
LA2 98 8.5 97,:!95 11.45 
LA _l_ (Heat Onlv) 94 1.2 29.480 24.57 

SP 1 (Heat Only) 102 11.0 325,050 3.43 
3 1 8.7 
22 S.O 
36 -H 
37 2.) 
38 44..3 
39 3.) 
44 2.5 

GP4 0 4 
'i !4 8 
'1 5 2 0 
101 1. 11 
120 0. \ 

Not Rt:quired 22,24,4 5 ,4ci,55,56,57 , - - -
81,82,83. 4,S5,8G,95, 
100,102,104.110,112, 

11 3. , H,P,PH,SST. 
WH I,WH2.WH3 
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Summary of Probable Costs to Reuse the Mound Facilities 

T he probable faciliry co rs required co com~cr rhe deficiencies w p rmir reuse of thL' 
M ound facilities are summari2ed in T able 5-2 

Table 5-2 Summary of Probable Costs for Facility Reuse 

Probable Cost 

Dollars/Square Foo t 
R use Reuse Reuse 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
lndustnal Industrial Tech . 

P rk & Tech. Center 
Center 

Fire Protection, Plumbing, Mechanical and 
Elect rical Deficiencies 

Off ice/ Administrative $ 0 .50 $ 1.00 $ 7 .05 
Light Manufacturing/Laboratory $ 0 .45 $ 0 .90 $ 4.90 
General Industry / Storage $ 0 .65 $ 2 .40 $ 3.15 

Structural Deficiencies 
A ll Facility Types $ 0 .00 $0.00 $ 0 .00 

Environmental Deficiencies 
A ll Facili ty Types N/A N/A N/A 

Demolit ion Cost 
A ll Facility Types $ 10.00 $ 10.00 $ 10.00 
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Appendix 6 - HVAC Utility Plant Assessment 

Introduction 

The purpose fthis analysis i to determine the economical feasibility of 
m intaining the Main Central Plant (Building P) as the connected demand for 
steam and chilled water is reduced. This reduction in onnected demand will 
occur as fi cilit ies are clo d down, as the processes ith in tbe facilities are 
altered and as facilities are trans£; rred to vari us reuse applicat ions. Thi 
analysis compares the costs and energy consumption aspects of new Decentralized 
Plants to that of thee; isting entral Plant. 

The Mound Plant Util ity Study (pr par d b Barge Wagg ner, Sumner, and 
Cannon, Inc., dated April 15, 1996) addressed economic ramifications for various 
entities, i.e. DoE contractors, private contractors, MMCIC, etc .. to deliver utility 
services to th DoE perati ns. Th r port did not ddress the economics of the 
utilization of Decentralized HV AC Plant rather than the Central Plant. Although 
some of the basic data whi h is used in this report is based on th is Utility Study, 
th is report is an entity unto its m n, that i , it should not be used as a basis to 
validate or invalidate theM und Plant tility Study. 

Assumptions/Estimates 

Energy Demands 

F r the purp se of anal_ sis, the steam and chil led water demand fo r all buildings 
to be reused under each of the Reuse Options were calculated based on the 
consumption rates a pre. ented in the Mound Plant ti lity tudy. The costs for 
op rating the C ntral Plant were also extracted from the M und Plant Utility 

tudy . 

Th heating and cool ing demand f r Reuse Option 1 are provided in Table 6-1 . 
The table includes the heat ing and cooling requirements for the facilities in the 

M-PP area which are not formal ly in luded in the Reuse Option but will be 
mainta ined by the Do f r continuing mi sions and e entual other disposition. In 
addition, the energy requirements for Building l 05 include the unfinished 
mezzanine area which is con istent with the Mound Plant Uti lity Study. 

Appendix 6- HVAC Util ity Plant Assessment 
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Table 6- 1 Heating and Cooling Demands- Reuse Option 1 
Bldg. Building Bldg . Bldg. Area Heating Demand Coonng Demand 

No. Description Type lsq. ft. ) fBTU/hr) I#Stm/yr) !BTU/hrl (Ton hrs/yr) 

Main Hill Buildings 

28 Ceram1c Prod. L 11 ,300 650,880 1,446,400 6B3,650 B2.490 

60 Ceramic Pro(! L 4,000 230,400 5 12,000 242,000 29,200 

40 Pnnt Ship A 12,200 46 1,160 1,0 24,800 488,000 58,560 

99 Security Ops A 1 1,400 430. 920 95 7.600 456 ,000 54,720 

4B Surveillance L 8,000 460,800 1,024,000 484,000 68,400 

B Adv Dev/Pro L 27,700 1,595,520 3,545,600 1,675,850 202,2 10 

cos Ops Support L 64.700 3, 726,720 8.2B 1 ,600 3,914,360 472,310 

OS Stds l.ab L 47,800 2,753,280 6,118,400 2,89 1.900 348 ,940 

E Adv Dev Prod L 29, 800 1.716,480 3,814,400 1,802,900 217,540 

E-Annex Offices A 1B, OOO 680.400 1,5 12,000 720.000 86, 400 

G Garage LM 7, 500 580,500 1.290,000 697, 500 83,260 

GW Bond Stores LM 9,800 75 8,520 1,685,600 911 ,400 108,780 

I High Exp Prod L 25,700 1,480,320 3,289,600 1,554 ,860 187,6 10 

M Mach Snaps LM 56,000 4,334.400 9,632,000 5,208,000 6 2 1,600 

A Admin Off . A 55, 600 2., 101 ,680 4,670.400 2,224,000 266,880 

OSE Opns Supp A 90,100 3,405,780 7,568,400 3,604,000 432.480 

osw Opns Supp A 54,300 2,052,540 4,56 1,200 2,1 72,000 260 ,640 

w M aint Shops LM 32,500 2, 51 5,500 5,590,000 3,022 ,500 360,750 

SM·PP Buildings 

102 Off ice A 11 ,000 415 ,800 924,000 440 ,000 62.800 

31 Waste Stor s 8,700 0 0 0 0 

3 3 M ainten nee A 8,000 302,400 672,000 3 20,000 38 ,400 

36 Support L 4,300 24 7, 680 550.400 260 ,1 50 3 1,390 

37 Form Lab L 2,500 144,000 320.000 151,250 18,250 

38 Nuc Opns L 44,300 2,55 1,680 5,670,400 2,680, 150 323,390 

39 Support A 3.500 132,300 294,00 0 140 ,000 16,800 

44 Cafetena A 2,500 94,500 210,000 100,000 12,000 

GP44 Cloth Issue A 400 15, 120 33.600 16,0 00 1.920 

50 Assam & Tst L 14,800 852,480 1,894, 400 895,400 108,040 

95 Chiller Plant A .2,000 75 ,600 168.000 8 0 ,000 9,600 

101 Eng Support A 1,800 68,040 151,200 72.000 8,640 

120 Storage s 100 0 0 0 0 

105 Mach Shop LM 38,000 2,94 1.200 6,536,000 3 ,534,000 421,800 
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Table 6-1 Heating and Cooling Demands - Reuse Option 1 
Bldg. Building Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand 

No. Description Type (sq. h.) IBTU/hrl (#Stm/yrl (BTU/hr) (Ton hrs/yrl 

Test Fire Buildings 

3 Explos Test L 12,400 7 14, 240 1,587,200 750,200 90,520 

27 Adv Dev L 5,300 305.280 6 7B.400 320,650 38,690 

35 Radiography LM 2.500 19 3,500 430,000 232,500 27,750 

49 Timer Fab LM 14.900 1,153,260 2,562,800 1,3 85,700 , 65,390 

63 Qual !Test LM 16,500 1,277, ,00 2,838 ,000 1,534,500 183,150 

67 Energy Supp L 3,800 218,880 486,400 229,900 27,740 

B7 Explos Test L 38,900 2.240,640 4,979,200 2,353.450 283,970 

Lower Area Buildings 

61 W rehouse A 45,500 1,71 9 ,900 3 ,822,000 1,820,000 21 8.400 

98 Cnt Fire Stat A 8,500 32 1,300 7 14.000 340,000 40 ,800 

94 Mat Capacity L 1,200 69,, 20 153,600 72,600 8,760 

The heating and coo ling demands for Reuse Option 2 are provided as Table 6--· 
The a ni difference between this tab l · and the former table (Table 6- I) are the 
number of fac ilitie , resultant area and heatine and ooling demands. 

Table 6-2 Heating and Cooling Demands - Reuse Option 2 
Bldg. Building Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand 

No. Description Type (sq. h .) fBTU/hrl (#Stm/yr) (BTU/hrl (Ton hrs/yrl 

Main Hill Buildings 

28 Ceramic Prod. L 1 1,300 650,880 , ,446,400 683.650 82,490 

60 Ceramic Prod L 4 ,000 230,400 5 12,000 242,000 29,200 

40 Pnnt Ship A 12,200 461 ,1 60 1.024.800 48B,OOO 5 9,560 

99 Security Ops A 11,400 430,9 20 957,600 466.000 54,720 

B Adv Dev/Pro L 27,700 1,595,520 3, 545.600 1,675.850 202,210 

cos Ops Support L 64,700 3,726,720 8.28 1,600 3,914,360 472,310 

OS Stds Lab L 47, 800 2,753.280 6, 118,400 2,891 ,900 348,940 

E Adv Oev Prod L 29,800 1. 7 16,480 3,8 14,400 1,802,900 2 17,540 

E-Annex Off ices A 18,000 680,400 1,5 12,000 720,000 86.400 

G Garage LM 7,500 580,500 1.290,000 6 97,600 83.250 

GW Bond Stores LM 9,800 758,520 1,68 5,600 9 11.400 108,780 

I Htgh Exp Prod L 25, 700 1,480,320 3.289,60 0 1,5 54,850 187,610 

M Mach Shops LM 56,000 4 ,334,400 9,632,000 5,208,000 62 1,600 
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Table 6-2 Heating and Cooling Demands - Reuse Option 2 
Bldg. Building Bldg. Bldg. Area Heat ing Demand Cooling Demand 

No . Dascription Type ( q. ft .) (BTU/hrl (#Stm /yr) (BTU/hrl !Ton hrs/yrl 

A Admin Off . A 55,600 2,1 0 1,6 80 4,6 70,400 2,224 ,000 266,880 

OSE Opns Supp A 90 ,100 3.405,780 7,568.400 3 ,604,000 4 32.480 

osw Opns Supp A 54,300 2,052,540 4 ,561,200 2.172,000 260,640 

SM-PP Buildings 

10 2 Office A 11 ,000 415,800 924,000 440,0 00 52,800 

31 Waste Stor s 8 ,700 0 0 0 0 

33 Maintenance A 8 ,000 30 2,400 672,000 320,000 38.400 

36 Support L 4, 300 247,680 550.400 260, 150 3 1,390 

37 Form Lab L 2,500 144,000 320 ,000 15 1,260 18,250 

38 Nuc Opns L 44,300 2.55 1,680 5,6 70 ,400 2.680,1 50 323,390 

39 Support A 3, 500 132,300 294,000 140 ,0 00 16,800 

44 Cafeteria A 2,500 94,500 210 ,000 100,000 12,000 

GP44 Cloth Issue A 400 15,120 33 ,600 16,000 1,920 

50 Assam & Tst L 14 ,800 852,480 1,894,400 895,400 108,040 

95 Chil ler Plant A 2,000 75 ,600 168,000 80,000 9,600 

10 1 Eng Support A 1,800 68,040 151 ,200 72,000 8,640 

120 Storage s 100 0 0 0 0 

105 Mach Shop LM 38,000 2,94 1,200 6,536,000 3 .534 ,000 421 .eoo 

Test Rre Buildings 

3 Explos Test L 12.400 714, 240 1,587,200 750 ,200 90,520 

35 Radiography LM 2 ,500 193,500 430,000 232,500 27,760 

49 T1mer Fab LM 14,900 1.153,260 2,562,800 1 ,385, 700 165,390 

63 Oval/Test LM 16,500 1,277, 100 2 ,838,0 00 1,534,500 183, 1 50 

67 Energy Supp L 3,800 218,880 486,400 229,900 27,740 

87 Explos Test L 38,900 2,240,640 4 ,979,200 2,353.450 283,970 

Lower Area BuOdings 

6 1 Warehouse A 45,500 1,7 19,900 3,822,000 1,820.000 21 8,400 

94 Mat Capacity L 1,200 69, 120 153 ,600 72,600 8 ,760 
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The heating and cool ing demands for Reuse ption 3 are pro ided as Table 6-3. 

Table 6 -3 Heating and Cooling Demands - Reuse Option 3 
Bldg. Building Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand 

No. Description Type (sq. ft . ) (BTU/hr) (#Stm/yr) !BTU/hrl (Ton hrs/yrl 

Main Hill Buildings 

28 Ceramic L 11 ,300 650,880 , ,446,400 683,650 82,490 
Prod. 

40 Print Ship A 12,200 46 t. 160 1,024,800 488,000 58,560 

99 Security Ops A 11,400 430,920 957,600 456,000 54.720 

cos Ops Support L 64,700 3,726,720 8,28 1,600 3,914,350 4 72,310 

OS Stds Lab L 47, 800 2, 753,280 6,1 18,400 2,89 1,900 348,940 

G Garage LM 7,500 580,500 1,290 ,000 697,500 83,250 

GW Bond Stores LM 9,800 758,520 1,685,600 9 11,400 108,780 

I High E p L 25, 700 1,480,320 3 ,289,600 1,554,850 187,610 
Prod 

A Admin Off. A 55.600 2, 101,680 4 ,670,400 2,224,000 266,BBO 

OSE Opns Supp A 90,100 3,405,780 7,568,400 3,604,000 432,480 

osw Opns Supp A 54,300 2.052,540 4,56 1,200 2, 172,000 260,640 

SM ·PP Buildings 

102 Office A 11,000 4 15,800 924,000 440,000 52.800 

31 Waste Stor s 8,700 0 0 0 0 

33 Maint nance A 8,000 302,400 672,000 320.000 38,400 

36 Support L 4 ,300 247,680 550,400 260.150 31,390 

37 Form Lab L 2,500 144,000 320,000 151 ,250 18.250 

38 Nuc Opns L 44,300 2,551.680 5,670,400 2.680.150 323,390 

39 Support A 3,500 132,300 294,000 140,000 16,800 

44 Cafetena A 2,500 94,500 2 10,000 100,000 12,000 

GP44 Cloth Issue A 400 15, 120 33,600 16,000 1,9 20 

50 Assam & T t L 14,800 852,480 1,894,400 895,400 108,040 

95 Chiller Plant A 2 ,000 75,600 168,000 ao.ooo 9,600 

101 Eng Support A 1,800 68,040 15 1,200 72,000 8.640 

120 Storag'3 s 100 0 0 0 0 

105 Mach Shop LM 38,000 2,941 ,200 6,536,000 3,5 34,000 421,800 

Test Fire Buildings 

3 Explos Test L 12,400 71 4,240 1,58 7, 200 750,200 90,520 

35 Radiography LM 2,500 193,500 430,000 232,500 27,750 

63 Qual/Test LM 16,500 1,277, 100 2.838.000 1,534,500 183,150 
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Table 6-3 Heating and Cooling Demands - Reuse Option 3 
Bldg. Building Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand 

No. Description Typa (sq. ft .) (BTU/hr) (IIStmlyr) IBTU/hr) ji Ton hrslyrl 

67 Energy Supp L 3,800 21 8,8 80 48 6,400 229,9001 27,740 

8 7 Explos Test L 38,900 2.240 ,640 4,979,200 2,353,450 1 283,9 70 

Low er Area Buildings 

61 W arehouse A 45 ,600 1,719,900 3,822, 000 l ,820,000J 218,400 

94 Mat Capacity L 1,200 69 ,1 20 153.600 72 ,6001 8,760 

Boilers 

Based n a reported steam production in 1995 of approximately 200 000,000 lbs. 
and fuel consumption equivalent to approximately 2,909 490 CCF of n tural gas, 
the steam plant effi ci ncy was calculated to be approximat I 4.5 percent. Th is 
agrees wi th theM und Plant Util ity Study wh ich indicates bo il r efficiencies f 
70 percent and I ine losses of five percent. 

Based n manufacturer's pub! ished data, boi ler efficienci s of 78 to 81 per ent can 
be obtained for "Ohio ' pecial" bo ilers operating fr m 25 t l 0 percent load. (t 

was a sumed that an av rage plant effi ci ncy of 75 percent could be obtained by 
the proposed Decentralized PI nts. 

1t was estimated th t the Decentrali zed PI nts w ith new boilers and great ly 
reduced line los es could save 10 perc nt in energy costs r Ia ted to steam 
pr duction . The 'OSt of natu ra l gas was d termined to be $0.247/CCF. 

Ch illers 

The combined average energy nsumpt i n for the exi tmg chillers and ass ciated 
chilled ater pumps and cooli ng to\ er equi pment wa as umed to be l.l kw/ton . 
The t pica! 1980's vintage chiller was manufactured to consume 0.75 kw/ton at 
fu ll ! ad and approximatel y 0.8 kw/ton at partial load . The 30 percent glycol 
sol ution increases kw/ton and adds ~ ignificantly to the head losses which n ed to 
be accom modated by the chi lled water pumps. A dis tri bu tion loss due to a one­
degree tem perature rise equates to an ight perc nt sy tern ffi iency loss for a 
system with a 12-degree temperature diffe rence between ch illed water supply and 
chi lled water retu rn . 

Manufacturer's data for air coo led chi llers with a 30 per ent g lyco l solution 
indicates an average energy con umption of 1.3 k• /ton at full load and 1.04 
k /to n at partial load c nditions. 
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M IA M ISBURG MOUND 

Com prehen sive Reuse Plan 

For the purp se of comparison, it was estimated that the new air cooled chillers to 
be used by th Decentral ized Plants would operate at approximately the same 
en rgy onsumption rate as the existing chil lers . It is antici pat d that a five 
percent energ savings could be realized by the Decentra lized Plants due to the 
elimination of most th e distribution losses (temperature rise and pump head 
losse. ). 

Decentralized Unit Boiler and Chiller Costs 
Th pr bable costs to pro ide Decentral ized Plants are based on estimates from 
Means Mechanical osl Data and prices from equ ipment manufacturers. st for 
Decentr lized Plant incl ude: 

• Steam b ilers and associaled feed \ ater eq u1pment and pumps 
• St am and condensate piping to onncct to existi ng dist ri bution piping within 

the bu ildings. 
• Air-co led chillers and ass ciated pumps and piping as required to connect to 

e. 1 ling distribut i n piping. 
• Incidental plumbing, in ulation, controls, and electri al power. 
• $70/sq. ft . for mechanical rooms/buildings to hou e bo ilers and associated 

equipment, pumps, et . 

Tables 6-4 and 6-5 pr vide nominal unit costs for Decentrali zed Boiler and Chiller 
Units a a fu nction f the capaci ty of the re ·pective uni ts . 

Table 6-4 Approximate Costs for Decentralized Boiler Plants 
Nom1nal B01ler & Bai ler Plant 

Boiler Plant Fi tt ings Feed Sys. Area Building Electrical Cont1ng . 
Capacity Cast s Costs lsq ft.) Cost s Costs (1 0% ) Total Cost 

3 BH P $7,000 $5,000 140 $9,800 $5,000 $2 ,6 80 $29,480 
Up to 100 MBH 

5 BHP $1 3 ,575 $6, 000 150 $1 0, 500 $6, 000 $3 ,60 8 $39,683 
Up to 200 MBH 

10 BHP $15,550 $ 7, 000 200 $ 14,000 $7 ,000 $4, 355 $47,905 
Up to 335 MBH 

15 BHP $22.000 $ 10 ,000 300 $21.000 $8 ,000 $6 , 100 $67,100 
Up to 533 MBH 

25 BHP $24 ,675 $12,000 400 $28 ,000 $9,000 $7 ,368 $81 ,043 
Up to 840 MBH 

40 BHP $28 ,900 $14,000 600 $42,000 $12,000 $9 ,690 $106,590 
Up to 1340 MBH 

80 BHP $42,900 $15 ,000 800 $56,000 $20, 000 $1 3,390 $ 147,290 
Up to 2680 MBH 

100 BHP $60,000 $1 6,000 900 $63 ,000 $25 ,000 $1 6,400 $180.400 
Up to 3350 MBH 

125 BHP $74,000 $17 ,000 900 $63,000 $30 ,000 $18 .400 $202 ,400 
Up to 4190 MBH 

150 BHP $84,000 $18 ,000 900 $63 ,000 $3 2 ,000 $19 ,700 $2 16,700 
Up to 5025 MBH 
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Com prehensive Reuse Plan 

Table 6-4 Approximate Costs for Decentralized Boiler P nts 
(continued) 

Nominal B01ler & Boiler Plant 
Boiler Plant Fittings F ed Sys. Area Building Electrical Contin . 

Capacity Costs Costs (sq . f t.) Costs Costs (1 0%) Total Cost 
175 BHP $B7,000 $19,000 1160 $81,200 $40,000 $22,720 $249,920 

Up to 5860 MBH 
200 BHP $90,000 $20,000 11 60 $81, 200 $40,000 $23,120 $254,320 

Up t o 6700 MBH 

Table 6-5 Approximate Costs for Decentralized Chiller Plants 
Nominal 

Chiller & A ir Plant 
Fittings Cooled Area Bulld1ng Electrical Contingency Total 

Cost Chiller (Sq. Ft) Costs Costs ( 10%) Costs 
Capacity 

20 ton $22,600 $5,650 50 $3,500 $5,000 $3,6 75 $40,425 
Up to 2 40 MBH 

30 ton $26,925 $8.4 75 50 $3,500 $6,000 $4,490 $49,390 
Up to 360 MBH 

40 ton $34, 100 $10,000 !i O $3,500 $7,000 $5,460 $60,060 
Up to 4 80 MBH 

60 ton $48, 500 $12, 900 50 $3,500 $9,000 $7 ,390 $81,290 
Up to 720 MBH 

70 $55,800 $12,900 50 $3,600 $12.000 $8,420 $92,620 
Up to 840 MBH 

80 ton $60 ,700 $12,900 60 $4,200 $20,000 $9 ,780 $107,58 
Up to 960 MBH 0 

90 !On $64,500 $12,900 60 ! $4, 200 $25,000 $10,660 $l l7,26 
Up to l 080 MBH 0 

100 ton $71 ,200 $ 15,450 80 $5,600 $30,000 $12,225 $134.47 
Up to 1200 M BH 5 

110 ton $79,400 $15.450 110 $7' 700 $32,000 $13,455 $1 48,00 
Up to 1 320 MBH 5 

130 ton $89,500 $1 5,450 1 10 $7,700 $4 0,000 $15,265 $167,91 
Up to 15 60 MBH 5 

150 ton $102,1 00 $22, 100 120 $8,400 $40,000 $17,260 $189.86 
Up to 1800 MBH 0 

1 75 ton $110,600 $22,100 120 $8,400 $50,000 $19,11 0 $210,2 1 
Up to 2100 MBH 0 

2 10 ton $136,000 $22,100 120 $8,400 $50,000 $2 1,650 $238,16 
Up to 2520 MBH 0 

Decentralized Power Plafll 

In order to minimize first c sts and maximize o erating co t clustering of 
buildings to permit ervh;e y an ind ividual Decentralized Plant need t be 
examined. There r several building that lend themselves to clustering a shown 
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Comprehensive Reuse Pl an 

in the foll owing tables. An integrat ion o f the demands as provided in Tables 6- l. 
6-2, 6-3 with the cost of Decentral ized Boi ler and Chi ller Plants yields 
Decentralized Plant co ·ts shown in Tables -6 6-7 and 6- 8 fo r Reuse Options I, 2, 
and 3, respect:i ely. 

Table 6-6 Decentralized Plant Cost - Reuse Option 1 
Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand Probable Cost of Plant 

No. (sq. ft.l (BTU/hrl (#Stm/yrl (BTU/hrl (Ton hrs/yr) Total $ $/sq. ft . 

Decentralized Plant MH 1 

28 11 ,300 650.88 0 1,446, 400 683.650 82,490 

60 4,000 2 30 ,400 51 2.000 242.000 29 ,200 

Tota ls 88 1,280 925.650 $21 4,170 $14.00 

Decentralized Plant MH 2 

40 12 ,200 46 1 '1 60 1,024 ,800 488 ,000 58 ,560 

99 11,400 430,92 0 95 7 ,600 456,000 54, 720 

To tals 892 ,080 892,080 $214 ,170 $9.06 

Decentralized Plant MH 3 

48 8 ,000 460 ,800 1,024,000 484 ,000 58,400 $127 ,160 $1590 

Decentralized Plant MH 4 

B 27,700 1,69 5 ,520 3, 545 ,600 1,675,850 202,2\0 $337 ,150 $12 .17 

Decent ral ized Plant MH 5 

cos 64,700 3, 726, 720 8 ,281 .600 3,914 ,350 472 ,310 $622 ,820 $9.63 

Oecentrelized Plant MH 6 

OS 47 ,800 2, 753 ,280 6 ,1 18,400 2,891 ,900 348,940 $480,400 $ 10 .05 

Decentralized Plant 7 

E 29, 800 1.7 16,480 3 ,81 4,400 1.802,900 217.540 

E-Annex 18,000 680,400 1,51 2,000 720,000 86,400 

Tota ls 2.39 6,880 2,522,900 $385,440 $8 .06 

Decentralized Plant MH 8 

G 7,500 580 ,500 1,290,000 697,500 83 .250 

GW 9 ,800 758 ,5 20 1,685 ,600 911 ,400 108,780 

Totals 1,339,020 1,608 ,900 $274 ,505 $15.87 
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Table 6-6 Decentralized Plant Cost - Reuse Option 1 (continued) 
Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand Probable Cost of Plant 

No. (sq. ft.l IBTU/hrl {#Stm/yr) !BTU/tl r) (Ton hrs/yr) Total $ $/sq. h . 

Decentralized Plant MH 9 

I 2 5,700 1,480,320 3,289,600 1,554,850 187 ,610 $315,205 $12.26 

Decent ralized Plant MH 10 

M 56,000 4 ,334,000 9 ,6 32 ,000 5,208 ,000 621,600 $696,700 $12.44 

Decentralized Plant 1 1 

A 55 ,600 2.1 01 ,690 4 ,6 70.400 2.,224,000 266.880 

OSE 90,1 00 3,405,780 7, 568.400 3,604,000 432,480 

osw 54, 300 2 ,052,540 4, 56 1.200 2,172,000 260.640 

Totals 7,560,000 8,000.000 $1 ' 124,800 $5.62 

Decentralized Plant 12 

w 32. 500 2 ,5 15 .500 5 ,590, 000 3 ,022,500 360.750 $483,290 $14 87 

Decentralized Plant SP1 (Heating Onlyl 

102 11,000 4 15 ,800 924,000 

31 8,700 0 0 

33 8, 000 302,400 672,000 

36 4 ,300 247 ,6 80 550,400 

I 37 2,500 144,000 32 0,000 

38 44,300 2,5 51,680 5,670,400 

I 
I 

39 3,500 132 ,300 294 ,000 

44 2 ,500 94, 5 00 2 10 ,000 

GP44 400 15,120 33,600 

I 50 14, 800 8 52,4 80 1, 894.400 

95 2,000 75,600 168,000 
I 

101 1 ,800 68,040 151 ,200 

120 100 0 0 

Tota ls 4 ,899,600 $325,050 $3.42 

Decentralized Plant SP 2 

105 3 8,000 2, 94 1,200 6,53 6, 000 3,534,000 421,800 $560,400 $14 .75 

Decentralized Plant TF 1 (Heating Onlyl 

3 12,400 71 4,240 1,58 7,200 $8 1,043 $6.54 

Decentralized Plant TF 2 !Heating Only) 

2 7 5,300 305, 280 678,400 $47,905 $9 .04 
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Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Table 6-6 Decentralized Plant Cost - Reuse Option 1 (continued) 
Bldg. Bldg . Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand Probable Cost of Plant 

No . (sq. ft .l (BTU/hr) j (#Stm/yr) (BTU/hr) J (Ton hrs /yr) Total $ j $/sq. ft . 

Decentralized Plant TF 3 (H eating Only) 

35 2,500 193,5001 430,000 I $43,800 1 s 11.s2 

Decentralized Plant TF 4 (Heating Only) 

4 9 14,900 1 ' 153,260 1 2,5 62 ,800 I s 1o6.s9o 1 s1.1s 

Decentralized Plant TF 5 (Heating Only) 

63 16, 500 1,277,1001 2,838,000 I s1o6,s9o 1 ss.46 

Decentralized Plant TF 6 (Heating Only) 

67 3,800 2 18,8801 486,400 I $43,800 1 s11.s3 

Decentralized Plant TF 7 (Heating Only) 

87 38,900 2,240 ,6401 4,979. 200 L $147,290 1 $3.79 

Decentralized Plant LA 1 (Hea tin g Only) 

61 45 ,500 1.719,9001 3, 82 2, 000 I $147,290 1 s3 24 

Decentralized Plant LA 2 

98 I 8,5001 321,3001 714,000 340,0001 40 ,800 $97, 295 1 s11 .45 

Decentralized Plant LA 3 (Heating Only) 

94 I 1,200 1 69,1 20 1 153,6001 I $29,480 1 $24.57 

Total Probable Cost for Decentralized Plants Under Reuse Option 11 $7 ,012,343 [ 

A verage cost $/sq. tt .J $8.26 
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Table 6-7 Decentralized Plant Cost - Reuse Option 2 
Bldg . Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand Probable Cost of Plant 

No. (sq . ft .l (BTU/hr} (#Stm/yrl (BTU/hrl (Ton hrs/yr) Total$ $/sq. ft . 

Decentralized Plant MH 1 

28 11 ,300 650,880 1,446,400 683 ,650 82.490 

60 4 ,000 2 30, 400 5 12,000 242 ,000 29 ,200 

Totals 881 ,280 925,650 $214,170 $14.00 

Decentralized Plant MH 2 

40 12, 200 46 1, 160 1,024 ,800 4 88,000 58,560 

99 1 1,400 4 30 ,920 957 ,600 4 56, 000 54,720 

Totals 892, 080 944,000 $214, 170 $9.08 

Decent ralized Plant MH 4 

B 2 7,700 T ,59 5, 520 3,54 5 ,600 1,67 5,850 202 .2 10 $337, 150 $ 12 .17 

Decentralized Plant MH 5 

cos 64, 700 3 . 726,720 8 ,281 ,600 3 ,9 14,350 472.3 10 $622,820 $9.63 

Decentrallzed Plant MH 6 

OS 4 7,800 2. 75 3.280 6,1 18 .400 2 ,89 1,900 348,9 40 $4 80,400 $10.05 

Decentralized Plant MH 8 

G 7,500 580,500 1,290,000 697,500 83,250 

GW 9,800 758,520 1.685 ,600 9 11,400 108.780 

Totals 1,339,020 1,608,900 $274,605 $15 87 

Decentralized Plan t MH 9 

I 25,700 1.480, 320 3,289.600 1,554 ,850 18 7,610 $315.205 $1 2.26 

Decentralized Plant MH 10 

M 56.000 4,334,000 9 ,632,000 5,208.000 621 ,600 $696, 700 $12.44 

Decentralized Plant 11 

A 55,600 2,101,690 4 ,6 70 ,400 2.2 24,000 266.880 

OSE 90, 100 3,405, 780 7,568,400 3,604,000 432,480 

OSW 54,300 2 ,0 52, 540 4,561 ,200 2 ,172,000 260,640 

Totals 7,560,000 8,000 ,000 $1,124 ,800 $5.62 

Decentrelized Plant SP1 (Heating Only) 

10 2 11,000 4 15,800 924,000 

31 8,700 0 0 

33 8,000 302,400 672,000 
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Table 6-7 Decentralized Plant Cost - Reuse Option 2 (continued) 
Bldg . Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand Probable Cost of Plant 

No . (sq. h.) IBTUfhrl (#Stm/yr) (BTU/hrl (Ton hrs/yr) Total $ $/sq . h . 

36 4 ,300 247.680 550,400 

3 7 2,500 144,000 320,000 

38 44,300 2,551 ,680 5,6 70,400 

39 3,500 132,300 294,000 

44 2,600 94,500 210,000 

GP44 400 15,120 33,600 

50 14,800 852,480 1,894,400 

96 2,000 75,600 168,000 

101 1,800 68,040 15 1,200 

120 100 0 0 

Totals 4, 899,600 $325,050 $3 .42 

Decentralized Plant SP 2 

105 38,000 2 ,941, 200 6, 536,000 3,534.000 4 2 1 ,BOO $560,400 $1 4.75 

Decentralized Plant TF 1 (Heating Only) 

3 12,400 714,240 1,687. 200 $81,043 $6 54 

Decentralized Plant TF 3 (Heating Only) 

35 2 ,500 193 ,50 0 4 30,000 $43,800 $ 17.52 

; Decentralized Plant TF 4 (Heating Only) 

49 14,900 1,153,260 2,562.800 $ 106,590 $7 .15 

Decen tralized Plant TF 5 (Heating Only) 

63 16,500 1.277,100 2,838,000 $ 106,590 56.46 

Decentralized Plant TF 6 (Heating Only) 

6 7 3,800 21 8,880 4 86,400 $43,600 $11.53 

Decentralized Plant T F 7 (Heating Onl y) 

87 38.900 j2.240 ,640 4 ,979 ,200 $147 ,290 $3.79 

Decent ralized Plant LA 1 (Heating Only) 

61 
I 

45 ,50011.719,900 3 ,822,000 1 1 $147.290 1 $3.24 

Decentralized Plant LA 3 (Heating Only) 

94 
I 1 ,20D_I 69 ,120 153,6001 l I $29.480 l $24.57 

Tot al Probable Cost for Decentralized Plants Under Reuse Option 2 j $5,871,253j 

Average cost $/sq. h. j $7 .77 
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Compreh nsive Reuse Plen 

Table 6-8 Decentralized Plant Cos t - Reus e Option 3 
Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand Probable Cost of 

Plant 
No. (sq. tt .l (BTU/hrl (#Stm/yr) (BTU/hr) (Ton hrs/yr) Total $ $/sq. ft . 

Decentralized Plant MH 1 

28 11 .300 650,880 1 ,446,400 683 ,650 82,490 $2 14,170 $14.00 

Decentralized Plant MH 2 

40 12,200 461 '1 60 1,024,800 488,000 58,560 

99 11 ,400 430,920 967,600 45 6,000 64,720 

Totals 892,080 944,000 $2 14,170 $9.08 

Decent ralized Plant MH 5 

cos 64, 700 3, 726,720 8, 28 1,600 3,9 14,350 472,310 $622,820 $9.63 

Decent ralized Plant MH 6 

OS 4 7,800 2,753,280 6, 118,400 2,891 .900 348,940 $480,400 $ 10.05 

Decent ralized Plant MH 8 

G 7,500 580,500 1,290 ,000 697 ,500 83,250 

GW 9,800 759,520 1,685.600 9 1 1,400 108,780 

Totals 1,339,0 20 1,608,900 $274,505 $15.87 

Decent ralized Plant MH 9 

I 25,700 1,480,320 3, 289, 600 1,554,850 187,610 $31 5,205 $ 12.26 

Decentralized Plant 11 

A 55,600 2,10 1,690 4 ,670,400 2,224.000 266,880 

OSE 90 , 100 3,405, 780 7, 568,400 3,604.000 432,480 

osw 54,300 2.052,540 4 ,56 1,200 2. 172,000 260, 640 

Totals 7, 560,000 8,000,000 $1 , 124.800 $5.62 

Decentralized Plant SP1 !Heating Only) 

102 11 ,000 415,800 924,000 

31 8 ,700 0 0 

33 8,000 302,40 0 672,000 

36 4,300 247,680 560.400 

37 2,500 144,000 320,000 

38 44,300 2.551,680 5,670.400 
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Table 6·8 Decentralized Plant Cost - Reuse Option 3 (continued) 
Bldg. Bldg. Area Heating Demand Cooling Demand Probable Cost of 

Plant 
No. (sq . ft.) (BTU/Iu) (#Stm/yr) (BTU/hr) (Ton hrs/yr) Tot al$ $/sq. ft. 

39 3,500 132.300 294,000 

44 2.500 94,500 210,000 

GP44 400 15, 120 33,600 

50 14 ,800 8 5 2.480 1,894.400 

95 2,000 75 ,600 168,000 

101 1,800 68,040 151 ,200 

120 100 0 0 

Totals 4 ,899,600 $325,050 $3 .42 

Decentralized Plant SP 2 

10 5 38,000 2 ,9 4 1.200 6.536 ,000 3, 534,000 421,800 $560,400 $14.75 

Decent ralized Plant TF 1 (Heating Only) 

3 12.400 7 14,240 1,587,200 $81,043 $6.54 

Decentralized Plant TF 3 (Heating Only 

35 2,500 193,500 43 0 ,000 $43.800 $17.52 

Decent ralized Plant TF 5 (Heating Only ) 

63 16 ,500 t ,2 77,1 00 2, 838,000 $106,590 $6.46 

Decentralized Plant TF 6 (Heating Only ) 

67 3 .800 2 18,880 4 86.400 $43 ,800 $1 1.53 

Decentralized Plant TF 7 [Heating Only) 

8 7 38 ,900J 2,240,640 \ 4,979,200] I $147, 290 J $3 .79 

Decentralized Plant LA 1 (Heating Only) 

61 45 ,500] 1 '719,900] 3,822,000] I $ 14 7 .290 1 s3.24 

Decentralized Plant LA 3 (Heating Only) 

94 1,200[ 69, 120 ] 153,600] I I $29,480 l $24.5 7 

Total Probable Cost for Decentralized Plants Under Reuse Option 3 ]$4,678.976 ] 

Average Cost $/sq. ft .] $7.16 
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Summary-Demand Requirements and Costs 

All of the Reuse Options require significantly lower quantities of steam and 
hilled water than the Central Plant capacity. The demands of the three Reuse 

Options outlined in this study and the probable costs for the Decentralized Plants 
to meet these capacities are summarized below. 

Table 6-9 Summary-Demand Requirements and Costs 
Peak Demands Probable 

Options Steam Chilled Water Cost 

Reuse Option 1 51 ,4 70 lbs/hr. 3 ,052 tons $ 7 ,088, 771 
Reuse Option 2 44,433 lbs/hr. 2 ,5 2 1 tons $ 5,871, 253 
Reuse Option 3 36,307 lbs/hr. 1 ,928 tons $ 4 ,678 ,976 

Operating Costs - Existing Central Plant 

T he estimated operating costs for rhe existi ng Cenrral Planr (ar an annua l demand 
level similar ro rhar experienced in 199 5) and rhe annual demands for rhe lh ree Reuse 
O ptions are provided in T able 6-10. 

In rhe devc!opmem of thes estimates, it was assumed that equipment mainrenance, 
service and resting, and direct labor were independ nt of delivery level. Accordingly, 
only p urchased fuel, water and ~ lectricity cos ts varied. 
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Table 6-10 Summary Comparison of Projected Operating & 
Maintenance Costs - Existing Central Plant 

Ex isting Central Reuse Option Reuse Option Reuse 
Option 

Utility Component Plant (1995 No.1 No. 2 No.3 
Base) 

Sq. Ft. or Buildings Served 1.065 ,899 577 ,500 486.800 396,300 

Annual Steam Demand 200 .000.000 102,947.600 88.866,800 72,614,400 
Obs./yr.) 
Annual Cooling Oem nd 5,000,000 4 ,430,674 3,631 ,470 2,778,460 
(ton hrsl yr) 

Steam & Condensate 

Fuel $720,000 $370,61 1 $319.920 $261.412 

Labor $700,800 $700,800 $700,800 $700 ,800 

Equipment M aintenance $26,000 $26,000 $26 ,000 $26.000 

Service & Testing $1 5,000 $15,000 $15,000 $15,000 

Water $12,000 $6,177 $5,332 $4,357 

Electricity $79,800 $39,900 $39,900 $39.900 

Subtotal $1,5:53,600 ~1. 158,4S8 $1.W6,952 $ 1,047,465 

ChUied Water 

Labor $175,200 $175,200 $1 75,200 $175,200 

Equipment Maintenance $27,000 $27.000 $27,000 $27 ,000 

Service & Testing S75 000 $75,000 $75 ,000 $75,000 

Water $6,000 $5,320 $4,360 $3,340 

Electricity $247,500 $219,318 $179,758 $137,534 

S Ubtoiltl 
.. . 

$530,700_ $501 838 $'4Bp18 $41-8,074 

Total Annual Operating & $2.084,300 $1,660,327 $ 1,568,270 $1,465,542 
Mairitenisnce Costs 

Operating Costs - Decentralized Plants 

A number of facwrs permit potential operating cosr reduct ion with che Decentralized 
Planes. T hese are summarized as fo llows: 

• ten percent energy savings can be realized by reducing the di tribution losses 
inherent with site distr ibutio n o f sre m and by providing new boiler systems w ith 
higher operating efficiencies. 

• fi ve percent energy savings can be realiz d by reducing the distribution losse. 
associated with site distribution of ILilleJ water. 
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• "Ohio Special" fire tube boilers reduce operating costs by eliminating the 
requirement o f 24- hour su rveillance b a licensed boiler operator. Ohio law 
requires that steam boilers with heating surfaces above 358 sq. ft. be m anned 24 
hours :1 day by a licensed tarionary engineer. By provid ing smaller boilers in 
D ecemral ized Plan ts, the cost of rarionary engineers is el iminated. 

• Other non-labor main tenance costs for che decenrra li1.ed boilers and chillers such 
as servicing, resting. repair, glycol, etc., ere assu med to be ap proximacdy equal 
ro chose associated with rh Cenrral Plant. 

T he esti mated annual operating coscs for fulhll ing rhe demands ol rhe th ree Rewe 
O prion urilizing O ecenrr lized Plants are provided in T ble 6- I 1. 

Table 6-11 Summary Comparison of Projected Operating & M aintenance 
Costs - Decentralized Plants 

Reuse Option Reuse Option Reuse Option 

Utilit y Com ponent No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 

Sq . Ft. of Build1ngs Served 5 77 ,500 4 86,800 396,300 

Annual Steam Demand (lbs./yr .) 102,947,600 88 .866,800 72,6 14,400 

A nnual Cooling Demand (ton hrsl yr) 4.430,674 3,63 1,470 2, 778.460 

Steam & Condensate 

I Fuel $333,550 $287,928 $235,271 

Labor $ 116,800 $1 16, 800 $116,800 

Equipment M aint enance $26,000 $26 .000 $26,000 

Service & Testing $ 15 .000 $ 16,000 ~ 16,000 

Water $6, 177 $5,332 $4,357 

Electricity $39,900 $39 ,900 $39,900 

Subtot~l ··· $S 37,427 $490,960 $437.-328 

Chilled Wat er 

I 

Labor $5 8,400 $58,400 $58,400 ! 

Equipment M a1ntenance $27,000 $27, 000 $27, 000 

Serv ice & T esting $75,000 $75 ,000 $75 .000 

W ater $1 .000 $1,000 $1,000 

Electrici t y $208,352 $170,770 $130, 5 7 

Subt otal $369.752 ; $332.170 ~?.92.061 

Total A nnual Operating & M aintenance Costs $907,160 ~823 , 130 $729,385 

Operating Costs Savings Summary- Decentralized Plants 

The annual opera ting cost saving fo r rhe Decemralized Plants over that o f th e 
ex isting Central Plam ar summarized in Table G- 12. Based on the projected capital 

A ppendix 6 - HVAC Ut dtty Plant A ssessment 
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costs as provid d in T able 6~6; 6-7; 6-8, simple p ybacks can be calcul ted~ r rhe 
three Reuse Options. T hese are also provided in Table - 12. 

Table 6-12 Summary of Costs Savings/Payback for Decentralized Plants 
Reuse Option Reuse Option Reuse Option 

No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 

Energy Costs Savings $48,027 $40.980 $33.01 B 
Labor Costs Savings $700,800 $700,800 $700 ,800 

Parts. Service & Test ing Costs Savings $0 $0 $0 

Make-up W ater Cost Savings $4,320 $3,360 $2,340 ' 

Total Annual 0 & M Costs Savings $753,1 47 $745. 140 $736,1 58 

Capit al Costs $7,045,481 $5,871 ,253 $4,678,976 

Simple Pay-Back (Years) 9 .4 7.9 6 .4 

Unit Costs 

The unit costs for steam and chi lled water costs for the 'enrral Planr and rhe 
Decentralized Plants re provided in able 6-13 and T able 6-l , respectively. As the 
r-abies indicate, rh unit costs increase as the demands decrease, and che unit costs 
associated wirh rhe Cenrr l Plant c ncepr are higher than those of rhe Decentralized 
Plants. 

Table 6-13 Unit Costs - Central Plant Concept 

Existing Central Reuse Option Reuse Option Reu Option 

Plant (1995 No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 
Base) 

Sq. Ft of Building Served 1,065,899 57 7,500 486,800 396,300 

Annual Steam Demand {lbs ./yr.l 2,000,000,000 10 2.947,600 88,866,800 72,614, 00 

Annual Cooling Demand (ton hrs/yr) 5.000,000 4,430, 674 3,63 1,470 2,778,460 

Unit Costs for Steam ($/lb. of steam) $0 008 $0.011 $0 .0 12 $0.01 4 

Unit Costs for Chilled Water { $1ton $0 .106 $0. 1 13 $0.127 $0.150 
hrs.) 

Appendi x 6 - HVA C Utili ty Plan t Assessment 
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Table 6-14 Unit Costs - Decentralized Plants Concept 

Reuse Option Reuse Option Reuse Option 

No. 1 No. 2 No. 3 

Sq. Ft. of Buildings Served 577,500 486,800 396, 300 

Annual Steam Demand (lbs.lyr.) 102,947,600 88,866,800 72, 14,400 

Annual Cooling Demand (ton hrsl yr) 4,4 30,674 3 ,631 ,470 2,778,460 

Unit Costs for Steam ($ /lb. of steam) $0.009 $0.009 $0.010 

Unit Costs for Chilled Water ($ /ton $0.083 $0 .091 $0. 105 
hrs. ) 

SM-PP Area Facility Considerations 

The facilities in the M-PP area are cheduled for c ntinu d use by the DoE . As 
such, they are not formaiJy part of any f the Reu e Options. H e er their 
energy needs ere nsidcred when evaluating the potential for D centralize 
Plant . 

F reach option. the SM-PP buildings imp se the f, llowing Central Plant 
c nnected loads and the associated Decentralized Plant c sts: 

Steam Demand= 5,444 Jb ./hr. and 10,8 8.000 lbs./yr. 
Chilled Water Demand = 0 M-PP Buildings fed fr m Building 95 
Decentralized Plant Costs = $325,050 

Advantages of Main Hill Central Plant 

The advantage of maintaining th Main Hill entr I Plant include: 

1. The e · isting 14 year old and ~ year old b ilers could continue to serve the 
site for I 0 to I 5 more. ar . Anticipated u eful life for water tube b ilers i 
approxjmat ly 30 years. 

2. The reliability of the C ntral Plant compared to De ntralized Plant is hi •her 
du to th higher degree of equipment redundancy. 

The centralized equ ipment is asier t monitor and matnt 111 . 

4 . The steam capacity or extended di tribut ion is bundant. 
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Disadvantages of Maintaining Main Hill Central Plant 

The di advantages of mai ntaining the Main Hi ll Central Plant include: 

I. The e;i ting five chi llers utilize refrigerants R-1 1 and R-500 which are no 
longer manufactured. The ava ilabi li ty of these refri gerants in five to ten 
years cannot b accurat l predicted, but it is highly prob ble that it wi ll be 
limited. ue to the age and arran ement of the chiller it would not be co t 
effect i e to retrofi t these chillers to use environmenta lly acceptable 
refrigerants. Replacement within the next ten ears is inev itable. The cost 
of chiller rep lacement a pproximately $3_5/ton ) as not considered for the 
c st analysis due to the condi tion of the e. isting machine and the 
anti ipated deere· ·e in onne t d chill d water demand . 

2. The energy c nsumption fo r the existing chillers is high relative to newer 
ch il l rs of the s me type. 

3. Chilled water systems ' ith glycol do not lend themse l es to site distribut ion 
concepts duet . th e 25% t 30% higher distr ibution head lo ses associated 
with glyc I olu tions. The exi ' ti ng chilled water distribut i n system could 
not be readil ·expanded ro ace mm date new buildings. 

4 . The boil r system efficiencies for Decentralized Plants would be sign ificantly 
higher due to reduced di stribution l ses and higher operating efficiencies of 
n w boilers. New bui ld ings would hkel_ uti li£e hot water boil rs in lieu of 
steam bo ilers to obtain even higher s stem fticiencies and realize lower 
m intenance costs . 

5. The extens i e abo e ground ite Jis tribution systems need to be maintained 
for the Central Plant. 

6. Direc t labor costs assoc iated ith 24-h ur mon it ring of Central Plant 
equipment are estimated to be appro.'.i mately three times higher than those 
required for the proje ted De ,ntra lized Plants 

7. Instali ation of indiv idual bLJilding meters for steam and chi lled water and 
the ir as ociate costs ev"' ntuall will ha e to e inc luded with the Central 
Plant system that will serve multiple tenant . 

Ap pen ix 6 · HVAC Utili ty Plant Assess ment 
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Other Considerations 

The Mound Plant Uti lity Study was directed to a large degree on the determination 
of alternatives for the DoE to most econom ically obtain th ir utilities. The most 
economica l alternative is limited to the operational efficiencies of the existing 
Centra l Plant. The se t ction and management of operators for the Central Plant 
ac eptable b the major entities, i.e. DoE and MMCIC, and potenti lly other 
enti ties such as the u er groups, v ill continue to be an issue to be resolved. There 
are olher related issues such as methodology for usage determ ination, charge rates. 
etc . that will continue to requir · attention . These issues, by themselves, sh uld 
not be decisive fac tors . However, they will be precluded in the Decentralized 
HV C Plant ptions. 

Recommendation 

Alth ugh the existing equipment\ ithin the Main Hi ll Central Plant appears to be 
in good operatin g condi ti n, implementation of Decentralized HV AC Plants and 
decomm issioning f th Central Plant is recommended based on maintenance and 
direct perati ng costs . 

Append1x 6 - HVAC Utility Plant Assessmen t 

Development Opt ions Page 22 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Com prehensive Reuse Plan 

Appendix 7 · Site Infrastructure Requirements 

Introduction 

Site rc:lared alterarions/improvemems, primarily infrastructur in nani.re, are required 
in order to reuse the ire in any of the three proposed scenarios. Thi Section reviews 
the sire requi rements and pr vi des opin ions of co t asso iared wirh fulfill ment of 
these requiremenrs. The Reuse O ptions are as fi II ws: 

1. Reuse O ption 1: Industrial Park 
2. Reuse O ption 2: Industrial and T echnology C nter 
3. Reuse Option 3: Tech nolog Center 

Scope 

Site reqlti rernen ts includeJ in this Section <~rt! : 

1. Roads including Roadways and rorm Drainage 
2. Parking Lots 
3. Lighting including Roads and Parking L cs 

Srormwarer Detention 
Potable Water Supply and Wastewater isposal 

6. Eleccr ic 
7. arural as 
8. Mechanic..1! (H AC) 
9. Demolition of Sranchi n Lines 

Roads (Roadways and Storm Drainage) 

Assvmp t1ons 

T he C iry of Miamtsburg standards are used to r road widrhs which necesmare 
widening of exisring roadways and c nsrru cion of new roads as require . rorm 
drainage is srimared for all r adways. 

The following assumpci ns were used to dcvel p roadway cosrs: 

• As much as possible of che existing ro dway should be reused to keep o rs to a 
mtntmum. 

• Proposed roadways and xiscing r adways need to meer current City of 
Miamisburg standards. This will in lude 0-fOor wide pa emenc with curb and 
gutter. 

• Some existing roadways do nor require rec nsnuction or widening if they arc: to 
be used on! ro r emergency/deli ery and no n-general public access. 

• Based on the above s umpti ns and visual ins ection of the road ay~. only 
about 1 I of the roadway will require total reconstruction. 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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Basis of Cost Estimates 

T here are three ba i roadway consrrucrio categories: 

• Reconstruction - Removal of asphalt wearing surface nd assumed aggregate 
base. Replace with aggregat base, an phal c wearing .surface, and curbing. 

• Aggregate base - Milling of existing asphalt wearing sur ace, spot base repair, 
asphalt overlay, and curbing. 

• Concrete base- M iUing of existing asph It weari ng surface, concrete base joint 
repair, asphah overlay, and curbing 

The unit costs for these roadway constru tion categories and .storm d rain age arc: 
provided in Table 7-1 

Table 7-1 Unit Cost Estimates for Roadway Construction 

Unit Price Total Cost 
No. Component Description Qty/Ft Units ($/Unit) f $/L.F. ) 

New Construction and Reconstruc tion 30 Feet Wide 

1 1·1 /2" 404, AC-20 0 . 14 CY 54.00 7 .50 

2 Tack Coat, 0.5 GAL/SY, 4 07 2 GAL 0 .72 1.44 

3 1· 1/2" 403, AC-20 0 .14 CY 54.00 7.50 

4 Prime Coat, 0 .5 GAL/SY, 408 2 GAL 0. 99 1.98 

5 8", 304 0.74 CY 21.60 16.00 

6 Subgrade Camp., 203 3.33 SY 0.77 2 .55 

7 Curb, Type 6, 609 2 LF 9.45 18 ,90 

8 E av. 1ncl. Emb., 12" D pth, 20 3 111 CY 7 .65 8 .50 

Total Cost Per l.F.: $ 64.37 

Asphalt Mill/Overlay 30 F et Wide 

1 1.5" Wearing Course Rem'd, 20 2 3.3 3 SY 1.49 4 .95 

2 1-1/2 " , AC-2 0, 404 0 .1 4 CY 54.00 7 ,50 

3 Excav . mel. Emb., 12'' depth, 20 3 0.44 CY 7.65 3.40 

4 Curb, Type 6, 609 2 LF 9 .4 5 18 .90 

5 Subgrads camp., 203 1.33 SY 0 .77 1.02 

6 Tack Coat, 0 .5 GAL/SY, 407 2 GAL o.n 1 .44 

7 1· 1/2", AC-20, 403 0 .06 CY 54 .00 3 .00 

8 Prime Coat, 0 .5 GALJSY, 408 I GA L 0 .99 0 .99 

9 8 '' , 304 0 .30 CY 2 1.60 6.40 

Totlll Cost Per L.F.: $ 4 7.60 
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Table 7 -1 Unit Cost Estimates for Roadway Construction 
(Continued) 

Unit Price Total Cost 
No. Component Description Oty/Ft Units ($/Unit) ($/L.F.) 

Asphalt Mill/Joint Repair/Asphalt Overlay 30 Feet Wide 

1 Asphalt Mill/Overlay 4 7 .60 

2 Concrete Base Joint 0 .05 Joints 293.49 14 .67 
Repair 
Total Cost Per L.F.: $62.27 

Storm DrainBge Cost Per L.F. $100.00 

Total Cost Per L.F .: $1 00.00 

Cos r Estimates for Roadway and Storm Drainage 

The required roadway and associared sco rm drai nage for rhe rhree Reuse O prion are 
illusrrared in F igures 7-1, 7-2 and 7-3 . Based on the unit costs p rovided in Table 7-1 
and the takeoff o f me lengrhs of roadway, cos ts esrimar~s are provided in Table 7-2. 

Table 7-2 Roadway and Storm Drainage Costs 
Unit Cost ($) Total Cost($) 

Type of Repair or Length Storm Storm 
Construction Required (feet) Roadway Drainage Roadway Drainage 

Reuse Option 1 
New Construction 500 64.37 100 3 2, 18 5 50 ,000 

Reconstruction 4 9 50 64 .37 100 3 18,63 2 495 ,000 

Asphalt/Mill 5500 4 7 .60 100 261,800 550,00 0 

Asphalt/Mill /Joint Repair 5700 62 .27 100 354,96 5 570,000 

TOTAL $16,650 $967,58 1 $1,665,000 
BUDGET TOTAL $975,000 $1 ,750,000 
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Table 7-2 Roadway and Storm Drainage Costs (Continued) 
Unit Cost($ ) Total Cost($) 

Type of Repair or length Storm Storm 
Construction Required I feet) Roadway Drainage Roadway Drainage 

Reuse Option 2 
New Construction 1 250 6 4 .37 100 80,463 125 ,000 

Reconstruction 8050 64 .3 7 10 0 5 18,179 805,000 

Asphalt/Mill 5900 47.60 100 280,840 590,00 0 

Asphalt/Mill /Joint Repair 6200 62 .27 100 3 8 6,102 620,00 0 

TOTAL 2 1,40 0 $1,265,583 $2,1 40,000 
BUDGET TOTAL $ 1,275.000 $2,150,000 

Reuse Option 3 
New Construction 7600 64 .3 7 100 4 8 9 ,212 760,000 

Reconstru ction 9 100 64 .37 100 585,767 9 10,000 

A sphalt/M ill 4650 4 7 .60 100 22 1,340 465,000 

Asphalt /Mil l/Joint Repair 1 750 6 2 .27 100 10 8 .980 175,000 
TOTAL 2 3, 100 $ 1,405 ,29 9 $2 ,3 10,000 
BUDGET TOTAL $ 1.400,000 $2,3 25,0 00 
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Parking Lots 

Assumptions 

The(! !lowing ssu mp tio ns were used to develop pa rking requiremenrs for rhe three 
Reuse O ptions: 

• City of Miam isburg requi rcmen rs or rhe num ber of parking spaces r · based 
upon fac ili LISable fl oor space area. T he functional use of the facili ties in each 
Reuse O ption can yield ifferent usable flo or space. Accord ingly, rhe use of 
gross floor areas thro ughout the develo pmenr of oprio ns wi ll be rather 
conserva tive and provide an added co nri ngency facror. 

' 

• ew developmen ts in Miam isburg usually require separate parki ng locs for c:ac.h 

bu ilding. For the euse Op tions, shared parki ng will be assumed which may 
neccssicare a varian e from rhe Board of AppeaL. 

• Miamisburg requires 1 space /2,000 square fer of usab le floor space fo r 
Indu n ial use and 1 space/3 00 square fee t of usable floor space fo r P r fess ional 
Office use. 

• D ue ro rhe un cerca.incy of the fl nal usage in rhe three Reuse prions, rhree 
co nringency acro rs wi ll be used--20%, 60% , and I 00°/o for Reuse Oprion 1, 2, 
:md }. res pectively. 

Based upon these assump rions, rhe estimated number of parkin g paces required are 
provided in Tab le 7-3 . 

Table 7-3 Estimated Number of Parking Spaces Required 
Reuse Space Bldg . Gross Sq. Ft. x 1000 Required Perking Spece.s 
Option Type Existing Proposed Total Required Contingency T otals 

1 Industrial 556 0 556 2.78 56 3 34 
Prof. Office 246 0 246 82 1 164 98 5 

Total 13 19 

2 Industrial 447 0 447 224 134 358 
Pro f. Of flee 23 5 0 235 784 4 70 1254 

Total 16 12 

3 indust ri ill 340 660 1000 500 500 1000 
Prof . Off tce 235 147 38 2 1275 1275 2.550 

Total 3 550 

Basis of Cos t Estimates 

T ne cosr of parking lo rs for this study is derermi ned fro m a no minal 145 sp e lor 
wirh an average 300 gross square feer per parking sp. e. T hus, rhe I 45 spaces 
requi re 43 ,500 square fee r of surface area. T he unit co for parki ng Iars of a 
nominal 43,500 square feer are provided in Table 7-4 . 
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Table 7-4 Unit Costs for Asphalt Parking Lots8 

Unit Cost Cost 
Descript ion Quantity ($) ($ ) 

1 1/2 - Asphalt Wearing Course (AC 20) 202 CY 54.00 10,908 
Tack Coat (0.5 GAU SYl 24 20 GAL 0 .72 1,743 
1 1/2" Base Course lAC 20 ) 202 CY 54 10 ,908 
6" Aggregate Base 80 7 CY 22 17,754 
Subgrade Comp. 4 840 SY 0 .77 3.727 
Exc vation includmg Embankment (assume 9 ' 
depth). Storm Drainage 1210 CY 8 .00 9 ,680 
CB 2-2-B (Assume 4) 4 EA 720 2,880 
MH No. 3 2 EA 1800 3,600 
1 2" Conduit, Type B 1200 FT 40 48,000 
Incidentals (Stop Blocks , Strip , etc .) - - 3,000 
TOTAL , 12,200 
Average Area (Sq. Ft .) 43,500 

Average Cost per Sq . Ft . $2.58 

• Assume no Jandscapmg, curbs, underdrams, or access controls . 

Cost Es timates 

Based on rhe parking are provided in · ble 7-3 and the unit c srs from 
able 7- , rhe coslS fo r rhe rhree Reuse prion - re p rovided below as Table 

7- . 

Table 7-5 Costs far Parking Lots 
Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Opt ion 3 

Total Spaces Required 1. 31 9 1,61 2 3 ,500 
Parking Area (Sq. Ft. )( 1 000) 396 484 1,050 
Uni t Cost 1$/Sq . Ft.) $ 2. 58 $ 2 .58 $ 2 .58 
Parking Lots Total Cost $1,021 ,680 $ 1,248 ,720 $2.709,000 
BUDGET TOTAL $1,025.000 $1,250,000 $2,750 ,000 
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Lighting (Roads, Parking Lots, and Site) 

Assumptions and Basis of Cost Estimates 

T he fo llowing assumptions were used ro develop lighung requirements for roads and 
parking lots: 

• O hio Department o f Transporratio n (ODOT) cype street and parki ng lor 
lighting will be used--minim um requiremenrs of 1 candle fo r roadwa sand l/2 
cand le for parki ng lots. 

• Based o n recent ex perience in [ontgomery ounty, the average cost o f lighting 
for a 40-foot wide roadway is $3 1.40 per linear foo t or $0.80 per square foot. 

• For parking lots at l/2 candle, an assumed cos t of $0.40 per square foot ro unded 
to $0 .50 (for additional engineering, light tanchions, et .) was used. 

• Internal site lighting wa lkways, yards, etc.) is assumed to be the same level as for 
parking lots. It also is as umed that the square foo t area of in ternal Lighting 
req ui red will be rhe same as parking. 

• T otal lengths of roadway in feet are 16,650, 2 1,400, and 2 ,100 for Reuse 
p tions I, 2 and 3, respectivel . 

• T he areas of parking lots (in 1000 sq. ft.) are 396. 484, and l ,050 for Reuse 
O ptions 1, 2 and 3, respectively. 

Cos t Estimates 

Based on the above ssump tions, roadway, parking and site lighti ng cos are 
p rovided in Table 7-6. 

Table 7-6 Lighting Costs for Roadways, Parking Lots and Sit e 
Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Option 3 

Roadways 
Length (Ft . x 1 000) 16 .6 21 .4 23.1 
Cost (@ $3 1 .40/Ft.) $523,300 $672,000 $7 25,000 

BUDGET TOTAL $525,000 $675 ,00 0 $725,0 00 

Parking Lots 
Area (Sq . Ft. x 1 000) 400 500 1,050 
Cost (@ $0 .50/Sq . Ft .) $200,000 $250,000 $525,000 
Internal Site 
A rea (Sq. Ft. x 1000) 400 50 0 1,050 
Cost(@ $0.50/Sq . Ft.) $200 ,000 $2 50,000 $625,000 

BUDGET TOTAL $400 ,000 $500,00 0 $1 ,05 0 ,000 
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Stormwater Detention 

In troduction 

Stormwacer runoff decencionlrecencion will be a cri tical issue as sire development 
co ncinues . · with all development, runoff from rhe developed si re m ust no r exceed 
che runoff r:hat existed prior ro current construction. Tht: entir sire o perates under 
an EPA Narional Pollution Disch rge Elimination Syscem (NPDE ) Permit Lhar is 
due to be upda ted during 1996. 

T here are two existing detention basins on the M ound property. One is a mall 
h !ding pond near rhe en trance ro the sire. hi a concrete lined, fenced-in basin that 
co lie ts srormwacer ru noff from rhe section of the si re currendy eing used by the 
DoE (Buildi ngS , eral.) . nder normal conditio ns, no stormwater is detained in 
this basin as the oudet gate is kep t open. The gate is designed co be d osed and the 
basin used as an emergenc holding pond in case of a hazardous maceri I spi ll an d /or 
runoff contamination. 

The second is primaril a senli ng pond char is parr of a y rem designed to control 
ru noff and allow for the t ring and monitoring of all collected sire runoff. T h is 
I wer sy rem, located in the southwest corner o f the existing developed sire, receives 
all of rhe stormwarer collected fro m che developed sire including discharge rom the 
upper holding pond. nder normal conditio ns, runoff is allow d ro llow th r ugh 
sluice gates nd holding tan ks robe rested fo r con taminants and monitored for ff­
sire flow ra tes . During signi ficanc st rms, the runo ff is d iverted to the settling pond . 
The pond has a design capaciry of approximately 3. 1 million gallons and is equi pped 
with an overflow alarm sys tem. 

A ssumptions and Basis of Cost Estimates 

'\J:Ihen calculating the required stormwarer deten tion volumes and o p inions of 
probable consrrucrion costs ft r rhe three Rc:use Options, the following assumptio n~ 

were made: 

• Fi r t and most cri tical was the decision ro assu me char the existing C\'VO ponds 
would not be considered as usefu l for future detentio n . T he upper holding pond 
must remain as is if it is to continue to function a n emergency conrai.nment 
sysrem for hazardous materi al spills . The drainag are alre dy bei ng serviced by 
chis pond was taken out of the calculations fo r the rest of r:he ire. The lower 
pond is, acco rding ro Mound staff, already at o r under capacity for rhe existing 
sire. Additionally, sin e it is a rerenrion/senling basin, most of its storage capaci ty 
is already permanently in use. 
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• Given rhe siz.e of rhe sire, the Rarional Method was used to cal dare the peak rare 
f runoff or rhe design srorm and rhe volume o · storage requi red . Per rhe C i 
f Miamisburg, a 1 0-year frequency sto rm was used fo r the design srorm. A "C" 

value of 0.4 was used ~ r rhe non-developed areas due to Lhe sreep slopes. To 
calculate the volume of storage required, rhe duration of me storm was assumed 
to be equal m the cim of concentration or these prelimi nary calcularions. 

• arts of the drainage basin areas e rend oUiside the sire. T hese areas are relatively 
mall and wer included in the ro ta! , rea al ulari ns bur nor considered for 

cal ularion of a compo ire "C" value:. 
• To determine the app roxi ma te surface area char rhe proposed detention basins 

wil l require, a "unit" pond was calculated by using a 1' section of a pond with rhe 
follo ing dimensions: 50' b m om width . 10' deprh, and I :1 id slopes. Based 
on rhis "un it" pond, every 0 .• 1 cubi yard ( Y) of scorage will require 1 square 
foot (SF) of surf: area . 

• Based on e.: perience, rhc! onrrol structure fore h derenrton ba in area will cosr 
in rhe range of $45 .000 to $85,000 to consuucL Exca arion/grading was 
estimated ro cosr l 0.40/ Y. 

Requiremen ts and Cost Estimates 

Using the abo e assumpci ns, methodology, and c ts , the d r ntion requirementS for 
each of rh Reus pLions were calcular d and are . ummariz.ed in T blc 7-7. Opti n 
1 will require only one new basin, Option 2 will require rwo basi ns, and Option 3 
w ill require rhree basins. T o as~ist in planning and si te l::!yout, an approximate area 
requirement f reach of the basins is alcub.Led based on the '' unir'' pond discussed in 
the founh Assumption. he rable lisrs probable construction cost.~ for ea h of the 
new basins and provides a coral co t or each Reuse O ption. 

Table 7-7 Stormwater Detention Requirements and Estimated Costs 
Detention Approx. Total 
Capacity Area E cav t ion/ Control Reuse 

Reuse ew Req· Req'd Grading Structure Total Cost Opt ion 
Option Basin (CY) (SF) Cost s Costs Per Basin Cost 

1 A 13 ,940 45 ,770 $145.000 $80,000 $225.000 $225,000 

2 A 14 ,37 0 4 5,120 $1 4_9_. 500 $75.000 $224. 500 
2 B 530 1,670 $5,500 $45 ,000 $60,500 $275,000 

3 A 15,390 48,320 $160,000 $80,000 $240.000 
3 B 530 1,670 $5.500 $45,000 $50,500 
3 c 4760 14,950 $49.500 $80,000 $134.500 $425.000 
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Water Supply/Wastewater Disposal 

A ssumptions 

In order to minimize costs, the lound 's existing potable water nd wastewater 
treatment capabili ties will b used with necessary up rades to meer urrent standuds. 
Schematic drawings of rhe site Parable arer and anitary ewer Syscems are 
provided in Figures 7-4 and 7-S, respective[ 

A sumpn ns for pot. le w:ner are: 

• The existi ng S l!PP w rer rower can conrin ue t be used and connected ~o r.he 
Ci of , iamisburg's water disrriburion system in its medium pressure district. 

• Ir IS assumed char the Ci 's water rrcarmenr pi-nr will be expanded 
co m nsurate with addi ional water requirerncn . 

• A new warer line will b ·added ro serve the sourh end f rhe site and connecte 
ro n existing 12-inch water main (requi red onl for Reu O pti n ). 

• The Mound water wells can be used ro provide war r ~ r fire protection. The 
pumps and srorage rank for fi re prorecrion will be mamrained. 

The~ llowing ssumprions relate ro wasrewarcr: 

• Wastewater flow esrimat were de el ped on the basi of~ ur categories of 
facility reuse: ffl.ce, Laboraro ry, Light Industrial and Storage. 

• T he existing\ asrewarer Plane will be utilized bur wil l be limited to appliGlt!Ons 
on the north n r th site. 

• The Miamisburg wastewater sys r rn is assumed m be used for exp nsion of rhe 
south end f rhe ire. 

• T he Mi m isburg wtl.Stcwacer pum p stations can be expanded if necessary. 

Technical A ppendix 7 - Si e Infrastructure Requir ements 
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M IAMI SBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Requirements and Cost Estimates 

Using rhe above assump tions and methodology reguiremen , associated costs for th 
th ree Reuse O ptions were calculated and are su m marized i n Tables 7-8 , 7-9 and 7-10. 

Table 7-8 Water and Wastewater Estimated Costs 
Reuse Option 1 

Description Quantity Unit Cost 

W ater 
North Site Additions 
8 " W ater Li ne 500 LF 
Mete rs (Exist ing 40 Bldg .) 40 Each 
Back Row Preventers 40 Each 
Inspec tion 40 Each 
City Water Treatment Plant Expansion 0.1 5 MG D 
System Modificat ion Lump 
Engineering , Design, Etc . Lump 

TOTAL 

Wastewater 
No Requirements 

Table 7-9 Water and Wastewater Estimated Costs 
Reuse Option 2 

$75 
$2 , 500 
$2,500 

$25 0 
$ 2/Gal 

$77 ,500 
$50,000 

Description Quantity Unit Cost 

Water 
North Site Additions 
8" Wa ter Li ne 500 LF $7 5 
M eters (Existing 40 Bldg.) 40 Each $2, 500 
Back Flow Preventers 40 Eac h $2 ,500 
Insp ec tion 40 Each $2 50 
City W ater Treatment Plant Exp ansion 0 .15 MGD $2/Gal 
System M odification Lump $77 ,500 
Engmeeri ng, Desig n, Etc . Lump $50 ,000 

Subtotal 
Wastewater 
North Site Additions 
8" Sanitary Sewer 1,800 LF $60 
Manholes 5 Each $2 ,500 
Engmeeri ng , Design , Etc . Lump $2 9,500 

Subtotal 

TOTAL 

Technical Appendi x 7 - S1 te Infras tructure Requirements 

Development Options 

Total Cost 

$37 , 500 
$100 ,000 
$1 0 0,000 

$1 0 ,000 
$300,000 

$77 ,500 
$50 .000 

$675,0 00 

Tota l Cost 

$37 ,500 
$100 ,000 
$100 ,000 

$10,000 
$300,000 

$77, 500 
$60,000 

$675,000 

$108 ,000 
$12,500 
$29 ,500 

$150 ,000 

$82 5,000 
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MIAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehensive Reu e Plan 

Table 7-1 0 Water and Wastewater Estimated Costs 
Reuse Option 3 

Description Quantity Unit Cost Total Cost 

Water 
North Site Additions 
8 " Water Line 500 LF $75 $37, 500 
Meters !Existing 4 0 Bldg.) 4 0 Each $2, 500 $100,000 
Back Flow Preventers 40 Each $2 ,500 $100,000 
Inspection 4 0 Each $250 $10.000 
City Water Treatment Plant Expansion 0. 15 M GD $2/Gal $30 0 ,000 
System M odificati on Lump $7 7,500 $77, 500 
Engineering, Design, Etc. Lump $50 ,000 $50,000 

Subtotal $675.00 0 
W astewater 
North Site Additions 
8 " Sanitary Sew er 1,800 lF $60 $108,000 
Manholes 5 Each $2,500 $12,500 
Engineering , Design, Etc . Lump $29,500 $29,500 

Subtotal $1 50,000 
Water 
South Site Additions 
8" Wa ter Line 4,800 LF $7 5 $360,000 
Hydrants 10 Each $2 ,50 0 $25,000 
4H Service Lines 2,000 LF $25 $50,000 
M eters 14 Each $2,500 $35 ,000 
Back Flow Preventers 14 Each $2, 50 0 $35,000 
Inspections 14 Each $2 50 $3, 500 
City Water Treatment Plant Expansion 0 .0 7 5 MGD $2/Gal $150,000 
Engineering, Design, Etc. Lump $196, 50 0 $196,500 

Subtotal $855,000 
W astewater 
South Site Additions 
6" Sani tary Sewer Laterals 2,000 LF $40 $80,000 
8 " Sanitary Sewer 4 ,800 LF $60 $288 ,000 
Manholes 14 Each $2, 500 $35 ,000 
Saxony Road Pump Station Expansion 0 .0 5 MGD Lump $50,000 
City Waste w ater Treat Pit Expansion 0 .05 M GD $3/Gal $150,000 
Engineering , Design, Etc. Lump $67 ,000 $67,000 

Subtotal $670,000 

TOTAL $2,350,000 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrast ructure Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Electric 

A sumptions 

It is a sumed char DP&L will t~e possession of the sire distribution system. T he osr 
esrim te provided herei n rc assum d to be to t l syscem upgrade, some of which may 
be assumed by D P&L. pgrade/modifi ari ns fo r all Reuse O ptions include: 

• Modifi ca tion of exis ting subsrario nslrransformers 
• Providing new pad mounred transformers 
• Mod ifi cio n of exi ring duct bank 
• Inst:t llation of DP&L provided meters and current tr mformers 
• Modifica ti on of existing duct bank 
• Installation/ modi.ficarion of miscellane u wire, cable and condui [ 

Reuse Options 2 ancl 3 include the install tion/upgrade of additional state-of-the- rt 

communi tions n rwo rk required for operation of a Technology Center. 

Reuse O ption 3 includes addi tiona l corn mu nic: rions network nd relocauon of the 
overhead electric services co un derground duct banks. 

Bas;s o f Cos t Estimates 

• Pad-mounted transfurmers were SIZed ro meet th t: need or rhe specific faci lities 
they serve. Cons were estimated u ing stilndard costs. 

• Modificari n of rhe exis ting substa.c-ions and insc:J.l lation of meters were estimated 
based on expe rience . 

• Miscellaneous costs for condui t, ducr bank, etc. are preli minary estimates wi thout 
firm basis . 

• Similar! , c:o for modifi catio n of the isring com municatiom nerwork and the 
acquisition of state-of-the-an com mu nica tion pabilities are prel iminary 
es ri m tes and not well validated. 

• Burial of up to 10,000 linea r fee t of elec trica l and com munications condui t may 
be requi red in Reuse O ption 3. ormally. this cos t i approxi mately $25.00 per 
Li near ~ or. Due to the unccrrainci es in rbe geological attribures of rhe soil and 
the pocen rial res trictions of spe ific geographic ar as which were cone minared, 
the estimated c:o t is doubled. 

Techn1cal App ndix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAM ISBURG M OUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Cost Estimates 

T he estimated costs for electric are pro idcd in T able 7-11 

Table 7-1 1 Cost for Electric 
Cost ($ x 10001 

Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Option 3 

Pad Mount Transform . (3 9 ) 525 525 525 
Mod. Exist Substat ions ( 1 2) 
and Install 56 Meters 75 75 75 
M isc . Conduit/Cable Upgrade 100 100 100 
Pull Lines, Duc t Bank M od . 2 50 25 0 250 
Existing Commun. Upgrade 50 50 50 
Sta te-of-the-Art 
Communications Network - 50 0 750 
Burial of Electric and - 500 
Com munications 

TOTAL 1000 1500 2250 

Natural Gas 

A s umptions 

The rel cation of d1e na tu ra l gas disrribur io n syste ms will rake pia e if the Cenrra l 
Uci.l iry Plant is closed down, Decentral ized HVA Uriliry Planes are utilized, and the 
ove rhead utili distributions are el iminated . Derails for rhe reloc r.ion of the 
distr ibuti on sysrem ar diffi cult ro projec t wi rh any degree of enainry wirhom more 
extensiv analysis of physical cond iti ons, such as geo logical aru ibures and more 
derailed d ign . A cordingly, cases for narura l gas are estimated per bui ld ing. A 
conservative cost estimate of$1 0,000 per bui lding is used . Th is incl udes cosr ~ r 
rc:locar.ion o rhe distribution systems. metering, and insra.ltarion ro requi red boile rs. 

5-2 .7.2 Cost Estimates 

T he cost for n cural g-as is pr video in Tab le 7-12 

Table 7-12 Cost for Natural Gas 
Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Option 3 

No. of Build ings Served 4 0 30 50 
Total Cost (@ $1 0.000 / Bldg. t $ 400,000 $ 300,000 $ 500,000 

Technica l Appendi x 7 - Site Infras tructu re Re quirements 
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MIAMISBURG M OUND 

Com prehensive Reuse Plan 

Mechanical (HVAC) 

A ssumptions and Cost Estimates 

HVAC Ucilicy PI rm, Appendix 6, provides a dc:r iled analysi and cost ramifications 
for the replacement of the Central Urili ry Pbm wirh Decenrralized HVAC Uriliry 
Planes. If elected robe pursued , conversion co Decentralized Unirs wiU be cvaluacc:d 
and costs provided on n indivi ual building basis . This was di ussed in S crion 3. 
For c mplereness, the coral cosr is repeated h re on a Reuse O pri n basis rather chan a 
Buil ing b is as provided in ppendi, 6. 

Table 7-13 Costs for Decentralized HVAC Plants 
Cost I$ x 1 000) 

Reuse Option 1 I Reuse Option 2 I Reuse Option 3 

Tot al Decentralized Plants $7 ,0 88 I $5 ,87 1 I $4,678 

Demolition of Stanchion Lines 

Assumption· 

In rhe evenr the enrral Power PI m Building P) i dis ontinued and in ivi ua l 
Decem raliz.ed H A Plants are in railed, rhe uril icy ranchions should be removed. 
• Ir is esrim ted rhar it \ ill require rwo era tsm n rwo days (32 hours rocal) co 

remove a Sian hion . 
• Assumed Cost $_5 .00/hour or $800.00/sc. nchio n 

Cost Estimates 

The cost of removal of the stanch ions is indPpenJent of th · Reuse Options. Based 
on a nomi nal5 st nchions, rhe cost is as follows . 

Table 7-14 Cost for Stanchion Line Demolition 
Cost ($ x 1 000) 

Reuse Option 1 1 Reuse Option 2 I Reuse Option 3 

Stanchion Ltne Demolit ion $400 I $400 I $400 

Techntcal Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAMI SBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Summary of Site Infrastructure Costs 

T he site rdaced costs del ineated above are ummar iz d in T able 7-15 . 

Table 7-15 Summary of Site Infrastructure Costs 
Cost($ x 1000 ) 

Details in Reuse Reuse Reuse 
' Sec t ion Item Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

5-2 .1.3 Roadways 975 1275 1400 
5-2 3 .2 Roadway lighti ng 525 675 725 

5-2.2 .3 Parking Lots 1025 125 0 2750 

5-2.3. 2 Parking Lot and 400 500 1050 
Site Lighting 

5-2.4.3 Storm wa ter Detention 225 275 425 
5-2 .1 .3 Stormwater Drainage 1750 2150 2325 

5-2 .5.2 Water and Wastewater 675 825 2350 

5-2 .6. 3 Elec tric 1000 1500 2250 

5-2.7 .2 Natural Gas 400 300 500 

5-2 .8. 1 Mechanica l (H VA C} 7088 587 1 4678 

5-2 .9 .2 Stanch ion Demolit ion 400 400 400 

Technical Append ix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG MO UND 

Co mprehensive Reuse Pl an 

Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 

Introduction 

Site related aheracions/improvemems, primarily infrast ruccu re in natu re, are req uired 
in order co reuse ch site in any of che chree proposed scenarios . Th is Seccion reviews 
che si re requirements and provides opinions of cost associ aced wi ch fulfill ment of 
chese requiremem s. The Reuse Options are as follo ws: 

I . 
2. Reus 
3. 

Scope 

pcio n 1: Industrial P rk 
ption 2: Indusrrial and T echno! gy C entc.>r 
pcion 3: Tech nology enter 

Site requi rem ents included in chis Section ar.e~ 

I. I oads including oadways and Scorm DrainJ g 
2. Parking Lo 
3. Ligh ti ng includi ng Roads and Parking Locs 
4. Sco rmwacer D etention 
5. Potable W ater Supply and \Xfascewacer Disp• 5al 
6. £ lecu ic 
7. Nacural , as 
8. Mechanica l (H C) 
9. Oemolirion of canchion Lines 

Roads (Roadways and Storm Drainage) 

A ssumptions 

T he C iry f Miamisburg srandards are used for ro~d widths wh1ch necessitate 
widening of exiS(ing roadways and co ns uucrion of new roads as required. Storm 
drainage is es timated for a ll roadway5. 

The fo llow ing ass umptions were used co develop roadway com: 

• fu much as possible of the existing roadway shouJd be reused co keep costs ro a 
m tntmu m. 

• P rop osed roadways ;and ex!S[ing roadways need w meec current icy o f 
Miamisburg stand ards. This will include 30-fooc wide pavement w ith u rb and 
gu ccer. 

• Some existing roadways do nor require reco nsuuccio n o r widening if they are to 
be used only for emergency/delivery and non-general pu blic access. 

• Based on che abo ve assum ptions and vi ual inspection of the roadways, only 
about I /3 of che roadw.1ys will require weal reco nsnuccion. 

Technical A ppendix 7 · Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAMI SBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Basis of Cost Estimates 

There are three b sic roadway co ns truction ategorles: 

• Reconstruction - Removal of asph alt w ring surface and assumed aggregate 
base. Repbce with aggrega te base, an asp halt wea ring surface, and curbing. 

• Aggregare base - Mill ing of exis ting asphalr weari ng surf: e, spot base repai r, 
asphah overla '• and curbi ng. 

• oncr ·re base - Mi lling of existing asphalt ea ri ng sur ace. co ncrete base JOint 
repa1r, phalt overlay, an l curbi ng . 

T he unir com fo r thest roadway consrrucriu n categories and storm dra inage are 
provided in Table 7- 1 

Table 7-1 Unit Cost Estimates for Roadway Construction 

Unit Price Total Coal 
No. Component Description Qty/Ft Units ($/Unit) ($/l.F. ) 

New Construction and Recon struc tion 30 Feet Wide 

1 1-1/2 " 404, AC-20 0 .1 4 CY 64 .00 7 .50 

2 Ta ck Coat. 0. 5 GALISY, 40 7 2 GAL 0 .72 1 .44 

3 1-1 /2 " 403, AC-20 0 14 CY 64.00 7.50 

4 Prime Coat, 0 .5 GA L!SY, 408 2 GAL 0 .99 1.98 

s a·. 304 0 .74 CY 21.60 16.00 

6 Subgrade Camp., 20 3 3.33 SY 0. 77 2. 5 5 

7 Curb, Type 6, 609 2 LF 9.45 18 .90 

8 Exca v . Incl. Emb ., 12" Depth. 203 1.1 1 CY 7.65 8 .50 

Total Cost Per L.F .: $ 64.37 

Asphalt Mill/Overlay 30 Feet Wide 

1 1-5 " Weanng Course Rem · d. 202 3 .33 SY 1.49 4 .95 

2 1-1/2 " . AC-20, 404 0 14 CY 54 00 7 .50 

3 Excav. incl. Em b., 12 " depth, 20 3 0.44 CY 7.65 3 .40 

4 Curb , Type 6 , 609 2 LF 945 18 .90 

5 Subgrade comp., 203 1. 33 SY 0 .77 1.02 

6 Tack Coat , 0.5 GAL!SY, 407 2 GAL 0 .72 1 .44 

7 1-112" , AC-20, 403 0.06 CY 54 .00 3 .00 

8 Prime Coa t, 0 .5 GAL/SY, 408 1 GAL 0 .99 0.99 

9 8" , 304 0 .30 CY 21 .60 6.40 

Total Cost Per L.F.: $ 47 .60 

Technical A ppendix 7 · Site Infrastructure Requirements 

Development Options Page 2 



MIAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehens1ve Reuse Ph;m 

Table 7-1 Unit Cost Estimates for Roadway Construction 
(Continued) 

Uni t Price Total Cost 
No. Componant Description Oty/Ft Units ($/Unit ) ($/L. F. l 

Asphalt Mill/Joint Repair/Asphalt Overlay 30 Feet Wide 

1 Asphal t Mi!I /Overlay 47.60 

2 Concr ete Base Joint 0 .05 Jo1nts 293 .49 14 .67 
Repair 
Total Cost Per L.F. : $62.27 

Storm Drainage Cost Per L. F. $100.00 

Total Cost Per L.F.: $100.00 

Cos t Estima tes for Roadway and Storm Drainage 

The required roadway and associated smrm dr inag~ fo r the three Reuse Oprions arc 
illusrrared in Figures 7-l , 7-2 and 7-.~ . B sed on rhe uni r c scs provided in Table 7- 1 
an d rhe takeoff of the lengrhs of roadway, com csrimaces re provi ded in Table 7-2 . 

Table 7-2 Roadway and Storm Drainage Costs 
Unit Cost ( $) Total Cost($) 

Type of Repair or Length Storm Storm 
Construction Required (feet) Roadway Drainage Roadway Drainage 

Reuse Option 1 

New Construc t ion 500 64 .37 100 32,185 50,000 

Recons truction 4 950 64 .37 100 318,632 495,000 

Asphalt/ Mi ll 5500 4 7.60 100 261 ,800 550,000 

Asphalt /M ilt /Joint Repair 570 0 62 .27 100 354,965 570,000 

TOTA L $1 6,650 $967,581 $1,665, 0 00 
BUDGET TOTAL $ 9 7 5,000 $ 1.750,000 

Technical Append ix 7 - Site Infras truc ture Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Table 7-2 Roadway and Storm Drainage Costs (Continued) 
Unit Cost I $) Total Cost ($) 

Type of Repair or Length Storm Storm 
Construction Required (feet) Roadway Drainage Roadway Drainage 

Reuse Option 2 
New Const ruction 12 50 64.37 100 80,463 125,000 

Reconstruction 8050 64.37 100 518,179 805 ,000 

Asphalt/Mill 59 0 0 47 .60 100 280,840 590,000 

Asphalt/Mill/Joint Repair 6200 6 2.27 100 386, 102 620,000 

TOTAL 2 1,400 $1. 265,583 $2 ,140,000 
BUDGET TOTAL $ 1,275,000 $2,150 ,000 

Reuse Option 3 
New Construction 7600 64.37 100 4 89,212 760 ,000 

-
Reconst ruct ion 9100 64 .37 100 585 .767 91 0 ,000 

Asphal t/Mill 4 650 47 .60 100 221,340 465,000 

AsphaltJMiii/Jo1nt Repa1r 1750 62.27 100 108 ,980 , 75,000 
TOTA L 23,1 00 $ 1 ,405 ,299 $2,310,000 
BUDGET TOTAL $ 1,400,000 $2,325,000 

Techmcal Appendix 7 - Si te In frastructure Requir ements 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 
--------~------

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Parking Lots 

Assumptions 

The following assumprion were used ro develop pnrking requin:mcm:s for the three 
Reuse Oprions: 

• City of Miamisburg r quirements for rh number of parki ng sp e..o; arc: based 
upon facil ity usabl . floor space are . T he functi nal use of rhe facili ties in e:ach 
Rcu e p tion :an ·yiel d ifferent usable floor space. Ac ordin ly, rhe use of 
gross flo r areas throughout rhe devel pmem of options will be rather 
onservacive and provide an added contingency facro r. 

• New developments in Miamisburg usually require separate p rlcing lors or each 
buildmg. For the Reuse Opti ns, shar d parking will be assumed which may 
necessitate a variance from rhe Board of Appeals 

• M iam isburg requires l space /2,000 square feet of usable floor space for 
lndu trial use and l spacc/300 square feet of usable floor space for Professional 

ffice use. 
• Due to the uncerrajnty f rhe fi nal age in rhe rhr~ Reuse p tions, hrec: 

contingency f: crors will be used 20° , 60%, • d 100% for Reuse O ptions I. 2. 
and 3, re~pe rively. 

Based upon rhese a su m p tlons, the esrim ted number of parking spaces required are 
rovided m T :1ble 7-

Table 7-3 Est imated Number of Parking Spaces Required 
Reuse Space Bldg. Gross Sq. Ft . x 1000 Required Parking Spaces 
Option Type Existing Proposed Total Required Contingency Totals 

1 Industrial 556 0 556 278 56 334 
Prof. Office 246 0 246 821 164 985 

Total 1 3 19 

2 Industrial 447 0 44 7 224 134 358 
Prof . Office 235 0 235 784 470 1254 

Tot al 1612 

3 Industrial 340 660 1000 500 600 1000 
Prof . Office 235 14 7 382 1275 1275 2550 

Total 3550 

Basis of Cos t Estimates 

The cost of parking lors for rhis study is d termined from a nominall45 !;pace lor 
with an average 00 gross square fe r per parking space. T hus, the 145 spaces 
requir 43,- 00 square feet of surf1 c area. T h un i r cosrs fo r parking I fa 
nominal 43, 00 squar er are provided in Tabk 7-4. 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

TabJe 7-4 Unit Costs for Asphalt Parking Lots8 

Unit Cost Cost 
Description Quantity ($) ($) 

1 1/2 " Asphalt Wearing Course (AC 20) 202 CY 54.00 10,908 
Tack Coat (0.5 GALJSY) 2420 GAL 0.72 1,743 
1 1/ 2ff Base Course (AC 20) 202 CY 54 10 ,908 
6" Aggregate Base 807 CY 22 17,754 
Subgrade Comp. 4840 SY 0 .7 7 3 ,727 
Excavation including Embankment (assume 9 ' 
depth), Storm Drainage 12 10 CY 8.00 9,680 
CB 2·2-B (Assume 4 ) 4 EA 720 2,880 
MH No. 3 2 EA 1800 3, 600 
12q Conduit, Type B 1200 FT 40 48,000 
Incidentals (Stop Blocks, Strip, etc .) - - 3 ,000 
TOTAL 112,200 
Average Area (Sq. Ft. ) 43,500 

Average Cost per Sq. Ft . $2.58 
8 Assume no landscapmg, curbs, underdra1ns, or access controls . 

Cost Estimates 

as don the parking areas provided in Table 7-3 and the unit costs from 
Table: 7-4, th~ co rs fo r (he three Reuse ptions are provided below as Table 
7-5. 

Table 7-5 Costs for Parking Lots 
Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Option 3 

To tal Spaces Required 1,3 19 1,612 3,500 
Parking Area (Sq. Ft. x 1 000) 396 484 1,0 50 
Unit Cost ($/Sq . Ft.) $ 2 .58 $ 2.58 $ 2.58 
Parking Lots Total Cost $1,021,680 $1,248,720 $2,709,000 
BUDGET TOTAL $1,025,000 $1 ,250,000 $2,750,000 

Technical. Appendix 7 - Si te Infrastructure Requirements 

Development Options Page 6 



MIAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehen ive Reuse Plan 

Lighting (Roads, Parking Lots, and Site) 

Assump tions and Basis o f Cost Estimates 

The following assumptions were used to devel1>p lighting requirements f t 1 0:1ds and 
parking lots: 

• Ohio Deparrmem o ransporrati n ( DO ) type street and parking lor 
ligh ting will be used--minimu m requirements of 1 L ndle fc r roadways and 112 
candle for parking lors. 

• Based on recenr experience in Momgomery ,oun ry, rhe average cost of lighting 
for a 40-foot wide roadway is $31.40 per linear foot or $ .80 per square foot. 

• or parking lots at 1/_ candle, an assum d cost of $0.40 p r squ~re foot r un ed 
ro 0. 0 (for additional engineering, Jjghr scanchi ns, et .) was used. 

• Inr mal ire lighr.ing (walkways, yards, etc ) is assumed ro be the same level as for 
parking lor.s. lt also is assumed rh::n the square foot area of internal lighting 
required will be r.he same as parking. 

• oral lengths of roadway in feet :m 16,6 0, 21 ,400, and 23,1 0 ~ r euse 
Options l , 2 and 3. respeccivdy. 

• he areas f parking l rs (in l 000 sq. fr. are 396, 4 4, and 1,050 or Reuse 
Options 1, 2 an 3, respecci dy. 

Cost£ timates 

Ba.secl on the above a.ssurnp rions, ro:td ay, parking and sire lighting costs are 
r idc:d in Table 7-6. 

Table 7-6 Lighting Costs for Roadways, Parking Lots and Sit e 
Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Option 3 

Roadways 
Length (Ft. x 1 000) 16.6 2 1.4 23 .1 
Cost (@ $3 1.40/Ft. ) $523,300 $672,000 $725,000 

BUDGET TOTAL $625,000 $675,000 $725,0 00 

Parking Lots 
Area (Sq. Ft . x 1 000 ) 400 500 1,0 50 
Cost(@ $0.50/S q . Ft .) $200,000 $2 50,000 $525,000 
Inte rnal Site 
Area (Sq. Ft. x 1 000) 400 500 1,050 
Cost (@ $0.50/Sq. Ft .) $200, 000 $250,000 $625,000 

BUDGET TOTAL $400,000 $500,00 0 $1,050.000 
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Stormwater Detention 

In troduction 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Srormwater runoff detencion/retenrion wiU be a cricical issue as si(e developmenc 
continues. As with all development, runoff from the developed site must not exceed 
tb runoff that exisred prior ro current c nstruccion. The emi re site operates under 
an PA Nadonal Pollution Discharge li minarion System (NPDES) Permi t tha t is 
due to be updated during 19c 6. 

There are rwo existing detention basins on the Mound pr perry. One is a small 
holding pond near the enrran e ro rhe sire. It is a concrete lined, fe nced-in basi n that 
co llects st rmwarer runoff from rhe secti n of the site currendy bei ng used by rh 
DoE (Building SM, era!.). Under normal conditions, no srormwarer is detained in 
th is basin as rhe outlet gate is k pt open. The gare is des igned co be closed and the 
basin used as an emergency holding pond in case of a ha rdo us material spill and/or 
runoff co ntami nation. 

The second 1s p imarily a seeding pond rhac is pan of a system design d ro control 
runoff and allow~ r the resr ing and mo ni oring of all collccrcd sire runoff. T his 
lower sysrem, located in the so urb ves c corner of rhc exisring developed ire, rece ive 
all of the stormwarer c l!ecred from rbe developed site including discharge from the 
upper holding p nd. Under normal condition , runoff is allowed ro flow through 
sluice gates and holding tanks ro be reseed for conrami an ts and monitored ll r off­
sire flow races. During signi.fi canr storms, the runoff is diverted to the settling po nd . 
The pon has a design capacity of approximately 3.1 mill ion gallons and i equipped 
with an overflow alarm ;ystem. 

Assumptions and Basis of Cost Estima tes 

hen lculacing the required stormw rer detentio n volumes and pinions of 
probable construCtion osrs for rhe. chree Reuse Op tions, rhe fo llowing assumpti ns 
were made: 

• irsr and most critical was rhe decisio n co assume that the existing t\VO p nels 
w uld n r be con idercd as useful for furur detention. T he upper holding pond 
must remain as is ifir is t conri nue to fu nction ks an emergency conrninmenr 
system for hazardous material spills. The: drainage area. already being serviced by 
th is pond wns taken ut of the cak ularions for the rest of r.he sir . The lower 
pond is, acco rding to Mound staff. already ar or under apa ity for the existing 
sire. Additional! •, since iris a retcnrion/serrlin <> basin, mosr of its storage capacity 
is aLready perman ndy in use. 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrastruc ture Requirem nts 
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MIAM ISBURG M OUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

• iven rl1e size of the sire, rhe Racional Method was used ro calcu late the peak rare 
of runoff for the design storm and the volume o f srorage r uired. P .r the C iry 
o f M iam isburg, a l 0- rear frequency srorm was used for rhe design srorm. A "C" 
value o f 0.4 was used for the non-developed ar a. d ue ro the steep slopes. To 
cakuhte ili volume of storage requ ired, the duration of che storm was assumed 
t be equal ro the rime o concentration for these preliminary calculations. 

• Pam of me drain:~ge basin areas ext nd outside the si re T h e areas are relacivdy 
small and were included in th total area calculations bur nor con ider d for 
cal ulation of a composite~ "value. 

• To derermim: the approximare surface area rhat he proposed detention basins 
will requ ire, a ''unir" pond was calculated by using a 1' sectio n o f a pond wi th rhe 
following dimensions: 50' bottom width, 1 0 ' dep th, and 1: I side slopes. Based 
on this "unir" pond. every 0._ 1 ubic yard ( Y) of storage will require 1 square 
foot (SF) o surface area. 

• Based on experien e, the corur l trucrme for each dercmion basin area will osr 
in d1e rang of $4 ,000 to $85,000 to consrrucc. Excavation/grad ing was 
esrimared c co t $1 0.40/CY. 

Requiremen ts and Cost Estimates 

Using the above assumptions, methodology, and costs, rhe d ten tion req uirements for 
each of rhe Reuse Options were cal ulared and ar summarized in T able 7-7. Oprion 
1 wi t! require only on n w basin, O pu n 2 will require rwo ba ins, an d prion 3 
will require rhree basi ns. To assi r ' n plann ir1g nd sir lay uc, an appr ximate area 
requirement J:; r each of rhe basins i3 calculated based em che "unit" pond discussed in 
the f< urrh Assumption. The b le lisrs probable construction costs for each of the 
new basins and pr vides a roral cost for each Reuse pnon. 

Table 7-7 Stormwater Detention Requirements and Estimated Cost s 
Detention Approx Total 
Capacity Area IOxcavationl Control Reuse 

Reuse New Req'd Req'd Grading Structure Total Cost Option 
Option Basin (C'r') (SF I Costs Costs Per Basin Cost 

1 A 13,940 45,770 $145,000 $80.000 $225,000 $225,000 

2 A 14,370 45.120 $149,500 $75,000 $224,500 
2 B 530 1, 670 $5 ,500 $45,000 $60,600 $27 5,000 

3 A 15,390 48,320 $160,000 $80,000 $240,000 
3 8 530 1,670 $5,500 $45,000 $50,500 
3 c 4760 14,950 $49,500 $80,000 $1 34,500 $425,000 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Water Supply/Wastewater Disposal 

Assumptions 

In order ro minimize costs, rhe Mound's exisring porable warer and wasrewarer 
rrearmenc capabiJjcies wil l e used wirh necessary upgrades to meet current srandards. 
chem ric drawings of the site Po cable Water and anitary ~ ewer Systems are 

pr vided in Figures 7-4 and 7-5, respectively. 

Assumptions fo r potable water are: 

• The existing SM/PP warer rower can conri nue to be used and connected to rhe 
iry of Miamisburg's water distribution sysrem in its medium pressure disrrin. 

• I r is assumed char rhe City' water rr atmem plant will be expanded 
commensur -te irh addirio al warer requirements, 

• A new ater line will be added ro serve the souch end o the site and connected 
to an e,xjsring l -inch \ arer main (required only for Reuse Option 3). 

• T he Mound water well can be used to pro ide water for fi re rote cion . The 
ump and storage tank fo r fire protection will e maintain d . 

The following assum ri< ns relate tu w:mewarer: 

• Wastewater flow estimates w redeveloped on the basis of four c regories of 
faci li ty reuse: ffice, aboratory, Light Lndusrrial and Sto rage. 

• The , ·jsting WaHewater Plant wiU be uriliz.ed but will be limi ted co applications 
on the norrh end of rhe ire. 

• T he 1iami burg w:u rewarer system is assumed to be used for expansion of the 
outh end of the sire. 

• The iamisburg w:u rewarcr pump stations can be expanded if necessary. 

Technical Appendi 7 - Site Infras tructure Requirements 
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M IAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Requirements and Cast Estimates 

Using the above assumptions and methodology r qui rements, associared costs for rhe 
three Reuse ptions wer calculated and are summarized in Tables 7-8, 7-9 and 7 l 

Table 7-8 Water and Wastewater Estimated Costs 
Reuse Option 1 

Description Quantity Unit Cost 

W ater 
North Site Additions 
8" Water Line 500 LF 
Meters (Existing 40 Bldg .} 4 0 Each 
Back Flow Preventers 40 Each 
Inspect ion 40 Each 
City Water Treatment Plant Expansion 0 .1 5 M GD 
System Modification Lump 
Engineering, Design, Etc. Lump 

TOTAL 

W astewater 
No Requirements 

Table 7-9 Water and Wastewat er Es timated Costs 
Reuse Option 2 

$76 
$2,500 
$2,500 

$250 
$2/Gal 

$7 7,500 
$50,000 

Descrip tion Quantity Unlt Cost 

W ater 
North Site Additions 
8 " Water Line 500 LF $7 5 
Meters (Existing 40 Bldg.i 40 Each $2,500 
Back Flow Preventers 40 Each $2,500 
Inspection 40 Each $250 
City Water Treatment Plant Expans1on 0 .15 MGD $2/Gal 
System M odification Lump $77,600 
Engineering, Design, Etc . Lump $50,000 

Subtotal 
W astewater 
North Site Additions 
8" Sanitary Sewer 1,800 LF $60 
Manholes 5 Each $2,500 
Engineering, Design, Etc. Lump $29,500 

Subtotal 

TOTAL 

Technical Appendi 7 - Site lnf rastruc ure Requirements 

Development Opti ons 

Total Cost 

$37,500 
$100,000 
$100,000 

$10,0 00 
$300,000 

$77,500 
$50,000 

$675,0 00 

Total Cost 

$37 ,500 

$100,000 
$100,000 

$10 ,000 
$300,000 

$7 7,500 
$50,000 

$675,000 

$108,0 00 
$12,500 
$2 9, 500 

$150,000 

$825,000 
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MIAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehens1ve Reuse Plan 

Table 7-10 Water and Wastewater Estimated Costs 
Reuse Option 3 

Description Quantity Unit Cost Tot al Cost 

Water 
North Site Additions 
8" Water Line 500 LF $76 $37,500 
Meters (Existing 40 Bldg.) 40 Each $2,500 $100,000 
Back Flow Preventers 40 Each $2,500 $100,000 
Inspection 40 Each $250 $1 0 ,000 
City Water Treatment Plant Expansion 0 .15 MGD $2/Gal $300,000 
System Modification Lump $77,500 $77,500 
Engineering, Design, Etc. Lump $50,000 $50,000 

Subtotal $67 5,000 
Wastewater 
North Site Additions 
8" Sanitary Sewer 1 ,800 LF $60 $108,000 
Manholes 5 Each $2,500 $12,500 
Engineering, D_f!sign, Etc. Lump $29,500 $29,500 

Subtotal $150 ,000 
Water 
South Site Additions 
8" Water Line 4,800 LF $75 $360,000 
Hydran ts 10 Each $2 ,500 $25,000 
4" Serv1ce Lines 2,000 LF $25 $50,000 
Meters 14 Each $2,500 $35 ,000 
Back Flow Preventers 14 Each $2 ,500 $35,000 
Inspections 14 Each $250 $3,500 
City Water Treatment Plant Expansion 0 .075 MGD $2/Gal $1 50,000 
Engineering, Design, Etc. Lump $1 96,500 $196,500 

Subtotal $855,000 

W astew ater 
South Site Additions 
6 " Sanitary Sewer Laterals 2,000 LF $40 $80,000 
8" Sanitary Sew er 4 ,800 LF $60 $288,000 
Manholes 14 Each $2, 50 0 $35 .000 
Saxony Road Pump Station Expansion 0 .0 5 MGD Lump $50,000 
City Wastewater Treat Pit Expansion 0.05 MGD $3/Gal $150.000 
Engineering, Design, Etc. Lump $67,000 $67,000 

Subtotal $670,000 

TOTAL $2,350 ,000 

Technical Appendix 7 - ite Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAM ISBURG MOUND 
Comprehensive Reus Plan 

Electric 

Asumptions 

It is assumed that DP&L will take possession of the site d istribution system. he cost 
estimates p rovided herein are assumed to be total syst m upgrade, some of which may 
b assumed by DP&L. Upgrade/modifications for aU Reus · prions in lucie; 

• M od ification of existing substations/ transformers 
• Pr viding new pad mounred transformers 
• Modification of existing duct bank 
• Installa tion of D P&L provided merers nd current transformers 
• Modification of existing duct bank 
• lnstallation/ modificacion of miscellaneous tre, bl and conduil 

Reuse O ptions 2 and 3 include the installation/upgrade of add irional stare-of-che-art 
communications n rwork required for operation of a T ech nology Center. 

Reus O ption 3 in ludes additional communications necwork and relocation o f the 
overhead electric services co underground ducr banks. 

Basis of Cost Estimates 

• Pad-m unred trans fo rmers were sized to meet the need of rhe specifi c facili ties 
they serve. Costs were estimated using standard osrs. 

• Modification of the existi ng substations and installa.ti n of merers were es irnated 
bas d on xp ·rience. 

• Miscellaneous osr.' for condtti r, duct bank, ere. are p reliminary estimates without 
firm basis. 

• Similarly, cosrs for modification of the existi ng communications netWork and the 
acquisition of stare-of-the-arr com munication capabilities are prelin inary 

tim res and not well val idated. 
• Burial of up ro 10,000 linear feet of electrical and communicatio ns con uit may 

be required in Reuse Op tion 3. N ormally, th is cost is approximately $25 .00 per 
linear foot. Due to the uncertainties in the geologic. ! attributes o f the soil and 
the potemial restrictions of specific geographic areas which wer contaminated , 
the estimated cost is doubled . 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAM ISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse P an 

Cost Estimates 

Thee cim red cost for d ecrric are provided in able 7-1 1 

Table 7-11 Cost for Electric 
Cost !$ x 1 000) 

Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Opt ion 3 
Pad MDlmt Transform. (3 9 ) 525 525 525 
Mod. E ist Substations (12) 
and Install 56 Meters 75 75 75 
Misc. Conduit/Cable Upgrade 100 100 100 
Pull Lines, Duct Bank Mod. 250 2 50 250 
Existing Commun. Upgrade 50 50 50 .. 
State-of-the-Art 
Communications Network - 500 750 
Burial of Electric and . - 500 
Communicat ions 

TOTAl 10 00 1500 2250 

Natural Gas 

Assumptions 

Th reloc ci n of che natural gas distri u ion systems will take place if che Central 
Ttifiry Plant is close do\ n, Decentralized HV C Util i[)• Plants re urihz.ed, and the 

o erhea.d uriJi ry disrriburions are elimin:ned. Details fo r the relocacion of the 
distri ution system are di ffi ult to prorcct wich any degree of certainty withour more 
exrensi e anal sis of physical nc.l.i ti ns, such as geologi , l attrilJutes and ore 
detailed design. Accordingly, costS fi r naruraJ gas re estimaced per building. A 
con ervarive cost est imate of~ 1 ,0 per building is used. This in ludes cost for 
relocation f rhe distributi n sy~cems, mccering, and insrallarion to required oiler . 

5-2.7.2 Cost Estimates 

The co t for natural gas is provided in T able 7-12. 

Table 7-12 Cost for Natural Gas 
Reuse Option 1 Reuse Option 2 Reuse Option 3 

No. of Buildings SeNed 40 30 50 
Total Cost (@ $10,000/ Bldg.) $ 400,000 $ 300 ,000 $ 500,000 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG M OUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Mechanical (HVAC) 

A ssumptions and Cost Estimates 

HVAC rili ry Plants, Appendix 6, provides a detailed analysis and cosr ramificalions 
~ r the replacemem of rhe Central Uriliry Plam with ecenu alized H V C U ilicy 
Plants. If elected ro be pursued, conversion to Decentralized U ni wilt be evaluated 
, nd cos provided on an indi vidual bui lding basis. This was discus:;c I i Section 3. 
For completeness, rh · r tal co r i. repeated here on a Reuse Option basis rather than a 

uilding basis as pro ided in Appendix 6. 

Table 7-13 Costs for Decentralized HVAC Plants 
Cost ($ x 10 00) 

Reuse Option 1 I Reuse Option 2 I Reuse Opt ion 3 

Tot al Decent ralized Plants $7,0 88 I $5,8 7 1 I $4,678 

Demolition of Stanchion Lines 

Assumptions 

In the event the Central Po er Plant (Building P) is di continued and individual 
Decentrali zed HVA PI nts an: installed, the utiliry srnnchions should be removed 
• It is estimated rhac ir will require two craftsmen rw days (32 hours total) ro 

remove a stanchi n. 
• Assumed Cost $25.00/hour or $800.00/stanchion 

Cost Estimates 

The cost of removal of the stanchions is iodependenr of rhe Reuse 0 c:ions Based 
on a nominal 50 sr nchions, the cost is ns follows. 

Table 7-14 Cost for Stanchion Line Demolition 
Cost($ x 10 00) 

Reuse Option 1 I Reuse Opt ion 2 I Reuse Option 3 

Stanchion Line Demolition $400 I $400 I $400 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infrastructure Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Summary of Site Infrastructure Costs 

The site related costs delineated above are summari2cd in Table 7-1 S. 

Table 7-15 Summary of Site Infrastructure Costs 
Cost ($ x 1 000) 

Details in Reuse Reuse Reuse 
Section Item Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

5-2 .1 .3 Roadways 975 1275 1400 
5-2.3.2 Roadway Lrghting 525 675 726 

5·2.2.3 Parking Lot s 1025 1250 2750 

5-2 3.2 Parking Lot and 400 500 1050 
Site Lighting 

5-2.4.3 Stormw arer Detention 225 275 4 25 
5-2.1.3 Stormwater Drainage 1750 2 150 2325 

5-2. 5.2 Water and Wastewater 675 825 2350 

5-2.6.3 Elect ric 1000 1500 2250 

5-2. 7.2 Natural Gas 400 300 500 

5-2 .8 .1 M echanical (HVAC) 7088 5871 4678 

5-2.9.2 Stanchion Demolition 400 400 400 

Technical Appendix 7 - Site Infras tructure Requirements 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Introduction 

Introduction 

Plan Summary 

The proposed Reuse Plan for the Mound Ad van ed Technology Center (M T ) is 
designed to reate a ontemporary rese r ·h and indu trial par . 

e propo d plan has five principal features: First, the redevelopment antic1 atcs 
a rnaj r cl arance and le' nup of existing buildings and other mi ·c llaneou · 
structur including the overhe d steam line and unneeded fencing. A core gr up 
of 3 buildings on the site totaling 694,600 gro quare feet will be retained for 

reu ·e. The effe t will b tc cons lidate future re ear h and development into a 
mor efficient core group of the exi ting l rger, belter qu lity building and permi t 
the inLroduction of adjacent parking aod r en space consi tent with the c mpu -
li e cha cter fa m dem re e reb and indu trial park. 

A econd principal ature of the plan L th "greening" of the Moun thr ugh a 
proposed refo tation program to control ero ion on the t ep hil l ide an 
impr e stormw ter management. Coupled with the v rail I , ranee and 
cleanup, the reforesta1lon program also will improve the aesthetics, enhancing 
markctabilit of th -ire. 

Third. th principal infrastructure improvement is a proposed new spine road 
hich ill integrate ac e s Lhr ucrhout lh site to i. ting buil ings and pr p ecl 

n . building ·ite . The spine road will c!arif internal vehi ul r circu lation 
beginning at · rede eloped ntry at Mound A enue. assing through th Test Fire 
area, south to Benner R ad, opening up the undeveloped southern hal of the ite 
to new d elopment. The propos d new spine r ad will fe ture Ian scape ntries 
at ound enue and Benner Road and will be de ign d t ~.; mmumt tandards 
wi th ppropriate drainage, street tree planting and lighting 

Fourth, the plan provid development site for ignificant n . building 
d elopment in the fu tur . in re.spon" to market demand. An estimated 840,000 
square feet of n w res .arch and industrial developm nt couiJ be realized on these 
site . Important new building site are shown at th Mound venue gate on the 
ite th · exi ting parking area, on the br \ f the hill h r OSE building and on 

d velopable land n the 'Outhem half of the site, Each of the e pare I will permit 
de el prnent of contemporary re earch and industrial uilding with their 
a ociated parking. 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Plan Description 

ifth, Th propos d plan groups e i ting: building to remain and new 
development sit s into a eri of dev I pment distri ts which · re rdinated 
with the Mound Ten Year Plan release chedule. Th d lopment parcel on i 1 

of two rincipal type : tho e rganize r und ex i ting luster of uilding and 
pare Is which will allow ne building developm nt. 

The mo t signifi ant devel pment par el i th Main Hill , sit of the histori • ·or~ 
of Mound activity. Th Main Hill is divided into two parcel . Thi pern1its 
egm ntati n of th " r nt" f the hill wher ffice, re. earch an industrial uses 

are located, from the "back" o [h · hi ll wh r I an up activit for ra ioactiv 
building · ill extend to 2005 r later. R use of the building on tht: 1ain Hi ll 
requires a si0 nificant amount of dem li t ion and the real ion f new arking within 
rea onable waking di tance of the building. The clustering f buil ing and 

parking on the hill cr ate a setting wh r parkin mu t e shar d. As the 
building are demoli h d or improve and leas d, and as parking is constructed, an 
e cell nt sit f r a new building i.- created n the bro f the hill with dir ct 
connection to the spine r ad. 

A ec nd signifi ant clu ter of exi ting buildino wi ll r main in the Te t Fire. 
par el. These building are the ite of ongoing explo ive re ·earch an 
manufacturing Many are lea ed and it i anticipated tat they will c minue to 
attract explo ive- l t d busin s e . Irnprov d parking and a nc: ntrancc fr m 

the spine r ad combin to r vide: a unique identity for thi area. S me 
demolition is anticipated, but n ' new devel pment ites are created with this 
parcel. 

T o smaller nrcels are created so th of the pine wad. On , ontammg uildincr 
6 1, a lj cent to the Mound venu entrance, i identified separately because fit -; 
"front do r' ' lo ation p tenllal use for variety f us inc: ·e •. No new 
d elopment opp rrunity exi t •. 

A ec nd parcel c ntains a ari "ty of exi. tmg buildmg · and will ret in two 
xi ting uildin and c ate a. ite for a new building. Tb new buildmg caul 

accommodate R&D bu ·in e ·. The new building ite, with a pin _ road addre ·s 
an I cati n at the intersection of the road erving the ain Hill, h · potenti { 
value aft r market succ s i demonstrated through the lea ing of the "'Xi ting 
building·· at the Mound. 

The ·mal "de eloped" parcel at th outh m end f the SM-PP area on tams tw 
· ting buildings, one air a y lease . The parcel offers a site for a new 

building, connected t or sepa te from building I . An impr ed entrdflce nd 
·pin road segment pr vid dire t ac ess and visibil ity from Moun· Av nue. 

2 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Reuse Pion Description 

Thr e par el of land are de ignated as ite open for new •velopment The 
e onomi trategy for development of the Mound recommends that the not be 

old or de vel ped until the MA TC is stablish d a a viable mixed-use re ear h 
and technology park. This recommended phasing is to allo for increased land 
value an make Mi rni burg Mound Comrnunjty Improvement orporati n 
~MM IC) a mor attractiv devel pm nt partner. N improvement r pr p ed 
to e made t these land parcels as part of the cleanup and improvement process 
undertaken by . . Department of Energy CD ). 

The fi rst of th open land par el is the lower parking lot. Development potential 
will be creat d hy relocating parking to the Main Hill to ser th .e building . . 
The a Le and isibility f th i ' locati n reate the potentml for high r value 
r earch and developrn nL u ·e . 

A second pen land pare 1 i po itioned ju t est f M-PP on 1 n that overlooks 
th ri er valley. The overlook parcel of er the potential f r · variety f u es, but 

d ignated as suitabl for general indu trial use. The exi ting buildings are 
a umed to b~ demolish d s part of the cleanup. 

The final land de elopment par el is the undeveloped are outh of the mai n 
portion of the Mound . Thi, - ailed" .. outh 40" parcel, hile , ignific ntly 
c n trained by teep lope and the floodpl in, ffer at least four segment · f 
land suita le f r indu ·trial r " fl x' '-type dev I pment. 29 , 0 Squar feet of 
ne\. de el pmenl wi th it a sociat d parking can be located in lhi. area 

The Mound ai ·o include two land areas that do n t offer devel pment potential 
On is a p r el at th e t id f the site th t i the location the ewage 
tre tm nt plant. Tlv' ultim te di posi tion of this p reel wi ll depend upon ' ho 
a sumes respon ibility for manag· ment of the treatment plant. 

The M-PP are is n t art f the . tudy area f r reu f Lht: Mound. Thi area is 
th ite of ng ing DOE/NASA activity. Because of its location on and dire t 
access fr m Mound venu , it long-term di po iti n ill not a ect the 
con 1guration of the balance of the developm nt. This access charactenstic docs 
ugg t thut th area h~ th ' potential f r long t rm ut il izati n as a _ ite for 

technolog) related bu ine . 
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The Planning Process 

A omprehensi e, multid isciplinary planning and economic ~ asibility study 
proce . has be n undertaken to develop the Reu e Plan for the Mound. A te m f 
planners, enginee , economists and de igner utilized a proces - similar to a real 
est t '·w rkout" ' and " orporate re trucruring" to a dres. the ch llencre of 
planning for an econ mically viable reu. e of the D E fac ili ty. 

The planmn pro s in rporated tour phase f Clrk: 

• Feasibili ty nalysi 

• Development Option 

• Final Comprehen ive Plan 

• Plan Documentation 

The reuse planning procesl> for the Mo nd has een an p n, pu lie proce ~ in un 
aaempt t bal, nee the goaLs and bjeCttves of three constituent group : the 
communi ty, DOE nd MMCI 

In the feasibil ity analy is phase of work , the consultant te m undertook a 

pr li minary comprehensive a · e. ment of the ·ite, fac ilities, infrastru ture and th 
real estate market. The goal of thi pha. e was to define tht~ p perty's as ets and 
limitation and develop an" nd state" c ncept that could be u.ed t test the 
pre liminary f ibili ty of r u e nd red vel pment of tbe Mound. 

Foil wing the feasibili ty naly is pha e, the nsu ltan t team completeJ the 
an I si of the fac il itie , infrastructure and market. Part icu lar emphasi was 
placed on defi nint' ~ um tions that woul influence the direction of reu:-~ opli ns 
f r the Iound Through thi s analysis, the consultant team de eloped as ri of 
opti ns for reuse. Each of these options was evaluated in tenn of its ahi!ity to 
meet the goals of th pr jects' stakeh lder (the communi ty. OE and MMCIC). 

Th optic ns that were on idered included a range of strategies f u ing n the 
market that wru identi fi ed to be present in the Miamisburg ar a. These ption ­
explored an aU-industrial strategy that ought to develop or sell the Mound to 
in ustrial users, an all-r search and technolog str tegy that focuses more 

'{1 e clusive1 on the high tech m rket, and a mixed use research and industria l 

, 

L trategy that ·ought to be attractive to a range of offic , rese rch and i dustrial 
users . Of thes three alt rnatives, the last proved to be the mo t iab le 
economi c: lly and as preferred by the MM IC an Mound Reu mmiuee 
lM R J, 
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In addition to these opti n ·, the potential for c mplete learance of th site and 
finding a ingle u er \ ere e ·piored. The clear nee opti n proved in~ a ible 
ecause of the los of all j< bs and the in re ed cost of cleanup for oth r, non 

indu trial uses. The single user option was not pursued because f the very I w 
pr babi\' ty of it · , u ces 

Afler reviewing the option the MMCIC and MRC elected tbe 1 ixed Use 
Res rch and Indu trial option th, t i document d her . Th option ha, the highesr 
probability for su ·ce s. e tahli h a framework for ongoing MMCIC and E 

operation in a hieving a succ s ·fultran it ion, an pr vid s the fram \ rk fo r 
the ucce· · 0f th M T . 
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Goals And Objectives 

The goals and o ~ cri ves th t have been establi h d for the Mound reflect the joint 
eff rts and joint in l res t f th ommunity, MMCIC and D E. The foll wing 
have been prepamd, reviewed and pproved by each of these group. as a joint 
tatement. 

Shared Goals 

Three goal are comm< n t all f the group~ invol ed m . ~kmg a succes, ful u. e 

f theM nnd. 

• An environmenta.IJ ' clean site . 
• u ces ·fultran ition of the Mound. 
• Cre· tion of a private research and indu trial p rk. 

Ind ividual Goals 

Although overlapping in many w, s each f the thre gr llf: ha goals thut are 
.;pecific t the group. 

Community 

• J bs, . alari , and ·alary tax ontribution. 
• n ec nomic and technological as el for the regi n. 
• P lt\Ve vi u and physical asset, "a g od ne ighbor." 

MMCIC 

• J b· and e onomic development. 
• Mit igate the c norni impact c\ sur up n employee~ and communi ty . 
• Financially viab le plun. 
• A hieve enue uffi ient to complete tran iti n. 

l C 

• Eliminate DO 's landlord re ponsibilities. 
• inimize leanup co ts to taxpayers. 
• Complete cleanup and tran iti n by 2 05 . 
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Reuse Plan Description 

Market and Financial Plan 

Socioeconomic Overi!lew 

he economic vitality of the r gion and neighborho d surr unding the Mound i 
an important c nsideration in stimating fu ture demand and income potential. 
Are inforrnati n, including , o ioecon mic, demographic: andre I e tate market 
data, is significant in that it influen es the rede el pment potential and marl-.et 
v· lue of the Mound. 

Th 1iami burg Mound is located ~outh of downtown Dayton, west of 1-75 in the 
C il) f Miami burg, wh_i h i- in Montgom ry County, Ohi . The , ite i rough\_ 
thre miles west of the Route 725 interchange with I-75, the primary inter:tatc 
acce point for lo al traffic in the area. The 1··675 Dayton by-pu.s i lo ated ju t 

south of the Route 725!!-75 interch;:mg , pr iding th 1iarni burg are with 
xcellent inte tate ac e . Proximity t I-75 is particularly important; I-75 is 
on id r done of the primary mdu trial orridors in the , particularly fi r the 

auto indu try and related manufacturers . The area urrounding the 1-675/1-75 

interch nge has rn rged a a nc ntrati n f suburban Dayton office and 
indu trial space development, while the interchang o I-7 - and Route 725 has 

emerged · sa large ·uburban retai l area anchored b th Dayt n regional mal l. ee 
fi gure title Tran portation and ·ces . 

Analy. is o 'O ioec n mic tr nd nd forecasts r the Dayton Metrop Iitan 
tali ticnJ rea M ... . ) provide a necessary contex t f r vaiuali n i the 

Miami t urg M und . • uch indicat r highl ight previ u are· of con mi 
strength and e kness, · well a areas with future growth potential in th ~ region. 
This ction will highlight hi~toric population, employment , major employ r: and 

usine start-up acti ity in the Dayton MSA. pecifi emphasi will be placed n 
mployment tTends in manufacturing sectors of the region 1 economy as w II as 

demographic for Montg mery oumy including the City of Dayton and Miami 
ownshi which includes th City of Miamisburg for analysis purposes. 

he Dayt n area historical! ha been synonymou with manufacturing and 
te hnologi a! inno ation. Dayt n · r"' inventor were resp n ·ible for several 
maj r innovations, including the auto self-starter, the airplane n theca b 
regi~ter, in the early 20th entury . Such inventions had a panicular Impact on the 
Day ton area beginning in the 1920 · as fi rms such a General Motors, Chry ler and 
Nation 1 Cash R gi ·ter ( CR e panded their manufacturing faci litie in Lh 

ay lon area. According to the Wall Street Journal. technologi al mnovati n in 
the Dayton area has remained strong sin ~e the 1920 , resulting in such 
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commonplac items as torage batteries, liquid crystal di play • ph tocells and 
Inkjet pri11ler -.i Th se factor affect th d"mograpbic ch racter of the area. 

The Dayton MS covers four counties in west-central Ohio: Montgomery, 
Gre ne. Cl rk nd Mi mi. The. fo llowing table high lights c unty population levels 
in the MSA in e 1 60. The tab le show that Green County, Joe ted e..ast f 
M ntg mery unt , has peri need the highest amount f absolute popu lation 
growth between 1960 and I 95, growing by more than 46,50 per ns ver. 11. 

Table 1: ounty Population Estimat , Dayton MSA, 1990 • 1995 

Change 
County 1960 1970 1980 1990 1992 1995 1960-

1995 

Montgomery 527,080 608,413 571,697 573,809 576,836 570,490 43,4 10 

Greeue 94,642 125,057 129,769 136,731 139,397 14 1,1 8 1 46,539 

Clark 131.4-W 157, 11 5 150,236 147.548 147,6 17 147 73 1 1 6 ,~9 1 

Miam i 72,901 84,342 90,38 1 93,182 94,842 97,01 0 24 ,1 09 

MSA Total 826,063 974,927 942,083 951 ,270 958,692 956,412 130,349 

~()_urce : Miami Valley Regional Planning Agenq 

Although Montg mery ount gTeW at a ·ubstantially faster rate between 1960 
and 1970 (increas ing by over 80,000), the county \i as unable to murntain such 
rapid gro\ th over the long term. By 19 0, populat ion in Montgomery County had 
fallen b about 36,000, negating about 45% f incremental populati n growth 
achieved in th ounty bet een 1 60 and 197 . Greene County al o rec rded a 
p pul tion surg~ between 1960 and 1970, gr wing by more th 1 3 .00 . Overall, 
the Da •t n MS grew by rough! 150,0\ bet een 1960 an 1970 which is 
equt valent to annual growth of about 1.7% over the ten-year period. ince 1970, 
the Dayt n M. A h· s xperienced inc nsis tent growth , r ording increa e in 
popul ation betw en 19 0 and 1 90 and p pulation deere e b tween 1970 and 
190a ell as l992 tol 995, 

Population decline in th Dayton area between 1970 and 1980 was particularly 
trong, fall ing by ab ut 32,0 . Although a variety of fal.;tors ertainly influenced 

the rate f MS popul tion decline during that period. on urce indicated that 
lh D _ton re also experienced a period of considerabl . economic in tabil ity in 
th 1970s an arly 1 80 , wh ich resulted in a l s f ughly 5 ,000 
manuf, cturing j bs in the metro urea." Beginning in the 1970s. the US economy 
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was increasing! influenced by international competition: NCR, a major employer 
in the Dayron area, began moving jobs abroad at thi ti me in search of lower labor 
co ts, re ulting in a lo of o er 20,000 jobs y the mid-1980s 

Localiz.ed Demographic 

The primary area of intere tin th is study is Montgomery C unty which ontain 
r u hly 70% of MSA employment and 60% f M population . The fo ll wing 

ble highli ghts 1 9 c n u ' data and 201 for ca ts for popul tion, h u ·ehold 
and employment in se era! civil divi ions of Montgomery County. The 20 15 
fore~; st. r gen rated by th Miam i V 11 y Regi nal Planning Comm.issi n. 
The table shows that Miami Township had a 1990 population f about 40,70 , 
which i · f re(.,ast t grow ey nd 48.000 by 20 15 . Employment growth in Miami 
T wn hip and the City of Mi::tmi. hurg is fore as t to exceed 8,4 l jobs, which is 
the large t increase am ng the list d civil d1vision in Table 2 . 

Table 2: Socioeconomic Indicators and Forecasts for 
Civil Divisions in Montgomery County, 1990 and 2015 

Population Households Employment 

Civil Division 1990 2015 1990 2015 1990 
Miami Township 40,700 48~59 16.457 19,673 18,509 
Washine:ton Twp. 46,609 57,919 18, 14 9 22.328 16,920 
City of Morajne 5,989 6,905 2.299 ~.632 13.640 
City of Ketterin g 60,569 61,608 26,098 26,428 32,7 10 

City of Dayton 182,044 175,917 72,670 69,912 153.593 
Montgomery County 573 ,809 607,000 226,192 _37,5]2 303,200 
[Source: Miami V~tlley Regional Planning Commiss ion 

The table indi at that roughly -o% of forecast empl yment growth in 
Montgomery ounty thr ugh 201 ·hould c ur in Miami Town hip ; the 
tmvnship air ady has emerged as a center of suburban of tee an retai l 

2015 
26.888 

17,334 
13,757 

32,999 

155.541 

3 19,000 

d elopment, which i concentrated a.r und the I-75/I-675 interchange. The ity 
o Dayt n i · foreca_ t to retain a consistent sh 'tre of c un t total e::mployment 
th rough the forecas t period, accouming for about 50% f total employment by 
2 15. How v r, ayton al o is foreca t ro lose pop ulation- about 6,100 re iclent -­
o er the same period. onversely, Washington Township is fo recast to capture 
ab ut 35~ of ounty popul tion growth through 201 S whil adding nl_ about 
400 new j b . Table 2 indicates that, y 201 5, The Citie of Dayton and 
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Ketlering, along with Miami T wnship. will contai n r ughly 6 % f t tal c unty 
empl yment. 

Employment Trends 

Employment trend for the Dayton M A provide insight in to bow the regional 
economy h· changed ince the 1970s. Tab! 3, whi h highlight, employment 
trend by industry ect r betwe n 19 0 and 1994, ·haws that the M A 
experil!nced on iderable jobs losses in the early I 80 , in excess of 21,000 
p it ion . Th table also highlight the extent of economic recovery in th reg ion 
beginning in It 84 and conti nuing through 1990 when roughly 75,000 new jobs 
we cr ated in the ayton area. Job rea ti n between I 90 · nd 1994 wa 
considerably slower, with onl about 6, 00 addi tional job created. 

Table _ also how that. since 19 3, j b creation in the Dayton area has o urred 
in several . ectors including manufac tu ri ng, wholesale and retail trades, servi 'es 
an government . f the 75,000 new jobs ere ted between 19 and 1990, alma t 

45% were in service an 27% we in whol sale and retai l trad . Manu facturin~ 

empl yment reco ered on ·id rably in the 1983 to 1 8 period. growing by 

I • 00 j bs. in e 1985, ho> ever, m nufac turing job creation has fallen, wi h a 
Joss of about 3,400 jobs by !990 and an additional 5, 00 by 1994. The table 
hows that m~mu facturing's share f total employment has de reased ver::.dl from 

a high of 31% in 1980 to 23% in 19 4. onversely, service ect r empl yment 
ha grown on. iderabl , growing fr m about 2 1 " .f M A employment in 1 80 
to 2 % in 1994. E pan. ion of . ervice e tor employ ment in the D tc n ec nomy 
i~ onsistent with national trends . 
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Table 3: Covered Employment Trends by Industry ector, Dayton MSA, 1980 • 1994 

Industrial Absolute Employment Cbang~ 

Sector 1980 1983 1985 1990 1994 80-83 83-85 85-90 90-94 

Mining -i48 277 343 422 665 -171 66 79 243 

Construction 14,922 10,6§2 13,4 14 15,2 18 1.5,505 -4,253 2.745 1,804 287 

M110ufactunn1Z 110,907 95,604 !06,254 102.854 Q6,896 - 15.303 10,650 -3,400 -5,958 

T.C lf 1-1,750 13,374 14,052 17,758 18,390 - I ,376 678 3,706 63:! 

ITrddes 82,740 80,662 89,704 101.-ID? 105,130 -2,078 9,042 11.703 3,7~ 

F. l.R.E 15,571 15,7 15 16,428 16,962 16,968 143 7 13 534 6 

!Services 7-,285 76.942 87, 120 11 0,058 I 15 ,458 4 ,657 10,178 22.938 5.400 

Government .W,685 41.795 4 1,22 1 44,759 46,714 -2,890 -574 3.538 

lOt her 1,870 1.993 2,488 3,698 4,2 13 123 495 1,210 

Tntal 358,179 337,031 371,024 413,136 419,93J -21,148 33.993 42,1 12 

M110ufacturin!! % 30.96% 28.37% 28~~ 24.90% 23 .07% 

Services% 10.18% 22.83% _3.48% 16.64% 27.491ft 

Government% 12.48% 12.40% 11.1 1% 10.83% 11.1 2% 

Note: Ta le ioclud.:s covered empl ym · nt, f llowing Ohio unemployment compeo~allon law. 

Source: Ohio Bureau of Employment Servrces, Labor l\larket Information Dl\'ision 

G emment employment, L: ncentrated prim:1rily at Wright-Patter on Air . orce 
Base, has h d an over II tabilizing intlu nee on the I cal ec nomy, ccupying a 
relatively con istent hare of ab ut 11 % f MSA empl yment between 1980 an 
19 -+. Al th u0 h g emment empl ment activi ty generally is m. ulated fTom 
market fore · . hange · In gwemm nt p li ·y can hav a con, id abl effect n 
employment level . Policy deci ions by DO and the mi litary l cl ·e or r duce 
·t ff at the f n e El •ctr nics u ply Center and th Mi mi burg Mound in 
1993 resulted in a lo f roughly ,40 civilian and military JObs in the Dayton 
area. 

A1though manufacturing employm nt creation has not kept pace ith ervice 

!,q55 

SIS 

6,ll03 

sector mplo ment gr wth in th Dayton area. it u\J be incorrect to a u that 
the I al manuf-tcturing base is in decline. Table 4 highlight mployment tr·nd · 
for spe iftc m nufacturing empl yment se tor b tw en \ 992 and 1 5 . The table 
sh :lWS that total durable g ods manufacturing occupies rough I 75% of tot;.~ I 
manu fa turing employm nt in th Da ton MSA. The tw largest dura le g od. 
sectors arc industrial machinery and equipment ( lC 5) and mot r vehicle~ and 
equipment ( IC _ 71 ), a total of roughly 6, I 00 new job. w re created in th tw 

ategories b tween 1 93 and 1995, amounting t about 75% of total new 
manufac turing job · created in the Dayton are o er the same perio . Alth ugh the 
manufacturing se tor lo t about 1,800 job~ betwe n 1992 and 1993, a gradual 
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ec nomi re overy had created alm l 8, 00 new jo s m tb · metro ur a betw en 
199 and l 995. 

[fable 4: Manufacturing Employment Trend , Dayton MSA, 1992 - 1995 

A~salute Change 

Manufoclurin!! Sectors 1992 1993 1994 1995 1992-1993 1993-1995 

Fabricated Metal Products 7,800 7.600 8,300 8.200 -200 600 

Machinery & EqUJpment. 29,300 28,500 2~.400 30.800 -800 .,300 

Electronic &juipmem 3.200 3,300 3,.3_00 3,-WO 100 100 

Transportation Equipment 3,100 2.900 2,700 2,800 -200 -100 

Motor Vehicle~ 17,700 17,1 00 17,200 20,900 -600 3.800 

Total. .lobs: Dll.Tnble 69,500 67,800 69,.900 75,600 -1.700 7,800 

Food & Krndred Products 2.500 2,300 2,500 2,200 -200 -100 

Ptlper & Allied Products 5,300 5,200 5,200 4 .800 -100 -400 

Printing & Publishing 8.000 8,500 8,400 8.600 son 100 

Ruhber 6r. Plastic 7,300 6,900 7,500 7,100 -400 200 

Total j obs: Non-Durable 26,100 26,000 26,800 26,200 -100 200 

Total Manu facturing Jobs 95,600 93.800 96,700 101,800 -1,800 8,000 

Soun:e: Dayton Area Chamber of Commerce and Ohio Bureau of Employment Service~ 

In anal zm chanoe in manufacturing mploym nt, it ·h uld h noted that 
impr vemenls in m nnfa turing pr ductivity ha e been on. iderable in re ent 
hi. t ry; between I 82 and 1992, manu acturing output in Ohio incr ased by about 
50% while employment remained r ugh! constunt.11

' he impact of incr ac;ed 
pr ductivity i demon trated by a Dayt n area service company, Reynold · & 
Re nold • wh achieved a $200 milli n in rease in annual ale \ ilhout a 

m en~·urate incre e in employm nt during 1995." Several urces mdicat 
lhat manufa luring pr ductivity improvement ill continu in the future, limit ing 
the p tential for future e pan ion of manufacmring employment in the region. 

The amount of pr ducti ity improvement achieved by local finns, uch a_., 

Reynold, & Reynold ·, ha · nab led them to bee m m re mp~titive, particularly 
in int mational mar . A recent urvey Londucted b the Center f r Urb n anJ 
Publi Affairs at Wri!!ht tate Univer it indicated that roughly 40o/C of urveyed 
manufactu ring fi rm - in the Dayton • rea exp rt t other countrie . Th xtent to 
\ hich local finns export is important becau e it helps to insulate the local 
economy from regi nal ami nation I anomie downturn 
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;4f!rl)or Employ r, 

In discussing the current emplo ment situation in the Da ton metro rea, It 1 

important to not- the xtent to which empl ym nt i ~ c ncentrated in a mall 
number firms. Th following table hi crhlights a . ample of major employ rs in the 
Dayton MS . The tab! show that l \ o mployers, Wright-P tter on Air orce 
Base and General Motor GM). employ a total o ver 40,00 people in the 
D t n area. GM currently maintain 10 factories in the Dayton are . produ ing 
, p rt uti lity vehi I , hass i sy. t m • air condit ion ing ~ mp n nt , ow rtrain , 
air bags an ther omponents. Wright-Patter on Atr orce Ba. e hou es the Air 

rc Materials Command, th Wright Laborat ry and the Aer nauLical Systems 
Center. 

rrable 5: Sample r Major Employers in the Dayton Metro Ar .a 

Employer Product or Service Employment 

Wright Patterson Air Force Base Military InstaUntion 23,000 

Geneml Motor:> Auto Manufacturing 20,000 

Airborne Ell:presh I Freight Forwarding 6,000 

INAVlSTAR Tru.:k Bodie~ 5,500 

Montgomery County [government 4,750 

AK Steel Corporation Steel Mill 4,200 

Kettenng Medical Center Hospitals 3,500 

City of Dayton Local Government 3,000 

Univcrsit) of Dayton !Jniversity 2.500 

LEXlS-NEXUS Information Services 2,200 

Emery ~orldwide Airfre1~ht Freight Transport '1,000 

Dayton TI1ermal Products Auto Pans 1,600 

Allied Signal Spark Plug Group Autu Pnrt.> 1,050 

Source: Daytoo Area Chamber of Commt:rce, 1995 survey. 

A third empl yer, LEXIS-NEXUS, is an ele t roni inti nnati n services firm 
Jo ated in Miami T \vnship. The mpan , whi h provide atabase and 
information ervi s on the Internet. was spun- ff from its parent company, Mead 

orp mti nand old to Reed-EI evi r in 1993. The company, which ha.-. 
experi need consider ble growth since 1 3, i lo ated in a large campus 
development a Ion 1-T outh of Dayton. Emery Worldwide operate a large 
d1 tribution fa iJity at the Dayton lntemati nal Ai rport. Smaller m nu fa~:turing 

firm: includ Spectra-Physics Laser systems) and Matsushita Electr ni • Corp. 
RT displ s . Th Dayton area is also home to a substantial number f 
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companie whi hare involved in 'high technology ' indusLrial sec t rs. One such 
camp ny i Motoman, Inc .• a West arroUton-b• sed r boti s manufactuier, which 
n w ontrols about 30% of the US market fo r ro otic device . The company 
provides robots fo r use in welding and materials handling applt at t< n . 

A 1 6 urvey of high te hnology in th Dayton area. conducted by the Center for 
Urban and Public Affair at Wright State niversity, identified a. ub tanti 
v riety f high tech areas in which Dayton area companie are active including 
so ftwar evelc>pment, c >mputer servi es, insrrument manufac turi g, con ulling 
servict: and biotechnolO"Y· In uddition, the Dayton area i home to a large 
number of d fen e ontract r working at Wright-Patterson or other ins tallations. 
Roughly 50% of the urveyed h1 gl1-tech respondents identi fie them. el v • ru 
defen ·e contractor . High-tech firm tend to be a prima focu f local economic 
development effort , due t the l)'plcally higher value added cr uted by . uch fi rms, 
in terms of higher I rie as ell a p onal andre I property tax revenue . 

Regional ew Business .rearion 

While employment levels majntained by large firm s, includin General Mot r , 
are frequently tied or ass iated to the o erall heal th of the local economy, a 
. uperi r i dicator f verall c nomic health i the rate of new bu. in s . tartup 
actJv1 in the region. The foll owing tab \ identifie the number of net new 
bu: ine ses creat d in th f, ur-c unty MSA region between 19 9 and 1994 The 
table highlights the impac t of the national rece sion on the ayton ar a in 1992 
when m re bu ine se failed then were created. However. the n!gional ec nomy 
rec vered rc pidly b) I 993 with the creation of 322 net new u in es. The rate 
of new business fo rmation grew furt her in 1994 when 453 net n w bu inc ses 
w r started 

Table 6: Business Start-Up and Termination Activity, Da ton 

MSA 

County 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

Montgomery 72 149 80 -22 137 264 

Clark 34 18 -24 -34 82 14 

Greene 10 I -32 34 81 126 

MiamJ -9 12 36 -6 22 49 
Total 107 180 60 -28 322 453 
Source: Ohio Department of D~velopment 
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From a county p rspective, the table shows that Montgomery County has 
accommod ted the majori ty of net business "tart·-up activity. averaging 113 new 
bu inesses on a yearly bas is since 19 . In 1 94, the ex tent f net bu iness 
creation in Montgomery County was parti ularly strong with 274 net business 
fo rmation ccurring. G en ounty em rg d as a se ond are of new bu ine s 
activity after the recession with 126 net busine formation in 1994. Discu. iom 
with local official indicated that increru;ed us of pr pert laA abatem nts t 

attrac t new firms i. one reason or the recent urge in new busin s formation 
ac tivity in the MSA. 

Crmclusions 

In reviewin the range of oc ioeconom1c and d mogr h1c indices noted ab ve, ll 
_ hould b emphas ized th t the Dayton area i expe ted to gro w mode tly in t rm 

f total opulation or mployment over th ne t fi e to ten year . With in the 
Dayton area, however. current fore ts indic te that the Miami burg area i" 
xpected to captur a nsiderable share of xpected regi nal employment and 

population growth . Alth ugh the Miami burg Mound site is hamlicapped by 
limited inter. tat a ce !t, the property is locate in a high growth area, enhan ing 
its att racttvene · or development. Also, the Dayton area ti ll ha I ng hi tory of 
techno l og i ~a \ innovation which hru; enhanced manuf cturing produ tivity in 
particular and improved th international ompetitivene · of local firm . 
Emplo ment tied to Wright-Pat terson Air Force base al.so has helped to diversify 
th loc 1 ec nomic base beyond outright d pendence n manufacturing sector . 
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Real Estate Market OveNiew 

Analy is of real e tate trends in the ayton area is a key component of the 
valuati n of the Miami burg Mound. D cumentati n of lo al re I e tate acti vity, 
including inventory growth, absorption, vacancy and lease r te , for local ffice, 

indu trial and R&D market , establishe a context for determtnati n of the 
marketabiJ ity for the Mound site. In tablishing a context fo r marketabiLity, lh 
anal sis will incorporat discu sion about the age and condition of ex ist ing 
irnpr vements on the Mound and evaluate development i sues rei ·a ni to Lhe 

ite' commercialization potential. nclu ions generated from the market 
an alysis will be used to support valuation "ti mates for the Moun . 

Stati t ic~ pertain ing to development trends in local office and indu trial markets 
w re obtained fr m tw , our e • the 1EM R al E ta t Gr u and the So iety f 
lndusrrial aod Office ealtors ( ' I R) . The real esmte report publ ished y both 

ource pr vide a general picture of development ac tivity in the Dayton area. 
ERA chose. to make on! general comparisons between the two data sources due to 
po ·ible incon istencies relating b th t property cia sifi cati n and submark t 

area cover d in each report. Real estate market data gen rated by G ~.M Real 
Estate wa. u ed a · th primary ource for this section. Backgr und mf nnatjon 
c verin~ local real state activit was obtain d from are rakers, the Midwe ·t 

Real Estelle ews and the Dayton Business Record. 

Real estate urvey onducted by the GE!v1 Grou p cover metrop li tan office and 
indu ·trial markets in 1 94 and 1995 for fi ve Dayton-area ubmarkets. The GEM 
office pace u ey in Jude multi-tenant and medic 1/profe. sional uildings ; the 
majorit of single tenant and government o fice buil ings are not covered in the 
sur ey . The indu trial sur ey includes investment grade indu trial and warehouse 
propcmes which genera lly are larger than 20, 00 quar feet nly . Oor di cu ·i n 
of real e. tate trend, in th Dayton ar a will examine o fice, indu trial and R&D 
real e tat levelopment at the metro n a lc el befor f cu ·ing spe ifi ally on 
de vel pment a ti it ' in the 'outhem submarket of Da wn which include 
Miamisburg, M raine, Kettering and Centerville. 

Jorket Overvi· ,. 

Commercial real estate development in the Dayton area hist ricaUy ha been tied 
to manufacturing and indust . Local firms, in luding General Motor and 

h •sler, have large manufacru ring facili ties in the area ith related sm Jl er mn s 
providino sub-compon nt and spare part . A. a result. wh n manufacturing 
ectors in the area e,· pand and add additi0nal shifts, as they are n w, the Dayton 
rea industri al market tend to impro e. onversely, local of tee mark ts have 

heen negativ I affected by a pate f corp rate re tmcturing which ha reduced 
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overall demand for office space and placed downward pressure on 1 ase rates. 
Although leasing activity h s been aided by defense antra tors who provide 
servi s at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, growth of such ervice is 
inconsi lent due to the nature of federal appr priation . As a result, the Dayton 
area office market remains largely stagnant with small po ket of, uburban 
gr wth, according to local real estate brokers. Local offic markets also are 
suffering from ov r-building which occurred in the late 1980s Di cu ion f 
industrial space, re ear h and development space, mcub tor pa e an offi e pace 
markets will be provided. 

lndu. trial Development Tr nds 

TheDa ton industri I market is concentrated prim ri ly along I-75, north and south 
of d wntown a ton. The industri l ubmark 1 i dominated by large General 
Motors manufacturing faci lities in Kettering and Moraine, tw ities ,. t and 
north of Miarnisburg in the southern submarket of Dayton. The northern 
submarkel has been growmg in r cent histor , expanding n rthwnrd beyond the I-
75/I-70 interchant> toward the cities of Troy and V nd lia. Overall. the Dayton 
ar a industrial market contains about 46 mill ion squar e t of wner/us r and 
speculative industrial space wi th the majorit of space (about 7 _% concentr ted 
in suburban submark ts. Th local market has c vered consid rJ.bly fr m ver­
building in the 19 0 although the extent of improvement has tended to lag behind 
oth r hio cities such as Cincinnati . By and large, the welfare f the Dayt n 
in u. trial market i. tied to the auto indu try (Gen ral Motors); incinn· ti, about 
40 miles further south on I-75, has a more diver ified economy which pr vides 
gre ter insulation from th inllu n ,e of indi idual compan ies. 

Ac ording to SIOR, the maj rity of gr wth in Dayton industrial market: has 
occurred in suburban ar a ·; vacanc rat . for suburban industrial space fe ll from 
12. %in 1992 to 8.8% in I 9 4. Although vacancy rates for industrial space in 
Dayton proper als declined over the arne p riod, the am unt of vacant spact· 
remai11ing was still considerable, roughly 15.4% y 1994. Suburban industrial 
pace absorption in 1993 and 1994 was consi rent, averaging roughly 900,000 

square feet p r- 'ear ith the majority of new leasing activity ccurring in 
warehou e and manufacturino; absorption of R& space was minim I in 19 4. 

uburban markets b e remained strong through the econd quarter of 1995 with 
va an y rates fall ing to rough! 6% and net absorption of about 400,000 square 
feet, ac ording to the 19 5 GEM market survey. 

Leas r t s for different industrial property type in the D~tyton market vary 
considerably based on location, building age and esign and perc ntage f office 
build-out. Recently built. investment-grad , light manufacturing, warehouse 
and/or di tribution buildings with proximate int r t te ac es · and 5o/t to 10% 
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f 1 e buildout are leasing for between $4.00 and $4.50 per square foot (net) . 
lder indu trial product, typical! with reslncted interstate acces ·, l a.se, for 

betwe n $2.65 t $3.75 per square foor (net . Higher quality R&D/flex pace, 
usually inc rp rating a larger offi space build- ut, typi all ' l a e for between 

7.0 an $9.00 per square foot (net) with premium space achieving higher lea e 
rate . 

0 erating ·pen e or industrial propert . which can vary con id r bly 
dep nding on buildtng use, typically rnnge bet veen 2 and ~ 4 per squar f ot wirh 
uti litie ace unting for between $1.00 to 1.75 per qu re foot. cal broker 
indi ated that tenant impr ement aiiowances typi ally are not given for newer 
indu trial .space. In situation wh re uch al lowan e are given, primarily ~ r 

lder space, llo ance f $2 and $15 per quare foot for warehou e and offi e 
pace, re pecti ely. are typi a!. or 1lJ r industrial sp' · , t nan t allowanc 

could b used t > d fray costs asso iated with building code upgrades. Oth rwise. 
the majority f indu ·trial tenant irnpr vern nts t picall are paid by tennnu, 
amortized over the term of the lea e. 

lth ugh indicators for uburban indu trial markets are po itive overall, ther is a 
on ider. ble am unt of exis ting wareh u e and light manufacturin space wh1ch 

will g on the market in the near fu tur . bout 245,000 quare feet f existing 
warehouse/light industrial space at th Morain ~ Bu in - C nt r i · under 
ren v Lion with new interior treatments and facades; the space is being marketed 
at 2. 75 p r . uar foot. 0 particu lar intere t i the f rmer De fen e lectroni 

upply enter E C) in etterin hich recently was clo ed by th Ba e 
Realignment and I ure Commi ·i n. The base, which c versa out 165 a~.:re . 
i improved with roucrhJy two millton ·quare feet o 194 s vintage wareh u.e and 
offi e pace. The it of Kettenng is expected t fi ceiv title to the DESC 
faci lity in January of 1997 and wi ll offer for lea e the pa e that is urrcntly 
vacant. 

Di cu sion with ity of Kett rin officials indicated that about 5 square 
eet f pace at DE C will be demolished; the offi .i I indic ted that the 

" arehouse pace, about one million square feet, is structurally in "good h pe," 
and would be xpe te to lease-up after necessary infra tru ture improvements · re 
made, pri maril to existing HV AC and utilit s stem ·. However, the layout of 
indu '£rial space at DESC, in long, narrow buildings, would tend to limit their u ·e 
to larger m nufacturing or distribution oriented users wh need more than I 00,000 
square feet of contiguous space. The DE C reuse plan a! ·o ident1fie ab ut 
400,000 square f et f r ffice de elopment in two building . Thl! reuse plnn 
indicated that the offi e building each have about 196.5 0 ·quare feel of 
contigu u. fl or ar a; howe er, both structure do not have window and, 
reali tic ally. are suitable only for larger, single-tenant occup· cy.' 
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The DE C reuse pi n identified office leas rat of $ /square foot (gross) or 
3.50/ ·qu r f ot triple-n t (NNN). Recommended mdu trial pa le e rate. 

w uld fall etwe n 2.7 and $5.00 per quare foot (gros . with ·maller tenants 
paying a premium for le ing spac . City of K ttering official indicated that the) 
would offer pr spe~ti e tenant impr vement allowance on a case by case basis, 
particularly if the tenant improvements add value to the. pr perty for future 
tenant . Recent news arti Ies have indicated that a regional bank ha. indi ated it. 
int ·nt to locate a r dit card procc ing facility t DESC. 

lndustriCI! Market Indices 

R undert ok an an I sis of th 19 5 EM Real E tate Group survey r-
c mpare \ ' <t ancy rate · for competitive industrial spact' based on the year of 
onstruction . As indu trial pac at the Miamt burg ML und facility a built ver 

a I ng time peri d. l 4 -19 7, u h analy is will highlight both c mp titivt 
upply as well a acancy ate f r lder industrial product in the market b ed n 

building age. Table 7 hi hli..,ht · there ulting analy i f r the Dayt n metro 
industri' I market 

T ble 7 hows that the largest increm nt of pace. roughly 2.7 million square fe t. 

v ~ d livered between 1975 and 1 7 . Spa built in this peri d is al o highly 
ompetiti e with only % acant in 1995. Discu . IOns with publi affair. officml · 

at Genernl 1 { l r-. Inc. indicated that the c mpany beg. n to expand it facliities in 
the 197 5 to 1979 p rio , spinning off th ir Fri e.idare • ub 1d1ary l oncentrat · n 
auto m, nur turing. Rouehly 27% of the current uppl of competitive pace in 
th Dayt n area was built in the 1975 to I 7 period. he ·ec n Iarge:t 
in rem nt f new pace wa delivered in the I 5 t 1989 period when I. 5 
million quare feer wr. uilt. 
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Table 7: Dayton Area Speculative Industrial Space 
Inventory and Vacancy Trends, by Date of Construction, 
1995 

Square Vacant Space Vacancy Rate 
Time Period Footage Built by Building by Building 

by Period Age Age 

before 1950 780,747 22,000 3% 
1950 - 1959 1,103,395 95,000 9% 
1960 - 1969 297,102 49,635 177c 

1970- 1974 727,759 82,608 11% 

1975 - 1979 2,734,870 94,793 3% 
1980 - 1981 723.557 105,000 15% 
1982- 1984 0 0 0% 

1985- 1989 1,859.482 103 ,901 6% 

1990 - 1993 663,617 18,600 3% 

1994 56,000 0 0% 

1995 596,800 180,000 45% 

1996 245, 120 245, 120 100% 

Overall 9,788,449 996,657 10% 
!Note: Data is based on 1995 GEM real estate survey 
Source: GEM Real tate Group and conomic Re earch 
Associat~ 

The 19 5 to 19 9 period in Tahle 7 orresponds to a tim of con idera le 
economi . growth and real e tate speculation in the region, fo il wing trends at the 
national le el. 1 95 Va ancyr rate for spac bui lt in the. late I 80 · re tight, 
ru nn ing ac about 3%, indicating a str ng demand for newer, quality space . he 
t· J] ind icate. a tota l ompetiti ve ind u~ trial space inventory or rough I 9. mill i n 
square feet with an overall vacancy rate of 10%. 

outhern ubmark •t lndu.~trial Development 

An identical anal sis f industrial spa e vacancy y year-built was condu ted for 
th ~ southern submarket of Dayton in order to detennine th age and supply of 
indu ·tria l spac which might . mpete with the Miami burg Moun . Table 8 
sho that th uthem industri 1 submark L conta.med r ughly 4.8 mi llion square 
feet of ompetitive industrial space ith an overall market vacancy of 13%. If 

acant pace delivered in 199 and 199 is e ·eluded, curren t market vacancy 
would fall to about 4'P( . The table shows that almost 60% of the current indu trial 
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pace in entory in the market area ;viD. delivered in two eriods, 1975-19 0 and 
19 - 1989. urrent vacancy for the combined inventory of oth period is le s 

than 5%. Table 8 ex 1udes indu trial space at the Miami burg M und and at the 
D SC facihty in Kett ring, which ar two federal facilities in the Da ton areu that 
re cheduled for reduction-in-force or outright closure. ombined, lhe two 

facilitic: . c main roughly 3.3 million square feet of in ustrial, warehou e and 
ffice spac . 

Table 8: Industrial Space Growth and Vacancy Trend. , I 
Southern Submarket, by Date of Construction, 1995 

Square Vacant Space Vacancy Rate 
Time Period Footage Built by Building by Building 

by Period Age Age 

1950 . 1959 277.495 0 0% 
1960 - I 969 130,500 2,900 2% 

1_970 - 1974 557,959 69.408 12o/c 
1975- 1980 1,355,015 15,37) 1% 

1981 - 1985 0 0 0% 

1986- 1989 1,203,057 97,907 8% 

1990- 1994 158,400 0 0% 
1995 409,600 151,600 37% 
1996 245, 120 245,120 J00q;( 

Overall 4,337,146 582,306 13% 

N te : D ta is ba ed on 1995 ~M Real Estate survey 
Source: 1EM Real tate Group an c nomic, Re arch 
Associates 

Current r developm nt plans f r both the Miamisburg Mound and DE C include 
demolition of func ti nnlly ob. olete space,± ,000 quare feet a ea h location; 
a su h, the am u t of marketable offic and industn l pace at each lo ation i­
not t clear. While the DE C fac ility ill b d eel and trans~ rred to the City f 

Kettering io its entirety b January of 1997, the ity of Iiami burg ill have to 
de I with ong ing D E mi -- i · n , adminjstrative o erati ns and nvironment I 
clean-up at th Mou11d potentially through the year 20 5, tying up a ortion o 
offic and industrial space. Due to the age an functional bsole cence of some 
improvernems at the Mound, the uppl of potentially market ble . pace is limited. 
Breakdowns f pr jected industri I, office and R&D spa e availabi lity at the 
Mound, as w II as pr jected lea e rat for "ach , pace c teg will be pro ided 
in a later secti n of this report. 
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Overal l, industrial development activity in the southern are of Dayton ha 
become concentrated in three primary ar as : Moraine, Miami burg and 
Springboro. Th Morajne an a i one of Dayton's primary indus trial center , 
ontaining exten ive manufac tming facih ti fo r General Motors, as well a larger 

distri bution faci lities . The Moraine area is mature, containing a largely older 
uppl _ of industrial pr perty, built mo tly before 1980, with minimal vacant , 

unencumbered land suitable fo r indu_~tr i u l development. 

vrub ble land fu rther outh along I-75 and I-6T in Miamil:>b urg and Springboro 
became more attractive for development particular! in the 19 Os. A large 
indu ·trial devel pment em rged at the Springboro exit on l-75 \W. Central 
Avenue) between J 9 6 and I 9!. when over 5 0,0 square feet of di tribution, 
w rehou ·e and flex/office pace was built. The rate of d ve lopmenl hi h 
cc Lmed in the Springboro area in the 1980 was c nsiderable; during a ti el work 

a ,e sment of the area, only two acant indu tri· l parcels were n ted, coverin~ a 

total of less th an nine a · s. Accord ing to a local br ker, the tw parcel were 
listing for roughly $75,000 per ere . The area now h everal high-profil 
renant •. including Pioneer (audio sy ' tems distribution) and AI oa (metal 
proce i.ng . he Dani Comp ny, a local d eloper, c ntrol · roughly 206 acres of 
land on the bor er f · Iontgomery and \Varren Counties, south of Miamisburg; 

l though the compan is trying to have the pr perty annexed to Spri ngboro, 
Montgomery County officials are trying to forestall the • nnexation. according t 
lhe Dayton Bus ine. s New ·,"' 

A third concentration of south suburbLn indu :strial development has merged in 
two uh-areas of Miami burg, on be ing the 1-7511-675 area an th other b~ing 
the M1ami burg northern indu tria l d1 sLric t. Industrial s ace in the interstate 
comdor areu was gen rally bui lt in the mid to late 1980s; the sp c i typicully 
wve tmen t grade, mul ti-tenant ·pac With office and industrial functions.. 
According to local brokers, vacant land wi th industrial zoning and inrerstate 
r ntag.e IS curr~ntJy listing f r bet een $50, 0 and $ 0, 0 per acre . The 

supply vacant land in competition with the Moun is located primarily at the 
intersecti n ofBenner and Byers Roads in Miamisburg, wet ofi-75; the ite 
cont ins roughly I 5 acres and is zoned fo r industrial development. One 11-acre 
parcel, located ea t of I-75 along Lyon Road, i urren tly lis t d at almo 1 90,( 00 
per acre. 

An are01 of industrial activity in Miamisburg a.l o merged n rth of downtown 
along the reat Miami Rive r. The area was zoned for light industrial activit and 
designated as a community r investment district, allo ing companies which lo ate 
in the di trict to rec i e tax abatements and other incentive . Di cu ion with 
local broker and ity fficials indicated that the district is nearly bui lt-out, with 
one or t o small par el remaining. The di trict, which i ~ pr~d minated by older 
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ingle-tenanl and owner/u er industrial buildings, is roughly omp. ra le t the 
Miamisburg Mound in tenns f r it and interstate acces ibil ity. 

1fr>uncllnclusrriul Spa ·t~ Absorprion lmplirations 

The southern ·ubmarket of Dayton achieved annual absorption of r ughly 300,000 
squar feet of owner-u er nd speculative space in I 93 and 1 94, which wa. 

about 30% of tot I industrial space absorption in the Dayton rea . The ab orpti n 
indicator for 1993 and l 94 show considerable improv ment over 1991 nd 1992 
when the Dayt n area ,·perienced verall net negative ab orption due, in part, to 
the national rec ion . !though E was unable to acquire ab orpti n data for 
Dayt n area offic and industria l markets prior t 1 ~9 , the 1 an 1 Y4 
ab orption indicat > • provide a rca onabl perspeclive n current demand in the 
marketplace , \ hich is de med large! b re trictive lending r quirement and 
con. er at i e ompany expan:i n plans. Finan ing for new de vel pment is . ttl! 
ti d prim ri ly to pre- le ing requirem nt · a well · the cr it-worthin , f 
len nt and d vel per . i cussion \ ith locaJ broker. oul indicate that such 
circumstan e~ will continue to d fin the nature f d ~·vel oprnent acti ity in the 
Dayt n industrial market through the near future. 

According to local broker . the maj rity o absorpti n h' o curred in inve. tm nt­

gracle industrial building· which typically are multi-tenant or build-to-suit 
properti s, recently bui lt, \ ith 19 t 2 feet f clear w r hou e c iling heighi, 
do k- igh tmck ac ess and a minimal of 1ce build-out. lnd stria! space at th 
Mtarni burg Mound , y c mparison, is generally ol er, u rs fr m bsole. cence, 
with vari d ffice space build-outs and cannot be consiJered in e, tment grade. Tn 
a dition. man facturing and lab space. at the Mound ten to be over-engineered, 
i.e .. built to unneces arily hicrh spe ifi ation ·. Mo l priv te sect r appli ati ns d 
n t requir the exce iv· t lef".mces, reliability level · and redundancies b ilt mto 
·pace and equipment for OE applications t th M und. which tTan late int 
higher p ratmg co ts for privme-sectnr tenants without a comparable increa e in 
v lue added. Also, a proportion of r ear h and manufa turing faciHtie at the 
M und are suitable f r only spec i fi~ niche industrial a tivities such a explo ive~ 
te ·ting. 
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e pite such problem ·. th Miami burg Mound cil ity is located relative! 
proxim te to t o inter tate r ute (J-75 and I-675, a· well as xisLing 
con entrations of offic and industnal de vel pment. Proximity to xi ·ting 
indu trial and R&D activity i im rtant in that it creates both economic· f ·cale 
nd location which t .nd t aHract additional finns to tJ1e area in order to benefit 

from a s illed labor force, for example. In addition, the Mound facilities al o 
c ntain a substantial amount of unique, state-of-the-art te ·ting and ana.l si · 
equ ipm nt which IS now available for u , The ext tence of uch equ1pmeot, orne 
of which i highl specialized, i ·ignificant in that It may in rease the geographic 
area from which th f ility can attract tenant pr vidi.ng the faci lity v ith 
el i ·c rnible omp ti tive advantage. 

F r thi rea on, the use of conventional market capture rates, btu ed olely n 
indu trial a sorption activity in the D yton area, may understat tential demand 
for fac ilitJe at the Mound. In particular, likely deman t r th range of advanced 
te Ling and ana.! si equipment at the facility will have a con iderable influ nee 
o er il red velopment otential; a separate analysis of m rket potential for 
variou high-technology applications f Mound equipment will be presented in an 
up oming ection. 

It i RA' c nt ntion that demand for ound space in the fu tur will be dnven 
primaril by the marketa ilit f testing and research equipm ' nt as well a-. th~ 
l.Jlled labor for at the Mound. The comblllation of factors wi ll generate 

nsid rnble lo ti nal c nomies for f"U ture Mound u ers, in reasinCJ the 
atrractivene s of the site for other hi h-tech busine e that then can tap into a 
hi hly- killed empl yment b' se. Because f the moderdte quality f the pa e, to 
remain ompetitiv • the MMCTC ill need to offer low-market le e ratct-: for all 
space c tegories and in orpor· te sub Id ies for operating co ts or rent to attract and 
m intain mnller tart-up tenant whi h typically operat with th in pr fi tllo 
margin . More imp rtantly, th demand recast assume that OE i · abl to 
rem v all radi I gi al contamination from the site. ERA is assumin that that the 
Mound tte could capture about quare feet of indu. lrial development per-
year ; the actual am unt of ab orprion auld be higher. given the rea ons outlined 
abov . Discus i n of commercial pplications f r Mound uip ent will o cur in 
th next ·e tion. 

lndu trial Land Ab orprion !ndtcators 

Re evelopment of the Moun faci lity also includes d elopmenL o .everal 
par el . current! acant or otherwi e, overing a total of roughly 15- acre . 
About 120 ac · of vacant land w re purchase,d b OE in the 1 Os for 
exp nsion which never o curred. urrent planning studies ind1cate that a out 
4 %of this acr age is S\Iitable for development due t p or ·oil , expo ·ed bedrock 
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\ 
.£ and p ibl 1.1diation contaminati n. The vacant acr age i also adjacent to the 

1 00-ye r tlo d plain for the Great Miami River. In ddition to the 124-acre parcel, 
th r acreage ill become available as building are demolished. making way for 

irn roved parking ammgements and infill building ites. urr nt MMCIC plan 
indic te th t the a ant acreage will either be sold in bulk to single developer r 
old as separate par Is. ER has re mmen ed that con ideratien be given to 

build-to-suit r land lease arrangem nts as aJ temative which would enable 
MMCI t maintain ownersh ip and exert gr a.ter ontrol over development 
acti tty on the Mound. 

A suming that road a .cess to the Mound i improve , that th lund i!. priced at or 
below market rate and that en ironmental cleanup e r Its occur on chedu le, 
ab orpti n of Jan for business park d velopment could begin by I 997 or 1998. 
Competitive pricmg of a<;ant pr p rt \ ill all w th Moun to apture an 
increased share! of absorption which would otherwi. e be captured by ites I ser to 

r-75, in l din th 165-a r site at Benn r anJ Byer Road in Miami T wn ·hip, 
as well u other industrial acreage in Springboro. Local real estate peci hsts 
indicate tha th ity f Springb ro ha an aggr ssive p Iicy of offering 
incentives, includin tax abatem nt , for new industrial development; th ity f 
Miami burg w uld need t offer c mparable incentive t be competitive. T he 

Mound could apture a minimum of20% of subm rket land absorption (r ughly 
2.5 acre per year) for industrial d velopment b "eel n · cce ibihty and relative 
pro ·imi ty to the l-75/I-675 int rchange as well as th overall lack of comperitivt: 
va ant Land in the area b 1997. 

Th logic beh ind u of the 19 - t 1 95 period f r quantificati n f land 
b orption i ba ed on the act that local in u ·trial markets were c n. id rably 

over-built in the late 1 Os, 1 a in into a period f n iderable in tabil ity in 
loca.l indu trial mark IS between 1990 and 1993 when new constmction a~Li vity 

·lo\ d dr' maticall . Use f the ten-year b om to bu 1 to recove ycle should be 
repre ntative f v r ll demand for industn llanJ in th :onth rn u market. 

Resear h ntl De\•elopm nt Sp ce Tr nds 

Th yt n meLrop litan a ,a has everal concentrations f r" earch and 
d velopment activity. One primary cent r is the Miami Valley Research Park., a 
not-for-profit de elopm nt on 1,250 acres o Land in Kettering, just < uth o 

right-P tter on Air Forc-e Base. The p·1rk was ·pon ored and plnnne by four 
area uni er ities; the f ir st research uilding was built in 1985. Devel pment fthc: 
park was ub idized by a $20 milli n grant and donati n of 675 a res by !he StaLe 
of Ohio. Currently, bout 150 acr f the park have been de I p with bout 
71 - ,0 0 square feet of office, fie and R&D spa e; vacan y is less than % . Tht: 
p k IS planned f r a 40 to 0 year build-out 
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The park is gear d speci ficall~ toward "scientific oriented manufacturing" 
targeting larger fitms interested prim rily in the R&D tage f manufacturing 
in luding prototyp devel pment and testing. The fou ndarion ha bui lt ·peculative 
spac for mall r tenant and also ·ells land to owner/user· , such Kod ·, fo r 
larg r ac il ities . The xecuti ve director indicated that th ree new owner/user 
bui ldings are planned for construction by the end of 1996, totaling roughly 
23 .0 0 quare feet. Quoted lease rates f r spec.ulati ve pace in the ark run $ 15 
to $ 17 per quare foot, fu ll s rvice. Operating xpen es t the park typically ntn 
between 4 .00 and $4.50 p r squar fo 1. 

Of the 3- tenants currently r nting spa e t the park, abou t 23 are d fense 
con tract rs who w rk at right Paller on Air F rce Base. The amount f sp ce 
u ·ed b defense contrac tor at the search park i sign ificant in that tt may 
confu e interpretation of Dayt n area &D . b ·orption indice . Since contracts for 
go emment work are not in mit and subject to p ll tical influence as well , the 
amount of government business captured by the research park does not provide a 

reliable indication of true market dem nd ~ r R&D pa e in the Dayton area 

A sec nd are of hiah-tech development has em rged ar und Wright tate 
Univer ity. al.>ng Colonel lenn highway m Fairb rn. S •vera! business parks, 
includ ing the Wright Exe uti e Center, recent!. have been developed in this area 
wh1t h is adjacent to Wright-Patter on Air Fore Ba e. The are· has auracted both 
computer oftware de elopment companies and defense contractors. 

R&D Lab Spate bsorptiOJt 

bsorpti n of R& pace on the Mound w ilJ be intluenc d largely by the tat 1 • of 
activ tty at Wright-Patter on Air Force base. A uming that more R&D functiOn · 
aii allocat ,d to the Wright L horatory , the overall health the R&D . pace 
market WLII be enhanced, ~ reating spin-off development that the Mound • uld 
capture . Depending on the availabil ity of fa ·ili ti and te ting equipm nt, Mound 
lab paces might aptur regional ab orption of up to 25, 0 square fee t. 
However, he ac tual rate of R&D spac absorption wi ll be ba ed on market 
potentials in everal high- tech industrial ·ect rs in which the Mound faci lities 
were/are acti 'e. If markets that the Mound currently specializes in prove too 
mall, or if the peratin0 costs for Mound re earch facil ities ar prohibiti el 

-1-c expensive, absorption will be considerably lower. Below-market lease rate will 
Vf' a\ o nee i lo be ffered a an incenti ve. 
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Bu ine s lncubaror Space D velopment 

Bu iness incubators provide subsidiz d of 1c or industrial ·pace for infant 
bu ine · ·e that need e tra financial help to get struted. The Dayt n Department of 
Ec nomi Dev lopm nt i planning to build a 60,000 quare fo t in ubator n un 
old General Motors site. The future buil ing, planned f r opening in December of 
I 97, wili be geared to\ ard high-tech start up fi rms. Althou<>h MMCIC does not 
ha e designated incubat r tatus, th 1 nt I el urrentl charged to a porti n or 
M und tenant • r lo enough to create the me incubator effect. A pr portion 

f n w tart-up busines e at th M und w re forme by D E empl yee . City of 
Kettering officials indicated that a third incubator may be created at th DESC 
fac il it_ in Kettering, d pendincr on tb e ·ten t f lea ing activity at the site. 

Office De1· lopment Trends 

Whil industrial market in the Dayton are have largely recovered fr m recession 
in th arly 1 90s, the I 1 ofti e market ha been low to recover, primaril due 
to corporate restructuring at fi rms such a 1CR, which has rec.J ced overall 
dem nd for office pace. The impa t of an tiona! economic recession, coupk.d 
with over-building in the late 198 , ha resulted in high ac nc rate ' for CB D 
an uburban ffice ·pace ince J 90. The Dayton CBD o fice m r et overall has 
uffered particularly in rec nt hi sLOry \\ ith verall vacancy f r ughly 19% ut f 

a total in en tory f 4. milli n quare feet, according to the GE I Real Estate 
Gr up. Within the t tal CBD inventory, Cia sp eva ancy has improved 
c nsi Jerabl •, fr m over 12% in 19 4 t about .5% in 1 5. Tmprovem nt in 
CBD class space vac ncy came at the expense of older b il ings ~ tenants have 
traded up ~ r beuer pace at comparable lease rate . A a re ult, Cl · B an 
space acancy in th BD market stood at roughly 2 l% in 19 5 sh wing light 
improvement o er I 94 levels. urr nt net leas rates for su urban of tee pac~ 

range fr m $6 to $ 14 per uare fo l . with op rating ost c ntributing an 
additional $3.50 to $4.00 per 'quare foot depending on building age, condition and 
location. 

Table 9 highli hts the amount of office space built in uburban markets between 
195 and 199 - noting urrent market vacancy for space built uring each period. 
Th burban offi e m rket in t::ntory n1died by ERA included roughly 6 million 
squ re feet f spa e with an estimated mark t vacan y f about 9%. Table aL 
show the extent of ov rbuilding which o curred in suburban ffice market 
during the mid-t -late 1 0 · real estate boom. 
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Table 9 : Suburban Dayton Speculative Office .. pace 
Inventory Growth and Vacancy Trends, by Date of 
Construction, 1995 

Square Vacant Space Vacancy R ate 
Time Period Footage Built by Building by Building 

by Period Age Age 

before 1950 40,584 3,500 8.6% 
1950 - 1959 95.289 5,500 5.8% 

1960 - 1969 554,227 37,959 6.8% 

1970- 1974 372 , l8l 94,243 25.3% 

1975 - 1979 543 ,809 65.4- 9 12.0% 

1980 - 1984 765,557 94.943 12.4% 

1985 - 1989 3,375,188 23 1,496 6 .9~ 

1990 - 1992 124,138 0 0.0% 

1993 0 0 O:,Q_~ 

199..J. 40,620 22.620 55.7% 

1995 75 .000 0 0.0% 
Overall 5,986.593 555,690 9.3 % 

Um·ounted 308,207 80,735 26o/( 

N1 te: Data exclude medJcal and profe si nal office space 
Source: G M Real E ·Late Group and Economics Research 
Assoc iates 

The table ind ic, te that r ughly 3.4 mill i n square feet of of 1 e pace wao; bui lt in 
ubu rban markets b tw en 198 and 1989; curn::nt vacancy for space uilt in thi~ 

period i · minim 1, about 7%. Th increm nt of office invent ry growth betwet!n 
l 85 and 1 8 now accounts for roughly 55% of total subu rban oflice space 
inventories. Table 9 also highlight that fact that older suburban ffi .e pr duct, 
built efore 1984, xhibits higher a ·ancy . fn e spa e buil t between J 75 an 
1984, which total · roughly 1.3 million square fee t, was r ughly 12% vacant in 
l 5. F r pace buil t in the 1 64 to 1974 p riod. r ughly 92 ,000 quare feet. 
current vacancy is roughly 14%. 

Table I 0 highlights the analysis of vacancy by ear built f r the southern 
submarket of D yton which include Miami burg and Kett ring. The tabl .show · 
that the southern submarker contain roughly 3 mill i n ·quare feet f pace, or 
ab0ut 50% f total suburban offi e inventories . Indicated market acancy for 
pace in the outhern submarket i about 9~. It is notabl that ab ut 53% ll th 

total invent ry in Table 10 as built be~ een 1985 and 1990 which 1 con istent 
wi th the urge in f fi e construction that o urred at the nati nall vel. In 
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additi n, of ICE' construction in the ·outbern submarket between 1985 and l 90 
c unted for almo t 50% f total suburban office con tru ti n during that period 

Table I indi ·at s that the ffi -e spa e built in the 1985 to 19 period is highly 

marketable a hieving vacancy rat of rough! 8%. ffice pace built in the 
preceding five ears (19 0 to 1985) is apparently les competitive, w1th a vacan y 
rate of almost 20'1t. 

Table 10: Southern Office Submarket Speculative Office 
Inventory and Vacancy Trends, by Date of Construction, 
1995 

Square Vacant , pace Vacancy Rate 
Time Period F ootage Buill by Building by BuiJdjng 

by Period Age Age 

Before 1959 114.974 6,000 5.2%1 
1960 - 1969 346.237 28,859 83o/l.l 
1970 -1 974 251 ,752 28,268 11.2% 

1975- 1979 447,972 57,300 12.8% 

1980- 1984 198.712 37,920 19.1 o/r 

1985 - 1989 1,627,529 128,574 7.9% 

1990 - 1992 49,870 0 0.0% 

1993 _9 0 0.0% 

1994 0 0 0 .0% 

1995 35,000 0 0.0~ 

Overall 3,072,046 286,921 9.34 % 

Uncounted 183,252 23, 120 12.6% 

N t : Data is ba ed on a 19 GEM Re I E tate offi e 
,surveys. 
!Sour e: G M Real Estate Group and conomics Research 
!Associates 

When taken in context with a depres ed offi e leasing market after 19 0, th stark 
contrast in vacancy rate for space built bel rever ·us after 1985 is i oificant in 
that it indicate that office tenants were able to move into new office space at 
attractive lea rates. The data also indic tes that pace built b for 197 is 
ompetitive, with only 34,000 ·quare feet vacant (7% ) out of a total in en tory of 

46 1,200 quare fee . The fact th t older ffi e space app •ars competitive in the 
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s uthem subm ket i r I ant with re p ct to th M und, wh1ch has over 200,000 
square feet of office space built betwe n the 19 Os an late 1 Os. 

Office de elopment has occurred at e raJ location in the Dayton uburbs. The 
I-7Sfl-675 rea h s emerged a" a primary of 1ce node, anchore by three principle 
de el pments: the Lexus-N xu headquarter . Pre tig Place and the Newmark 
Of 1 e emer. Tbe Lexu - e u head JUarter i · a multi- tory, campu style 
offic d velopment wi th frontage on 1-75 outh of 1-675, The Newmark Center i 
a bu ines park d velopment, funher no1t h along I-675, ont· ining single story 
flex/ f 1ce and multi st office pace. The Prestige Place development ntains 
two multi-st ry offic buil ings and Vficant land at the interchange of I-75 and 
Route 725. lder su urban offi e de Jopment concentrati ns are I · ted along 
K tiering Boulevard and~ uth Dixie Highway in Kett ring. 

'ffict. Space Absorption D1~· ussinn 

The local office mar et is still in a p riod f rec ery due to nsiderable 
verbuilding in th late I 980s as well as corp rate restructur ing in the early 1 90s 

which reduced ov rail demand f r of 1 e space. The southern ffi e submarket 
inventory grew by ver 3 million ·qnare feet o er thi time peri d. According to 
1 5GEM real tate d· t.a, t tal . uburban fficeab.orpti nin 1994wa ab ut 
I 6 7,000 quare feet. TI1e out hem ·u market captured about 46lfl f t tal 
uburban ab orption o er the ~am period, roughly 65,000 quare feel. Based on 

Table I 0, office space nstruction in the uth rn sub market c urred ar an 
average rate of 172,500 square feet per year. 

Current inf m1ation supplied by MMCIC offi 1al · indicate that the maJority c f 
Mound offic . spac wil l not be~ome available until 2 05 when D E i c::xpe ted 
t ac te. i en annual submarket · b rption of I 7,0 0 quare feel, ERA 
a . ume. that the Mound would capture annu I absorpti n of p t 25, 0 quar 
feet of offi e sp e. primaril · for M unci pa e which comes on lin by 2000. 
Be ond 2000, realistic projectil n of m rkec demand · r· ky at be l, on id ring 
that of IC pace under DOE c ntr I may not be maintain d pr perly through tht: 
interim. In general, the Mound ffice pac mventory uffers fr m gener lly 
inef 1cient and inflexible floor pi ns with the olde t a min' trative space built 
along ingle orridor ' with doubl -loaded f Ice paces. The ffi e I o lack 
mod m amenitie including individual-room controlled H A . 
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Highest And Best Use Dlscu sian 

The highest and best use analy i i an important component of a standar 
commercial prop rty appraisal. The an I sis examine a gi en property from two 
erspectives, "a i ' and "a if vacam," to determine if the current use of a 

property is appropriate and to identify lhe most ideal u 'e for a property, if vacant. 
The ·tandard riteria u ed t anal ze tbe two per pe tive are financial feasibility, 

h ic pos ibility, legal permis ibilit and maximal productivity. Tn mo t ca e , 
the "a i " and "a if vacant'' c nclusions should e the same. For the Mound, 
h w ver an lysi of the "as is" and "· if vacant" per pective will rerum 
completely d if~ rem answers, due to the unique nature of M und activitie , over 
th ~; ast 40 1 ears. 

The Mound fa il ity was developed in the 1940s for testing and assembly 
o ·iated with nuclear weapons. When Irsl developed, the roperty wa · 

relatively i ·alated from re ·idential and commerci I d el pmenl. • ordmg t 
hist rica! record . one ·a ·on fi r selection of the M und ite w its unique 
geology, omprised primarily of solid b drock with minimal L p soi l. However, 

A- tht! ite, which now has been in use fo r over 40 years, has become contaminated 
with radi activ wast . urrent stimates for remediati n of the Mound to an 
indu trial le el of safety are r ughly S, l bil lion. Allhough the character of Lhe area 
surrounding the Mound has become more residential and mm ial-oriented, 
e timated costs to r mediate the pn perty to residential developm nt standards 
would be far in e, ce of $ 1 billi n. For this reason, redevelopment of the si te for 
re ident tal de elopment wa not c n id red du to the prohibi tive co 1. 

The con. ultant team ex mined the redevelopment potential of the Mound and 
conc luded that market p ltential e i ts for reu ea. an indu trial/R&D park. The 
rcu e strategy \ auld involve ·elective renovation and demolition of exi ting 
:pace, reorganizing the fa ilit to etter re p nd to market dictates. The pi n 
a~ ume that roughly $45 mi llion is invested to repatr, reno ·ate and upgrade 

_><.'Mound fa iliti in order to create a mnrk table site The indu trial!R& park 

\ 

strategy is con~idered the highest and best u~ e of the sit , primarily b cau e it 
work within the limitations cr ated b_ env ironmental constraint . 

-t financial/political realitie and lo al economic dev Iopmenl goal . 
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Valuation Methodologies 

T h re are three t chnique for va luation of c mm rc ial pr perty; the cost 
appr ach, tbe comparnbl ales approach and the income capit izati n approach . 

ele tion of the appropriate valuation meth d for a given property i riven by 
phy ical factors in · luding property type, age, condition, u e and l.o atlon, as well 
as market fw·t rs, such as abs rption, acancy and space demand , )though each 
approach i · driven by different data source ·, th r ulti ng valu onclusion are 
often con istent unles the property in qu ·tion is bemg impacted y 

en ironment !, ph · i ·a!. lo ati nal or finan ial pr bl ms. For tr ubled properties, 
the vaJu:J.tion ·timme · reLU med b ach approach for a ingle roperty may vary 
cons iderably. ypical ly, a ommer i I appraiser will g nemte value e timates 
from a rninimum of tw appro ch san then r c nei l Lhe t alu . t a final 
vnlu con lusion. Identified below are explanation of the method I gy or each 
approa~h: 

• T h Cost Approach i based on the assumption that roperty val ue i ~ 

f1.mction of build ino replacement cost and land value, le s ccm d phy ical, 
functional, ec nomic and location I depreciati n. The c , t approach i 
gen r lly used to value n w r prop •rt because con Lru ti n c sts are lmo 11 
and d preciation is n gligible. e of this appro chon older properties is 
pr bl matk because deprec iation esr.im tes G r lder properties are hi~h ly 

ubjective .. 

• The Comparabl ales Approach i based on the a!i umpti n thatlhe value 
of a subject pr perty 1s related to the v lues of similar proper ie whi ch haw 
sold recemly . An appraiser would examine a ool f con parab le propertie 
whjch recent ly have sold and adJ U'II. the ir value· Cor I cational, phy ·ic I and 
othe d i f~ renee to derive a alue for the ubj ct property . 1he meth d 
require detai led informat i n about c mparabie ales inducting financing 
term , condition of s· le, buyer and sell ·r inf rmation, tran net ion prices and 
pr p rty right tr n fe rred . The sale approach is most ef ective where a large 
number of similar properties are sold in the market area. However, for 
peci Jize fadli ties, the ales appr a h an be highly problematic becaus lh 

un ique attribute of a property can make comp rative adju tment · wi th ther 
market properties in the area highly subjecti e. 

• The Income Approach is based on the premi e that, "becau e improved real 
e ·tat is capabl of produ ing, t1ow of income over it, economic life, 
investor will pay a present valu for that flow of income that will provtde 
them with a competi tive return n pit·1l in ve ted in the pr peny.""'1 The 
capitalization rate, which is the rate at which the in ome stream for a 
c mmer" ial pr perty is valued, i effectively a me ure of ri k and li nanci 
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ret11rn r investors; h igh~r capitalization rate pro ide th po sibi lity of betler 
return · on in estment but also carry a greater risk f I of principle. There 

e two generally accepted methods for valuing a property with the income 
approach: Direct apitalization and Discounte ash ow. 

1. The Direct Capitalization method i used gen rally for lo -ri k 
investment-grade income-pr ducing pr p rty whi h h ( r s n ill 
achie ed stabilized (consistent), ear-t - ear occupancy an n t 

oper ting incom (N I) le els. In this method, a stabilized y ar 
e.'p cted NOI is capitalized at a given r te, current! etween 8% and 
12%, r ulting in a V<tlue onclusion which represents th in est ent 
alu fa property' revenu stre m. There ulting alu indication 

can b c nvened to a net present value d pending on the point in time 
when the property reache a stabilized NOI. 

2. Th~;; Discounted Cash-.Fio·w DCF) method i u ed typi all, for 
properrie. which may have inconsistent N I or occupancy level · in 
the future. The meth d estimates the value to an in.ve tor of holdrng a 
pr pert for a longer period, anywh rt: from five to ten year or longer 
and then sell ing the pr perty at th end of the holding perio . The 
re ulting value estimate i a pres nt alue sum of annual NOb over 
the h ldmg period plus the present alue of the pr perty when Jd at 
the end f the holding period. The F approach inc rporate · a 
di count rate to mea ure the relative impa l of infl tion the 
opp rtuni o t of m ney and risk. to an inve tor ov r the holding 
period and a direct capitalization rate t v· lue the prope.ny at the end 
of the holding period. 

I 1he Miami burg M und were a m dern bu ine s/indu tri I pari., built perhap in 
the: early 1990 , v luruion w uld be relatively straightforw rd. he propeny 
would likely b . valued using a re onciliation of the s le comparison and income 
apitalizati n appro he. to value. However, it must be emphr ized that the 

ound i · not a nonnal propert • forth f !lowing reason : 

• First, the pro pen ha a 40+ y· ar hist ry a sociated with nu I ·ar eapon. 
R&D and as embl making it truly unique both in th Dayton market and 
nationwid . 

• Second, exp n ·ion of Mound fac iliti th role f the facility changed over 
4 year rc ulted in a arrangement f building which met uniqu DOE need. 
but left the f1 ilit with parking and building mancrement which are now 
inadequate and not competitive with priv te-sector d velopment in th Dayt m 
area. 
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• 1l1ird. a majority of Mound faci li ties er built before 1970 and need to be 
upgraded to modern sa~ ry, health and design codes in ord r f r the prop rty 

be mpetiti ve and legal in the ayton market. 
j • F urth, although DOE ha identified the ear 2005 for mal release o the 

Mound, the extent of nuclear wa. te on the ile has yet to e fu lly quantified, 
making the 2005 e timate uncertain. 

The four rea on outlined above make the choice of aluat i n appr ache for the 
Mound clear. It is E 's opinion that the co. t appro' h would be inappro riate 
to value the Mound becau e. the wid variat ion in age and concli t10n fo r Mound 
fac i l it i e~ makes d pre~;iat ion estimat s high! ubjecti ve . Even if selective 
ren vation and demolit ion of faci litie ccur , the co t, pproach woulcl be limiteJ 
by the fact th. t n ce ary improvement auld only create value in the property 
rather then enhanc exi ting value in the property. The le · compari on approach 
for Mound va!ualion has limited u e becau e the Mound i a unique fac ility WILh 

difficu lt parking arrangement , build ings that would not be replicated in today's 
market and w1d variation in tl1 age, cond iLion and size of e,·i ting impr vements . 
The extent of physi a! diff rences between Mou nd fac il it ie - and market-area 
properti s would tend t make judgment of omparability high! subjecti e. 
Given the highly unusual characteri . tics of many bu ildings, comparable nles are 
likely t be n n-e i tent. 

It i ERA's opinion th at the in · me capitali zati n approach t value would be the 
only appropriate method to deriv a value for the Mound for the fo llowing 
reason . Financial analy e · for the 1ound redevel pment strategy 1dentified 
like!, space b. orpti n rate , operating expenses and supportable rent levels for 
the Mound, uming that the nece ary in itial in ve tments are made t m d rntze 

5( the Moun facilit ies and site. The manci J analys i account for the probabil ity 
1 of delayed ab orptjon, reuuced renta l incom for Mound space over the foreca. t 

7' eri d and market n k as ociated with envir nment I c ntamination. Funher. 

ann ual I f r the rede eloped fac ili ty are con ervative and upponable . The 
re ulting pro forma, highlighting revenue and osts bet e n I 7 and 2 I 0, 

ffers defensibl data for u e in the generation of alue e. timates ba ed on 
dis ount d c sh-flow and di rect cttpitalization analys i omponents f the pro 
f rma discussion in are in til next se~tion . 

Pro forma Anal 1sis 

The le el o succes achieved in renting a viable reu e strategy fo r the 
1iami -burg M und is a fun tion of phy ica\ and economic factor . The Mound 

site is handicapped by a variety of ph sical probl ms including function I 
ob.ole cence, ineffic ient utilitie and poor parkmg arrangements, well as 
radioa ti and chemical contamination. F llowing th dictates of federal law, 
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DOE i r pon ible for th envir nmental remediation for the Mound. In ad ilion, 
a DOE grant to MMCIC is cov ring a portion of infrnstnicnire refit an operating 
o ts f r the redev I pment effo rt. However, preliminary co t e tim' te f r 

nece ary infra ·tru ture improvem nt xceed urrenl DOE financial ommitm nts. 
ln order for the ite and fucilitie to be marketable to the private sect r, building 
and infrastru .cur impr vement and environmental remediati n, are abs lutely 

es ary. 

In an eff rt to d fine the redevelopment potential of th Mound, three altemative 
development option ere create . Each altemative plored a di tinct 
red elopment tyle, m ving fr m a pure industrial park t a h brid with b th 
indu trial nd te hnology pace, t a pure R&D facility. A fin nciaJ model woe. 
devel ped f reach option by ERA to forecast th profit· lo p Hion f MMCfC 
on an annual ba i bet een 1997 and 20 10. Afte r e tensiv financial m deling, it 
wa. detemlin d that hybrid or mixed u e R&D and industrial park wa · potentially 
f, a ible · rom a financial erspe tiv 

Support f r the mixed us park wa based n research of commercial real state 
market c ndition in th Dayton ar a a ell as exten ive engineering and 
planning studie of the Moun site and improvemen . Th engineerin rand 
planning studie con ucted y RS and Sasaki Ass date e tablished th amou nt 
of ex.i. ting indu tri I, R&D an office space as well a acant land that ha ­
redevelopm nt potentia l. ER analyzed commercial real estate market tren in 
the Dayton area to den ve a et lease rates as well as pace and I· nd abl>orpti n 
le"vels appropriate to the Mound' s p s1tion in the mark t. 

This an sis ident1fie n hiev ble lea rate f r rei 1tted Mound :pace a~ ing 

them on the re ult of fi ld work in th Dayton area, inspecli n o cliff rent offic(;, 
indu~trial an R&D properties and surv y of loc I re I ·tate broker t acquire 
current 1 ase and oper tinge, pen e information. The information c 11 cte 
during tiel and urv y \vorl. wa . ynth sized and om pared t information and 
, umptions regarding th con i · n f existing Mound facil itie as well as timing 

f environmental remediation and facility renovati o. The tab! ~ below highlights 
estimated Mound rent f r 1 97 and 2000 a\ n<> with comparative lease r te fo 
o ice, R D and industrial property in the Dayton real eslate market. 
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COMPARISON OF MARKET RENTS AND ACHIEVABI EM 

Market Segment Market Rents 1997 Mound 2000 Mound 
Rent Estimate Rent . timate 

Suburban Of 1ce e ( _ .00-$12 .00/sf $3. 0/sf $4.0 1/sf 
Industrial (Net) $3.00- 4.50/ f $3.50/ f $3.5 I f 
R& ( et) $8.0 -$ 12.00/ f $3.50/ [ 

<$60,000/ ere N 

Absorpti n rate timate f r r fitted M un o tee, in ustrial and R&D facilities 
were ba ed n analysis f publi ·bed real estate data from loc l and nat ional 
sourc compiled f r the Dayt n market. RA's t:.Stimate for ab ·orption rates for 
Mound space reflect conclu i · n · concerning the competitive po ·it ion that the 
Mound could a hi ve in the econd opti n with regard to target markets, Mound 
investment lev I , income goals an th impact f rent n lea:s ing over tht: 
for cast p riod. Based on these analyses, identifi d two ab orpti n r te f r 
Mound space ver the f reca t period. The ini tial absorption rale for 1997 an 

I 9 as umes n annual rate of ~ 0,0 0 squ ar feet f r industrial pace. Begjnning 
in 199l , ru. renovati n of M und faci lities continues, ERA ha · a urn •d that rates 

f absorpti n for Mound [acili tie will increa e a, h ., n in the table bel w. Th 
foil wing table outlines ab orption e timates for each prop rty type .or the Dayton 
J. ea il.l1d :fi r the Moun 

Snburban ftice ( el) 

industrial et) 
R&D ( et) 

Dayton r a 

Ab orption Rate 

170,000 'quare Feet 
30 , 0 Square Feet 
70,000 S uare Feet 

Mound 

In additi n to rent and absorpti n indice , ERA studied urrent and foreca l 

budg tary in ormation from MM IC to detennine appropriate p ·rating co. t 
levels fi r th Mound during redevelopment. Fore ast operating co t included 
payr ll and benefi ts, marketing. utiliti ·, main tenance, consulting services, 
in uran e and pa carrying c t . The naty i as ·umed that lhe M und' ot ld 

36 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Plan Description 

har e net rents to tenants \-\ ho also would he rt!l' pon iblc for pa, s-through 
expen e . . 

ln devel ping the financiaJ model, ER detemuned that th re were three critic 
fact rs which ill have a significant imp l on the pr fit-lo po ition of th 
MM IC o er the ~ reca t p riod. The thr e factors are: 

• Delayed bsorption: ERA determined that d layecl pac ab orpti n wa 
po sible due in art to the existence f radioactivity on the ite as well as the 
fac t that infrasrructure refi t of Mound facilities w uld e ab olutely ne e ary 

in order for the facilities to be marketable. Delays a ociate with 
constructi m r fu nding appropriation al o waul delay absorption. Tn order to 
ace unt fi r the ltkelih od of delay, the p · erred alt ·rnati e financial analy i 
include · delayed a sorpt ion n te for I 997 and 1 c 8. 

• Op rating o t ontrol: The financial m d I compared utility c st for space 
used by MM IC and DOE and detennined that r. h party w uld ave m ney 
over the long-tenn if Mound f. cilities are taken off the central uti lit sy ·tem 
an r fitte ith individual heating and HV . Th- financial model assumes 
that facilities that DOE and MMCIC agree to keep or reuse will b fully 
onvt:rtcd t epar te utilities by 2002. We fore a t that net rental rates or 

the M und would decline between 1997 and 1998 to account -D r exc sively 
high tenant utility cost pass-through. It is as umed that, a space i converte 
to individual sy terns, ten nt utilit co t will decrerue to market rate . 
allowing for appre iat10n in rental r· te . 

• Infra lructore Cost haring Re ponsibi lity : During prelimin manci:ll 
anal ·es, RA e aluated the financial ramificatiOn if MMCIC 1 dir tly 
r ponsible f r covering the costs of bullding and ite renovati n. One 
conclu ion of th analysis wa th t, although rate · of' b orpti n and perattng 
co t l vel h< ve a 1gnificant impact on financial fea ibility, otential cost 
a. so iated w1th infrastructur improvement f r Wh1 h MMCIC may or m ' 
not be ponsible will be th deciding factor in determining overall financial 
fea ibility of con er ion. ERA determined that a large portion of the total 

t:stim te cost of ite and infrastructure refit, roughly $45-$5 million, i 
in upp rt bl by cash fl w that the Mound ould generate over the foreca.'t 
period. 
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Key ssumptions: 

• _ffe tive le e rate for mound pace were reduced between 1997 and 1999; 
the average 1997 net rental r::tte fell from $4.2. /square foot t $3.38/ quare 
f ot. fter 2000, rental rates would increase at pace with rnflalion. Between 
1 7 and 2000, ren tal rat gradually increa e individual heating and 
HV A sy tern are inst Lled in building , llo" ing utility pa s-through rate t 

de rease. A the utility pas -through decreases, effective nts can increrue. 

• A erage MMCIC salrny i $50.000. 

• Ai r ady 1 a d invent ry of 178. 00 gro s square feet rhrough 1997 wi th an 
additi n I 350, 00 gros qu, r feet lea ed from 1998 through 20( I After u 

three ear period during which very li ttle additional pace is made ava ilable, 
an additional 200,000 gr ss ·quare feet i. lea ed fT m 2005 through 2010. 
Although the analy is does a. ume rhe potential ~ r m ci · Jay in the 
availability of pace for lease, significant delays will negative! impact 
financial performance. 

• Beginning in 20 2, 5 acr s f land ill be developed every l year ·. 
As uming an F R of . , th ts is an additional 65 ,000 quare feet for ea<.:h two 
year p riod. :a joint venture partner MMCIC receives a show of this 
income. 

• lnsu .me pas -through o ts of $0.2 cent per quare foot. 

• Vac ncy and credit los i · · · urn d to be 8% f annual potential gr s income. 

• Tenant impr emenl allowance i ~ dri ven by annual absorptton, a weighted 
ave rag aliO\ ance f 7. 75 p r quare foot i ~ u ed It is assumed that i:C> space 
is re ovated, the c t of tenant improvements will decrea.o;e as Lhe space wi ll 
b more ncrional. 

• Admmi trati c< st per employee of I 0.00 

• E utilit co t for ub-tenants identifies the utility c:-~sts charged to 

MM lC for ub-lea ing space to tenant ·. 

• Prof sion 1 rv i es co ·rs d crease in ·rementall fr m $400,00 anttu lly 1 

$50, 00 annually bet een 1997 and 2010. 

• Inflation i 2%. 

• Annual wages are inflated at 2.5%. 

• Rent. inflate at % after 200 . 

• Utilit c st inflatiOn i- at 2%. 
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• Spa e carrying cost are driven b an as umed oc upan y rate of 92% or 
MMCI space ut any given time. Costs a ociated " ith carrying vacant . pace 
are for heat and maint nance. 

• Pass-through utility cost i assumed to be $2.88 per square fo t. MMCIC 

f 1ciaL indicated that thi i the t ·pica! rate passed through for uti lities an 
common area rnaintemm e charged t th ir ten nts. 

• Infrastructure cost phasing i as folio\ s: Building refit for D E vacated 
spac begin two years aft r it is acated ( 1995 pac i. refi tted in 1997). 
HV AC irnpro em n are made o er three y ars from 1998 through 2000 . 

Other cots are divided in thirds and spr a over 1997, 1998 and 1999. 

Im hcati n~: 

• MM sing a con ervat1v ab ·orption rat , MM lC is forecast t achieve 
p sitive ca h flow in 200 . P ~itive cash flow between 20 2 and 2005 are 

for cast to rc:-main between $500,000 and $800, 00. trong po itive c·l.'h 
flows (m exce. f $1 million annu lly) are n t foreca t to begin until 20 6. 
RouohJ. $ 2 6 mill ion fthe DOE subsid ' 1 forecast to remain unu ed after 
;:.!( , I I 

• D ; Although DO would be ponsi le for environmental and 
infraslru ·ture refit costs, the ould avoid be ing tied to the Moun 

indefini te! ancl absorbing carrying co. tl> for acant space. 
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Valuation Estimation 

A~s11mption. 

The aluation e timate generated for the Mound pro erty are base on one 
fundamental a sumpti n whi h relates to the estimated cost for renovation of 
existing faci lit i · for health, safet and bu ilding ode compliance (about $45 
mi ll ion . well as costs of independent HV AC systems and oth r site 
impr v ments. Speclfi caJ I , th aluation e. tim lei> a sume th· t M und 

renovation wi ll be completed pri r to MMCIC acceptance the Mound. 

o high light the magni tude of infras tructure inve tment which i requ ired to 
convert the Mound into a m rketable c mmodity, E generated a bene litJcost 
rati anal • i. of the forecast perating expenses, reven ues and infrastructure co ts 

under the proposed reuse plan. The benefit/cost ratio analy i divides the present 
alu f all co t into the present alue of all benefits to· rrive at rati wh i h 

de m n t:rate the relative financial via ility of a proJect. If the resu lting rat i is 
le s than 1. the proje .t is fin anc ially insupportable; if the ratio is greater then l, 
the pr ~ ee l i like ly to be finan cially viable. 

When the presen t alue f for a t operating co t , infrasLru ture · 1 and 
re v nue fnm th proposed reus pl an is analyzed in thi framewor ·, there ult 
benefitl o t rati is 0.33 , which is sub tanti all y Jes · than I nd ind icat ive fa 
pr j t whi h is insupp · rtable. How ver, if e timaled infrastructure co ts are 
taken out of the ratio analysis , the re ulting benefitJco t rati increase to r ugb ly 
1.00, whi h is indicative of a mor ~- a ible projec t (thi s as. urn th t the $45 
milli n in e tment in infra tructu and code improvement is incorporated int the 
pr cess of clean-up and con ersion for econ mic r use) . The resent value 
calculatton tend t incre se the irnpa t of up-front costs c mpnred f revenu~., 

whic h ccur later in th forec t and are, there ore, di counted more heavily. 
Although the benefit/cos t rati i ·· not a perf ·ct nalysis tool for de termining 
mancial f asibilHy, it does demonstrate that. un less up-fro nt inves tment i ,- made 

to reo ate fac ilitie and improve HV A sy, tern', rede elupment f the Mount.! i 
fin ncially insupp rtable. The valuation estimate!> shown belmv specifically 
assume that infrastructure in vestment and environmental remediation are both 
funded and occur in a timely manner. 

Dire r Capitalization Va luatirm E. timate 

Generat ion of a va lu e tim te based on direct capi talization require!> th ree key 
piece· of infonnation: an inc me ' apitalization rate, a. tabi lize net operaling 
tn me (NOI) and a discount rate. The income capitalization te appropriate:: for 
th Mound mu, t r fleet real e~ tatecondilion s in the ayton area as we lt as unu I 
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~ d ,velopment problems ass iated with the Mound. Specifically, th Mound is not 
}, an inve tment-grade pr perty due t environmental c ntamination and the need to 

r""no ate exi ting facilitie to compl ' with modem building and safety code . ln 
addition, the process for cle nup f radioactive contaminants (up to I 0 years) and 
the phased release of building by DOE betwe n 1 97 and 2005 will delay the 
redev lopment pro e s. Ri k ass ciated ith environm ntal ontaminati n I the 
Mound i I· rgely ffs t by a federal law requiring t clean up the site t 
industrial standard and cover the futu re en vir nmental liability i sue. that ar · 

. related to OE-c , u ed c ntaminati n. 

Becau e lhe property b n t in estment grade, a capitalization r' l greater then 9% 
i , reali tic. Howev r, the property ben fi t fr m federal (D ~) guarantees to 
remedrnte and c er liability for environmental leanup; uch guarantc wouiJ 
tend tore uce the ri k le el fred elopment, l>'Uggesting a cl trect capitalization 
rate lower than 12%. i en the risks that a potential inve tor would take in 
r d el ing thi property, includ ing uncertamty ab ut futu re inc me an the 
history f the ite ERA w uld uggest th t a market cap it liz.ation mle of I 09l 
would be approp iate . he di count rate is r ugh! mparahl to th 
apitalization rate in that both figures ar measures of ri k. The di ·c unt rate. 

how ver, factors m the direct costs of inflation and risk ' well as opp rtunity 
co, ts f foregone interesl. II things remaining the am , di count rate are 
u uall high r th n apttalization rate due to th time fact r. ERA as ume a 
discount rate of 12% for the e aluati n estimates. 

Application of the 10% capiLalization rate to the proJe ted N I in 2008 f roughly 
$2.-7 million, frot th pr o eel reuse plan, result · in a fu ture market value of 
rough! 25.72 mil lion or th M und iLe and facil itie . When converted to a 
pre.ent alu , u ing a d1. count rate of I o, th pr pert would have a present 
value of roughly 5.2 million , after renovation co ts of rough/ r $45 million are 

im•e tl'd; the renovation co t. must be spent m order or the Mound to achieve a 
puslfive marker value. 

Di ·t·owrted Cash Flow E timate 

The Di,counted Cash low method is pantcularly appropriat for valu ti n f 
inc m -producing propenies wh ich m e c n ider ble vari tion in operating 
ex pen es and revenues over time. The financial analy i for the Mound propo eel 
r use pl n f r redevelopm nt forecast inc me and ope ring xpense for the 
fa ilit ver a 14-ye r period. The 14-y ar fine n.:ial pro forma exhibi~ igniricant 
ch ngc in a h flow for the fa ility over the forecast period and is. therefore, 
well- ·uited to a dt c unted ca h flow valuation approach. Val ati n of the Moun 
with the CF approach is ba ·e on fi e primary i.l.' ,umpt10ns: 
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• A discount r t of 12%, as used in the previ us meth dology; 

• A 14-year hold of the property bet ween 1997 and 20 I 0: 

• As le f the propert in the 15th year (2011) b ed on di rect capitalization of 

timated net operating in orne less closing cost ; 

• An in om' .. pitalization rate of 10% as used in the pre vi u method logy 

• The operating sub:idy, patd to MMCIC by D , is · lud d from the 
analy i ·. 

Ba ed nn the e as. umprjons, th property would have a present valu of about 
$4.7 million. again a uming an investment of roug.hJ r 45 mill i n to ren vate. 
rep ir and upgrade Mound facil ities 

Reconciliation 

In a stand. rd appraisal. the reconcil iation section w uld examine altern' tiv 
v lue or a prop rty nd d vel p a rationale for final value c nclu ion . In the 
ca e of the Mound, value were derive from tw methods (D and dire t 

capitalization). The r sulling alue e timates, $5.2 mill i nand $4.7 milli n, need 
robe kept 10 p r. pecti ince th pr p rt need~ roughly '45 mill ion in direct 
inve tment to repair, renovate and upgrade Mound faci lities. f the two vn.lue 

e rimate , the DCF estimate of 4.7 milli n a count for annual variations in Clli h 
now fo r the Mound fac ilit and reOect. the increa ed ri k a sociated with h !ding 
a property for a I ng peri d (l year.). Th direct capitalization alue cann t 

direct! ace unt for these i sue . Thu., it i •RA' · opini n that th Mound \ ould 
have a current , lue of r ughly 4.7 mill ion minu · the costs to renovate. pa1r 
and upgrade f, c il iti ~s. 
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Physical Plan 

Land Use 

The existing DOE facil ity. known a the Miamj burg Mound (lh M und), ha!t 
been utilized since the 1940s for nu lear energy re earch au weapons 
d elopm nL. The Mound is Ia ·ated uth of downt wn D,tyton, we t f 1-75 in 
the City of Mi mi ·burg in Montgomery County, ht , r ughly th emile. west of 
lhe Route 725fl-75 interdtange. Thi · inter h nge bring together a large suburl an 
ret il area (including the Dayton regional malll, ffi e and indu. trial pace 
devdopment and ne of the primary indu trial corridors or the auto indu try and 
rei ted manufacturer found in the R ute J-75 ~orrid r. 

Cll!Tently, che Mound i ompri ed of 306 acres of land. The ite feature· a 
topographically distin live mount with el ati n. vary ing etween 7 10 feet lCI 80 
feet. It i ordered n the we t y the old Miamt-Erie Canal bed and contams two 

)* Jake and everal tand. of tree and teld . Ianning studie have detennJned th:ll 
\ about 79% of thi · acreage h1lS development constramt.s due to poor soils, exposed 

:J bedrock and possible c nt minntil n. Furthermore, 42% t1f the !l it has !>ignificanl 
slope con train . [ t L e.timated that appr ximately I ~5 a s, rncluding those 
already developed plus appr xim td y 40 acres m the southern par el, are suitable 
for dcvel pmenl , 

T he and e Plan di ides the ite into ten stte pare L de ignat d A thr ugh .I a 
shown on the Land Use Zone Plan. 

h road n twork i divide into _even · gment , five o whi h are lh . pine r 
majc r irculation r ad and two of :vhich are intem:tl to the arcels on the hil L The 
Ieuenng f the parcels d e not indicate the sequence f desired ompt •tion. 
Rather, the parcel represent lun u e areas andlor uilding clu ter. that are 
interrelated nti l the ·leanup and im rovements for an entire parcel have bt: n 
completed, MMCIC should not accept the tran fer f that par el or I he butldings 

ithin it. Whit interim leases for selecte space and buiJding can continue. as i 
now th practi e, they hould not b tran fe rred for reuse. 

Rebt d to each land and bulldmg parcel are road\ y egments. The roadw, y 
segment provide ehicular acce.! ' to the land and uilding within each parcel. 
T his direct conn ction of each parcel f land to a new "public" pine road i · 
criLi alto the financial sue e · of the developm nt of the Mound Addillortally, 
thi , pine accommodates the alignment for trunk utilit1e erving th arcel and 
the huilding . The e, to , mu ·t bt: mpl ted f r the parcel they serve. Until the 
roadway segment serving a land p eel is completed and the util itie erving the 
buildings ar in place, the land parcel should n t be accepted b. MMCIC. Thi~ 
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assumpt1on includ s the n ces ity for agreements t be in pia e with the n ce ·~ary 
uril it ' r viders includin"' water, sewer, electric. gas and communications. 

Also. th pha ing plan ha attempted to match the configuration of the R least:: 
Bl k ·from the Mound Ten Year Plan with trate •ically related · lusters of 
building. and land from the Reuse Plan . 

Sequence qj Parcel Completion 

Given the a· ·umption that a land and buildin~ · parcel will not be transferred to 
MM C unlit al l of the cleanup and improvement., are completec.J an until the 
vehicular acce · anJ utility corridor are in place. the final . equencing of rhe 
Lran fer can be negotiated between MMCl and DOE t e l mat~o:h the pace and 
charuct r of the market and the sch duling an related osts of th clerump and 
impr vement work. 

De criptio11 nf Parcds 

For each parcel ho'vvn on the plan. th following de ·cription notes the relationship 
f th pared t theM und Ten Year Plan Release Block" and th roadw y 
egment ) that rnu t be corn leted in onJunction with the parcel and outline. n.ny 

.ignificant issues r I· ted to the r leas of that p· rticular pare 1. 

• Par!2'cl A- Building 11 1 

Land U ·e: Gen~ral lndu tnal 

Mt~und Ten Year Plan Match: S• me a. Relea BJ0ck G 

cce ·- · 

Lsu. 

C mpletton of pine segment 1 including utiht) line and the 
r 1 cation of the ontrol point will provide pr per acce s l the 
parceL 

The critical acti n f r making this parcel a ai la le is the new 
entry road \1 ith related cce nd parking modificati ns. Th hill 

ehind building 61 ·hould be rdore t d. 

• Parcel B-Low r Parking Aren 

and Use. Res~;arch c~n Development 

Mound Ten Year Plan M tell: Almo·t s me a. Rl!l~a e Bl 1ck H with the 
excepti n of huildmg 1H nrea 
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ompletion of spin segment 1 i requi d to give thi par~.:el a 
"front door," utilities and a clear point (.l acce s . 

Thi parcel is assumed lObe developable only after the nece ary 
parki ng improvement n th~ hill permit the relocati n of th 
parking. It i- further sumed that an MMCIC/Jeveloper ·oint 
v nture or sale of this parcel wi ll n t ta 'e place until rhe Moun I 
h· e ·hibite its . uc , in the marketplace and the value of thi. 
parcel is e tablished . The reconfiguration f the ntry roado; and 
the c mpleti n f the pine l egment provide an pp rtunity to 
accommodate on- ite ~.:on . tructi n fill or realrgnmenl of the pine 
r ad and the entry r ad to the Main Hill. 

• Parcel C-M<lln Hill front) 

Land llse· 0 rce, Re earch and ev lopm nt ml General ln u ·trial 

Mound en Ye r Plan Match: l m: rporates all of Relea e Block.- L. 0 
and Nand mo. t of P and Q. Pi modrfied 
to liminate uildings E an Q t 

eliminate building 4 

At:cc-. AI ng with spine I improvement and util ity impr vements 
ne s. ary to serve the parcel. the road and util ity network intcnur 
to the parcel mu t be ompleted. Th interior road network. r:-; 
desrgned to function with a entral loop an with cui-de- ac l('l 

limited amounrs f parking. After Lran fer f the. back of the hill , 
lhe cul-de-sac will be extended to complete a h!llt p roatl 
net work of int r onnc::cted I ops. :\!so constd rud an accc s 
requirement, the p rking that i within thts arcel mu.t e 111 place 
prior to transfer. 

r. ~ WhiJ inctu ·ive of all r part of five elease Block . this parcel 
fu nctions a· ne. It has one acce ' point and hared parking and 
will have an interrelat d pedestrian n tw rk fr m p rking 1 

buil ings and between building . While a!:'sume.d to be a mu ltiple 
user par el, the interrelationship of uildings an parking d( es not 
1 nd it elf to further segmenrati n. lt i lik Iy that it always will 
remain in n . ingle o ner~hip. 
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The reconunended building demoliti nan parking c nstruction 
will reate an e ce iJen' building it ne t t 0 E, the value f 

hich will be r alized a ter the su ce ful tran: iti n of the 
b Ian e f the 1 in Hill. 

The parcel boundary i configured to pem1i tt he .. back" of the 
Main Hi ll tParcel f) to e fenced and eparat ly onlrolled ~ r 
leanup beyond a tran fer date or this rant parcel. It is assumed 

that :1cce ~ ro d.s to t11e. back of the Main Hill ill permit dire t 

connect i n to the rail and to off- tte dis o al of radiologically 
l;ontaminate debris. Relocati n 1f cle· n debri.., f r on- ite fill 
could U.lle the r ad\ ay networlo. wi thin the par el for ac:cel.-. to fill 
·ite . 

• Parcel - Low r A 

LanJ e: Re<>ean:h and Dev ·lnpment and eneralln u lt 1al 

Moun Ten Year Plan Match: argely the lower, n n M-PP. p rti n t 

Rele se Block F. plu building 22 

Accc::s : 

h 'Ut: •. 

Acce'\s i fr m th spine ro dan will requ ire the tmpro n1t~r l' 

t the ine I and 2 segment · with related infr trocture 
tmpr vement 

This purc:el in lu e!-. a site for a new bu ildi ng, a ·umed to he ,f 
future potential after the Mound has e, ta li hed vaJue. It also 
in ·Jude a sign ificant !an area through 1; hich DOE i 
Iran, port ing dem I ILion debns from SM-PP to the ratJ . 
Completion f thi parcel require. removal of th temporary road 
and th d t!anup an ref re tation of the land Dependmg upon the 
timing of the M-PP cleanup and use of the rand, thi s par el could 
e m dified to eparate out the land north of the temporary hau l 

road for rele · e 

• Par el E--Test Fire 

Land Use: E plosive. Ro earch and Industnal 

Mound Ten Year PI n Mat~,;h: Large! Rei a e 81 clo. C, less the 
~ew rage treatment plant an uilding 22 

46 



cce. s: 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Pion Description 

Requir ompleti n f spine egm nts 1, 2 and 3 which will 
omplete the nonhero portion of the "lo p" road c nnecting the 

M und parcels to Mound Avenu to then rth and east and 
ev ntuaJiy to Benner Road t ' th south. Th.i · lignment a1 o 
contains the utilities serving the parcel. 

sues: The I ng tenn econ mtc e of thi. par el is fo used up n the 
e i ting invent ry f buildings. Along with improvements to the 
pin roa , an impr ved entry artd arking c n tguration is 

nece sn.ry to pennit these uil ing to functi n as a unil. 
Re !uti n of the long tem t viability f MMCIC' \. wner htp and 
leas in~ of the bunkers remains an issue for thi parcel Par e l E 
a! include a signific nt p rtion of the hillside:: that must be 
leaned and reforested. 

• Parcel F-Buildmgs I 5 and I 00 

Lan U e. 0 fice, Research and D vel0pment and Gen ral lnJusttial 

M und Ten Year Pl· n Matc-h: arne a· Relea t: Block D 

Access: 

1 ue : 

The spine 4 segment is required to open parcel F (and parcel G) to 

a "front d or" and viable ddr s n Mound A venue. 

~- uming completi n of th acce. s improvement.-.. this par el will 
create a Mound venue a dre s for the c isring buiiJtng<> anJ fc r 
a development ite a jacent to building 100. Thi. ~cpurate 
address and entrance wil l perrnil an Jdentily that i indep ml nt of 
the Mound Main Hill development 

• Parcel G-Overlo 

Lund e: Gene I JnJu trial inclu i11g Oex ~pace 

Mound Ten Year Plan Match: Same as Releas Bl ~ E 

Ace s .. pine 4 provide ace s t Mound A venue and spine 5 pr ides 
access to the main pme. Addit1 nally, ·pine 5 1 the boun tng 
r • dway from whi h buildings within thi · parcel can gain ucce ·s 
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Issues· 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Pion Descrlplton 

T hts parcel t a land p r el Ll at h uld be de eloped tn an 
MMCIC joint venture or by a developer who purc hase the parcel 
in it entire ty. Acce ·sand cleanup of the entire p· reel , in lutling 
demoliti n of all buildings. 1 required prior to development. It is 
assume{! that evelopment wil l await thee tabli hment of viable 
land values upon the successful tran fer and reu ·e f the ther 
parcels at th Monnd , 

• Parcel H--Lower l:l 

Lund -. e . ln frastmcture 

MQund Ten Ye r P la.n Iat h In~ J nde. Release Blo k~ f. J and K plu-; 

the ewerage treatmen t plant part of 
Release Block C 

Access: Ym 1 JnVt: off the spme r ad 

Thi parce l c ntams no bu ildmgs of direct economic enefil to 
MMCIC nd is not part of the economic modd for reu . e. A<. 
such, the ttmi ng of it cleanup and tmprovem nt · IS not direct ly 
related ro the m rJ...eL. The: significant is ue for this parcel ts the 
tran fer and ongcnng operation of the ewerage tre tm nl plant. It 
IS assumed that D E. with the participation of MMCIC. will 
negotiate the lran fer of th is fac ility t the City f Miam1 burg. m 
wh1ch ca e the pri vate lenanlll of the Moun wi ll e tied into rhe 
municipal system. 

• Pur.::c l 1-M m Hill (back) 

Land U e. General lndu trial or Expl . ives jf buildmgs l and B are reu.,t!d · · 
currently pr jected 

MO tJncl Ten Ye r Plan M tch. Includes Releas~ Blocks M and P plus 
build ing 4 from Bloc Q and building E 
from Block P 

Acce : 

Issues: 

Via thee ·ten i I\ of the roadway netw rk servmg arcel C. M· in 
Hill (f nt) 

The parcel contain land th t , after demolition of buildings and 
transfe r, will accC1mmodate parking necessary for the huildings on 
the Main Hill. The ri[ic l interrelat ionship with the development 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Reuse Pion Description 

of Par el , M in Hill (front), is that rh approximate! 300-car 
lot that will occupy the ·ite f building E, R an SW will be 
required before the building <:: ite next to OSE can be utilized. That 
pr je l ill displac pproximately 300 spaces. which the Parcel J 
spac s will r place. 

Thi parcel collec what is understo d to b th ar a of 
con entration of radioacti e ontnmination and the areas most 
lik ly t requir the Ionge t time f r cleanup . Additi nall ' , it 
includes a point of connection to the rail for transport f wa te . 
Two uildings that remain within this parcel, B nd l, rt!quire 
careful consideration b ore there is a .:ommitment to their 
rran ·fer or economic reuse. he t \ o building. will be 
un· adable f r the market f r a long peri d of tim ' uming that 
the cleanup and demolition of building E. R and SW Will not mix 
well with acces to either bu i ld ing~ B or I. Thi. delay, when 
added to the requir men for improvements, may result in a 
conclusion that they are n t viable f r e onomic reuse. 

An additional consideration for this parcel is that the ·ite of 
uildmg I could pot ntially accommodate con truction 1ll, thus 

creating a future site for a bu it ing verlo king th ri er lo ; 
and the WD building sit could be a to ation for an on-site land 
fi ll. Engmeering tudie will bene e. ·ary to re t the iabil ity as 
well as to calculate the volume f demoli tion debris that m ' be 
di :oposed ( n ,jte 

Whether or not 111 is depositeu withtn this puree!, IL will require 
cleanup and grading of the surfa ·e f the hill as ell as 
re re tatton . 

• Pan.:el J- ·south 40" 

Land se: General Industrial in luding fl x spa · 

Mound T~n Year Plun Match : Includes all f R lease Bloc , A, BandS 

Ace -: Acces for land development will be pr vided fr m Benner Road. 
T he ex ten ion of th spine road thn ugh the par el conne ting h ~ 
north rn Mound to Benner Road wil l be: a requirement for the 
de elop r f the pare l. imilarly, utility ·tensions serving the 
par e l are the responsibilit ' of the dev lop r. 
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Is ues : 

MIAMISBURG MOU~ JD 
Reuse Pfon Description 

This par el will be developed through an MMCIC joint venture- ur 
bu lk land ale It is a sumed th t thi step will take place after the 
Mound is e tablisht:d a a viable place in the market. he crillcal 
Liming issue with respect to tran fer is related to I he eastl!rn end I 
Block S through which the spine road must be un ·tructed by the 
developer prior to, r as part of, development of the parceL 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Plan Description 

Building Use 

Within the Mound plant then: are approximately 130 building" con ·isting of 
manufacturing acilitie , office ,pace, lab racory and research space, e plo ive. 
re earch and production facilitie , warehouse and storage buildings and 
m, intenancefinfr tructure fac ili ties . The artiest Mound improvement , 
including of 1ce. wareh use, explo ive ·torage andre. earch lab . pace, were built 
between 1948 an 1970. Since then. addition 1 te ting t.U1d ad.mini trative space 
has been bui lt with the most recent addition. o~;;cu rri ng in the l<tte 1980s. The ·e 
exi ting improvemems contain state-of-the-an: te ting and unaly 1s equipment that 
hn. commerc ial izat ion potential Approximately I .3 mill ion squ re feet of 
l uildings currently exi. t on , itc. 

Th Reuse Plan for the M und recomm nJ!- th retention of 33 bui ld ing~ totali ng 
694,600 gr s square eet of space. This total doe!. not include the I 0 
infrastructure buildi ng. tota ling I 2,60 gro · qu re feet. The Reuse Plan als, 
recomrn nds the dem I ilion of 59 uilding totaling 349.156 gro quare feet of 
spac~. The plun d e not ddres the 19 bu ilding totaling l 06.810 gro s square 
fee t that are in the M-PP area nd remain in use by DOE The ·e u1ldings are 
not part 0f Reuse Pla.n stud areu. The oil owing table. ummarlZe the mlended 
u -e of each the buil ings. 

Building Informacion Summary 

G ro · floor area of existing building to be reu ed 
Proposed uses 

Office 
General Indu . try 

Re ·earch and Development 
E plo ive 
ln fr<LStructure 

Building not scheduled for reu e by MJvl CI C 
Buildings cheduled to be remo ed by DOE based 
on lhe Moun Ten Year Plan 
Bui lding which have not been scheduled to be 
rem ved by DOE ba,ed on the Mound Ten Year 
Plan 
Buildings within the SM-PP area 
T Building 

Note.: For a listing of buildings, please ·ee Appendix. 
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MIAMISBURG MO ND 

Reuse Plan Descnptlon 

N<·~~- ·anstru rion 

Area I U e ' eneral R&D Towl 
l ndu trial 

·~oooooo oo oowoooooo" OMOOOOO•OOOOOO•O• • OOO••••oooO • •-o• .. ~•ro_., ,,,,, ,_..,,......._, ._._...._.,_. , , ., oooOO • on•> oOOOOO"OOoooo~~oooo-oooooo~.-oOOOOOo OOOO oo o oo o oo ooo oOoOOO•OOOro•+o "''' 

J~~!.~~.L~ ... Q...:~.':~ .. L ... ~k.in_g.L ......... --... ·-··· .................................. ..?9. ... ! ... 9. .... B~.f.-....... }9. ... ! .......... z~r . 
. ?1t~~~ .~ .. ~i.f1):!i.~L............. ........ . ............................................... }.9. .. }~9. ... _gJ_...... !.9. ... r9.9 . o~.L 
.. ~~ .. ~.~ .. !?...(~~:~:~.~ .. ~ ........................................................................ ...... ~~9.Q... .. s~L ........... ~.Q.Q9..Q_gsf 

.. P~r.~:eiJ .(~.l~.g.: .. ..!.9.9 __ f19.JQ.?..L ... -w. .. ... ~Q:.Q.Q9. .. S .. .f.._ .............................................. ~Q.QQQ.~sf 

F'~~r .. ~t:!... ..C .. V .. El ..... J ...... _ ................. -......... .J.:?.QPO..O. .. &~.f. .............. _ .............................. !:?.Qt9.9.Q.r,J 
Parcel J (South 40 290, 0 asf 290, 00 sf 
Total 500,000 g f 340.000 g f 840 000 gsf* 

*Space developed by someone other than MMCIC 

All the buildings n the Reu e Plan have been id ntified b MMCIC an DO ru. 
uilding · that are andidates f r retention. Ho e er, it is under t d th t there 

ill be an ongoine pr cess of reu e planni ng that wiU involve J int MMCIC an 
DOE discu ion ab ut . pecific buil inl!s and whether r n t they sh uld be 

re ed or demolt h d . 

in ddition 1 th R u e PI n recommen ati n that 349, 156 squar f et f bui!Jing 
bt demoli. hed, there are a number of ui ldings that an~. shown n the Reuse Plan 
that c uld be con. idered ford m lition . li th building- y-tmilding ~,;QS t he elit 
analysis determines that the economic enefit t MMCIC d e not ·u tif th~ E 
c st of cle nup a d the c . t of improving the ~ acilities, they could e t::liminatecl 
without affecting the 1abtlit of the Reu Plan 

ive c..: ritena were utilized in asl>e sing the viability t the ·e additi nal huil 1ng 

1. h building i · "scatter d" and/or located rela iv l remote to the core 
buildino !ITOU on Main Hi ll and e t Fire ar~a. The remoten ·s will create 
cost pr mium · for modifications and improven enL to roads, utility y. terns 
and for the I ng term maintenance th .e facilities. 

2. The bui lding has excepll n, ll hioh DOE I 'an up osL-; . 

3 The building i very mall. Building under 5,0 0 !IT s s uar feet are 
potentially t o small to warrant the effort to clean th m, tmprov~ them and 
m n gc them o er the long run . 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Pron Descrlptlon 

-+. The locati n f th bui lding( ) r lative to th radioactive cleanup pro e s 
determi ne that viable reuse cannot begin until 2005. Thi ~ create a long 
period or retention of a vacant building with as ociated osts f r detenorarion 
and maintenance a. well a ob le cen . 

5. Th huilding di ·po ili n n:main undetermined at thi time. 

The f Bowing buildings are on id red c ndidates for demolition if it is 
determined jointly by MMCIC nd Lhat they e r move I. 

Building T. Th 173,000 fool, underground build ing i the ubject f 
ng ing di u. i ns regartltng trategies f r cleanup and it final dt p 1, it ion Il 

remo al will have no physical impact on the Reuse Plan. Its rem al, however, 
\\ould li l..ely re ult in significant impact on the a ilabi li ty and timing of the 
buildmg on the Ma.in Hil l. Because 1t is underground , bui lding T is n t shown on 
Lhe Reuse Plan. 

Building ~6 It is understood that this 2,400 square foot buildmg on the Main Hill 
is want d by DOE for Lheir u e in production or heat urces for deep space 
probe . Because of the building's technological capabilities, good hy ical 
c mdiLi n and central locati n, MMCIC potentially c uld reu Lhi::. bui ltling 

uilding 73. Thi · 2,200 square foot ga cylind r ·torage bui lding in Lower Area 
may e of u ·e to tenants of rhe ite. MMCIC wi ll evaluate its long term 

potenti< 1 and detenrune whether it should remain. It rem val i · of no plannmg 
ctm ·equ nee. 

Building 80. 81 82, 83 and 84. Th ·e Jve mae-azine in the Te t Fire area 
current!) arc in u e b ' tenants f the a jacent bu ildings. MMCIC has slated a 
potenti 1 de ire for their rt ention. Final detem1jnati n will be made dunng the 
j inl detennination f ke p . d moli h. Th magazine are sh0wn on the reu:;;e 

I:.IJl . but ould not impact th plan if they are removed. 

Building I and B, while in lude.d in the Reu e lan, may prove unfea ible fo r 
reu be au e of their I cation ith respect to building R aod SW. Both R anJ 

SW are ontaminated with radi logic· I materials and are among the lasl to be 
ompleled e timated for 2005). Therefore, marketabilily b fo re 2 05 is highly 

unlikely. Additionally, building I is a particularly pe i li ed build ing made up of 
spaces thnl have a lim ted market otenti I. Buildin~ B ha a high cleanup co!it 
( 181/square foot and will requi ign i 1cant other impr vemenl!.. 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Reuse Plan Description 

B u i ld ing~ 1 and B auld remain a~ the n u ·e plan does not requi re the f otprint 
area of either for succe . However, MMCIC should not take ownersh ip of eilher 
un til the cleanup of th back portion of the Mai n Hill is complete and both 
bui lding are improved to economically viable onditi n · 

Building 48 and 89 are m II (8,000 square feet an 4,800 s uare feet , 

respe ti ely) bu ildi ngs lhal are located along a road Lhut the Reu. e Plan does not 
recommend improving. In accordance ith the plan, the road wil l huve no 
purpo. e other that to se e the ·e two bui !ding;,. If buil ing I is removed, and th 
need for the northern end of the road IS eliminated, over 1,000 fe l of road could 
be eliminated. Even with the retention f building I, over 00 feel could be 
eliminated. i en the co ·t f · 15 per square foot to lean up and improve 
building 48 and II 0 per square oot for bui lding 89, hoth are strong candidate 
f r rem ' nl. 

If bui ldmg ·pec ifi co tlbenefit . tudies demonstrate that th se building ami the 
ad ervmg them ju. ti f their retention, they can e ace mrnodatc in the Reu.;;e 

Plu . Howe er. thei r demoliti n, along with the remo val of the re lated roadway 
.:auld be c mbined with the rem val f WD and i roads, re ultmg in an excellent 
area for an on-site land ti l. 

Building 35, 45 nnd 22 all have cleanup ost m exce s of$ 1,0 per squar foot 
and are relatively small. These uilding hav 2,500 ·quan: fee L. 2,800 quare feet 
and , l (J square feet respet:t ively and are not eriti a! tc the Reu e Jan . 

Unle , th building specific cos t/b netil - ludy recommenJs their retention. they 
shou ld be removed. Remo al will ha e no impact of the Reu e Plun. 

Building 94, 67 and 104 are all under 5, ( square feel and h e limited 
identi fiable reuse opportunities. These three bui lding are 1,200 quare feet . 3, 00 
square feel and l' 00 quare feet, re pectively. oo- m, y ha e temporary 
r quirements f r 94 and l 04 as part of their cle nup ork. Neither has long term 
value t MMCIC. Building 7 a! ha limited reu e potenti I and ts loc ted such 
that it could c mplicate the con truction of th spine road 

Unles the utldi ng spec1ti o ·tJbeneti t tudy demonsrrale the benefi t I f 

preserving these bui ldings the · hould be demoli. hed 

Ana[)'sis 

Shou ld the MMCJC and D E dec ide t d mol ish all of the 13 bu dding. tc unting 
th magazine a one building) as a result f their building by bui lding co t/benefit 
analy i . a total of 2 uild ings w ul be remai ning for < fti e, R& • explos ive 
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MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Reuse PI n Description 

and general industrial u 1!. Other than building 1 0, all office (229,900 square 
feet would eon the Main Hill , all R&D (127,8 0) would be on the Main Hill, 
all of th explosives (69,400) auld be in the Te ' t Ftre area and general in us trial 
(I 67 200) would be di ided into ach of three area . 

Thi total f 594,300 gr s quar fee t does not include th 12,600 quare feet of 
infrastructure building that woul be ret ine as required by the entity a umrng 
re pon. ibil ity r the uti li ty in rastru tu re. 

Thts "Onfigurmion of u e i . logi ally rganized an w uld avotd an adja encies 
f of 1 e or R&D \\ it.h th c:xplo ive u e that hi. toricall were located through ut 

the s1t . 

The r m'tini ng building leanup ~.:o ·t unJer 200 per s uare foot; 
mo ' t are near or under $1 per square foot. All are over 5,00 square feel with 
the xcept i n of buildino 6 \ hich is connected to 28, an over- 11,000 s uare f ot 
buildmg; an building 8- which ts new and ·m, idered to have excellent reu e 

o ·ntiil . 

Th 13 buildings that arc candidate for demolition ounting the five magazines 
a_ ne building) total 100,300 gro ·qu, re feet. Of this tot.al. 53,40 ~quar feet 
of pace i contained in buildings Band I. The other I I buil ing t tal nl 
46.900 squar fee t or about 4.000 square ~ et per building on average. 

In addition to the reuse potential f between 6 0, 00 and 700, 0 gr ss quare 
fe t (depen ing up n the numb r f buildmgs di cu ed here that are dem li:hedl , 
the Mound an accommodate an add111 nal 200,00 square feet of buildmg on 
Lhree pecifi building ites on tl1 • M in Hill (Parcel C), Lower A (Parcel ) an 
SM-MP (Parcel F) areas and pro tmately 64 , gross square feel on three 
lund parcel. in the I wer parking lot (Parcel B), SM-PP (Parcel G an the 
unde I peel I nd t the outh tParcel J). These t tal t n e timate build ut of 
lhe Mound of 1.4 to 1.5 mil lion quar feet of development. 
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Reuse Plan Descnption 

Circulation And Parking 

Roadways 

Reu e of the site require. road the t, like the buildings, ar in ac ordance witl 
ubl ic standard and that par ing be located in reas na le pro Irnity to ulldings. 

Th existing roudv. a y te rn a · de igned for a single go,emment user and is n t 

safe f r multiple users in a public environment. The reus plan make · mruumum 
use of e ' isting roadwa · with ·elected upgrading to achieve a mort! mark rable 
standard. 

The roa w:J.y networ i ba e upon the nece sity that ea h parcel of land 
de ·ignated on the Land Use and Parcelizatt n Plan has direct a ·ce ·to a publ1cly 
a ce ·sib!t: . treet Direct access pro ides a "fr nt door" and addn: for each 

tenant or lu ter of tenant an avo1ds tenants of an) particula parcel ur area 
having l) drive thr ugh another to arrive at their building. 

he Reu. e Plan provide · for a creation of a tree lined ··spine road" that enters the 
ite from M und A venue at the point f current entry to theM und. providing 

direct acce ·s to Parcel A and B \ ell as the connec ti n t the Main Hill, passec, 
throu1:1:h the site acce !l in~ Parcel!> D and E nd e its the n rthem part of the 
~ound at th road that divide' th devel pe n rthem an o the Mound from the 

undevelnp d outhem Parcel 1. The Reu e Plan call · for the spine r ad to 

c ntinue on thr ugh Pare I J t connect with Benner R ad. T his p rti n is to be 

·ompl ted by the developer of P reel J. 

pnmury entry to the Mound I'~ pr posed for the p i t of entry fr m MounLI 
Avenu where thee iting multtple entry roads are combined into n and a 
Ian scaped and signed entr} gate is creat d. 

When the outhem P reel J i de eloped. another primary entry should be createJ 
serving th e wh will access the tt fr m Benner Road. It i a umed that the 
public improvement that have been propo~ed f r Benner Road will be completed 
by the City and th t th e improv ·ment will be an importr.nt point of acce. s ~ r 
the de el pment of Parcc I J. 

A sec nJ primary access r ad fr m Mound Avenue ·erves Parcels F and G. Th1 
road Se!mlent. also featuring tree · and an em , ign. along with an improved road 
betw en Pare I .I and the northern parcel , pro ide · front Joor anJ aJ res. to 
the e two par els while completing loop off M und venue. 

56 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 
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The third principal egment of vehicul r • ~.,;ces ·· to the parcel · at the Moun · is the 
road · serving th Mam Hill. 'While i as umed Lhi egment will be c mpleted in 
two ·egment in con ert with the improvement r Parcels C and 1, when fini ·h d , 

wi ll pro ide access, addre ses and looped ucce 1> to the buildmgs on the hill. 

Parking f r the Mou nd is pr vided by three mean as indicate on the CirculaL1 n 
and Parking Plan. Th parking plan ru; umes th requirement "Or an average of 3 
car per 1,000 gross square feet f space. 

The 1r . t segment parking inv lve the reo!>e a existing I t . Maximum 
advantag · is taken of existing fac ilities when hey are I cated within a re;u;ona It: 
\ alking distance from the build ings they erve. The Jan assume · mode -r 
improve e nrs t the e parking areas including lighting. 

The secon egrnent of parking u cornm dat i n requ ires th c nstru t" n of new 
lots Cl part of the cleanup and tran er proces . The ·e I ts are reqUired in rder 
that the reu ed build ings can b'- ·erve ith parkina v. ithin ac~.;eptab le \ alking 
di ·ranee_. While a ingle government user could rea~onably re uire employee~ tn 
walk longer di Lance , much f th e i ting parking uppl. i unaccept blc for 
private tenants \ ho will lease spac: 

Alma tall th e new lots, ·hown on the proposed Cir ulation and Parking Ia , 
are located on the site of buildings to be dem li hed r are modification to 
xi sting lot'\ t permit a suf icient number of ars co cupy the lot 

The third segment of par ing is those lots the t will be construct d by the 
de eloper f n w uildmgs. v hile the e lot are shown in lh~ Reu. e Plan in 
relati n 1 th structures that could be built, they are not built as part of the 
cleanup and improvem nt rk 

Infrastruc ture 

The Reuse Jan a ·urnes th t water, ewer, electric and ga service to individual 
buil ing are provid"'d by outside op rators. Water and sewer uliliz. existing lines 
\\ 1th ewer connecting into the existmg plant and water connectang int the city 
supply. lectric and gas servi e Nill be in tailed by the r ·spective uti li ties via 
trunh. lines as umed 1 follow the pine road . 

Heating an c oling y tems at th M und ar p O\' red by the ~entral ower pi nt 
As m re building re shut down and d mali hed, the utility demand from the 
enlral plant ill be reduced. The centr· I plant i not co t effecti e for private and 
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multiple u er ec use of the lab r c st • sociated with the required 24-hour 
monitoring of central plant equipment (near! 3 time higher th n newer y tern · , 
the ignificantly outdated chillers/refrigerants and the high energy 
consumpt10n/low efficienci s. The implementation f decentralized HV AC lanb 
and the decommissioning of th central !ant wil l be required in order that heating 
an ooling can be ro ided to the reu ed bu ildings at a market c mpetitive rate. 

The st nnwater management system, including retention are -, requires 
xpansi . Th · R use Plan r .quires the c n ·truc ti n f a . t rmw ter collecti n 

" stem within the improved roadways and the construction of additional 
·t ,m,water detention capa~,; i t v 

Open Space 

The open pace sy tern illustrated on the en pace Plan is based upon twn 
principal strategies. 

The fi r, t i · co imp ve and pr teet the steeper lopes throughout the SJte b 
reforestatiOn to prevent ero i nand reduce . tom1 aler retention requirements. 
These areas, undevelopable f r rhe u e proposed for rhe Mound because of the 
premium that v uld be required t create huildable area , are the most 
distin I is ing parts of the Mound and offer the potential for creatiOn of a public 

pen . pace system in a ontinuation the pen ·pace at Mound Park and the 
adjorning golf c · ur e. While n t illustrated n the plan, thi. pen pace 
p tentially could accornmod te an additional nine h les of golf to be constructed 
by private d veloper ·) 01, in the near tenn, this ·pace can accomm~.: date walking 
tr ' I connecting from M und Avenue though to the open . pace along Benner 
Road. It JS assumed that rhi open pace will be cleaned up and parts of it 
r .foreste as part of the tr n ·1ti n f theM unJ for mmerciaJ u e. 

The econd strateg with respect to open spa ·e i to re te el cti ely a ampus­
like environment within the M in Hill and Te t Fire building complexes. These 
are the two primary groupings of reu ·ed building and both require this investment 
in open space amenity as a step in maki g them viable or commercial reu e. An 
a ditional focu ed in estmenl in tht: open ~pace is at th site entrance from Mound 

venue. Here. as for the arl!a<; within the bui lding clu ter • laming of tree and 
gr~ · i propose 
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Phasing 

The phasing strategy for the Mound Reu e !an is determined by the fact that 
there i a ten ear period during which MMCIC and DOE both will occupy the 
Mound, interi m le e wi ll be in place ith new tenant , cleanup and improvement 
pr ~eel$ will e underway, and partial tran fers of land and buildmgs cou ld ta e 
plac Critical t thi time peri d is that fact that the pace and equencing of the 
cleanup and buildin cr impr vement project will be driven by technical and hmc..! 
availabilit factors a we ll as efforts to mutch mu.rl..et absorption pace wuh 
available buil ings or the e rea on , th pha. ing trc tegy is a set of rincipk ur 
goals, rather that a ingl ti m \me for accompli ·hine particular segments ot the 
leanup and improvement worl.. . 

The financial reject ion assume that d t l I of 17 , 0 gro '" quare feet are 

1,.. e through 1997. plu another 35 . gross. quare feet through 200 I 
(a ·uming it i available) The balance of the rental activity resume., in :!005, at 
which time the majority or leasing a tivity will be for the DOE office spaces . Th•~ 

space wi.l l be available and can be lea ed at a rate 25, 0) ·quare feet per year. 
tollll of2 ,00 additional quare feet rea sumed t be leused from 2005 

through 2 10. 

Dev iopment of the lfmd i ·· a umed t begin in 2002 after which time the market 
ca.rt ab. orb de el pment of 5 acres evt!ry two year -. It i. further a! umed that each 
5 acre increment of land ''cc mmodate · 65 ,000 gross s uare feet o spa t: 

Market Driven Absorption and Value Creot1on 

The Reu e Ian assumes that the exitmg structures are cleaned and rnprnveJ fnr 
the market ric r to any c n truction of new buildi gs or land development. This 
strat gy enable the Moun to ~ ta li h itself a a. u e ful private rt:searl:h and 
indu triaJ park with existing buildings, and to establi h the real e tate aluc. 
associated with that succe· pnor to any venture to hu ild or dt!velop new. pace. 
Th i~ assumption lea · to the c nclu ion that Parcel B. the low r parking area, G. 
the overlook land b hind M-PP, and J, the South 40, will n t need to be a.ilabl 
for development until 2002 when the financial analy. i~ assumes there could be 
income from land development. 

Contiguous Buildings Create Marketable Areas 

he Land U e Plan illu trate ten p rc I lettered A thr ugh J. ach parce l 
repre. ents a clu rer f uildings r · land area that h uld bt! treated ~ a unit. 
There will be relatively campi x: phasing f r the cleanup and the t n nls wil l need 
to coe · ist with th cleanup roce n the Mound. herefore, the phasmg of 
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cl nup an th pha ing of any tran fer of own r hip to MMC!C ·hould b one 
in uni t f I nd and bui lding. that mat h the land u e clu ters. While interim 
lease. are possible. it should be assumed that DOE ill maintain owner ·h1p of the 
land and ui lding within a parcel until such time a~ all cl anup and impr vement~ 
ill IIIUU •• 

The phasing of thi turnover i>hould b < subj ct of the joint MMC1C and DOE 

meeting at whtch the ·ostlbenefit analysi i mnde for the bu ildings. To the 
extent the phasin of the cleanup of the par els can create saving · f r DOE, the 
interrel· tion hip f these potential aving and he impact on the fmanc 1al ·ucce. 'I 

f r t\IMCIC should be studied. 

Roods and Utilities that SeNe Each Parcel 

Th spine road is destgn d to provide dl!ec t acces and a mark tub k adtJre ., for 
each f the parcels Al though ext Ling water and sewer line. ar n t locate 
within this orridor, it is assumed that the Spine Road will be the location f the 
gas and electric service, as well as the storm dnunage system. 1t i ritical that 
prior t the tran fer f any parcel of land an th as o iated buildmg , the 
r adway an uti li ty orridor serving th parcel be complete. 

Completion of Necessary Improvements Prior to Transfer 

Financial ·uct:ei> fo r the use f the Mou n depend· upon lh~ as umption that a 
number f nece ,ary improvement to the buildin0 s and · ite are made as part ot 

the lennup and impro ement pr cess. These include bringing th t: building anJ 
<; tte into a condition thai i · in compliance with Joe: codes and policie , 
completion f ut tanding deferred mai ntenance, accompli hing 1mprovement 
neces ary to make the site m rketa le, the creat ion of decentralized heating 
y terns for the uild ing ·, an the demolition of utld ings for which there is n 

economically via le r u e. Con i ·tent \ ith the trdtegy that land and building. be 
tume vert MMCl in the par els h wn on th Land e Ian , it will 

nece ary for all nee ssary improvem nt to the bui lding and site wi th in th' arcel 
be c mpleted. It 1 assumed that ui ldi ng and :ite specifi improvement can b 
phased to parallel the cleanup pha ing and lh:u the conver ion o the heating and 
cool ing to decentralized sy ' terns can be lanned and sched uled to omplete that 
conver ion as o n a p s ibl . The financial analy i. for reuse of the Mound 
as ·ume that the heating an cooling con er ion begin in J 998 and i complete by 
the end of 20 0. 
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Summary of Estima ted Costs 

Cost estimate f r the capitaJ improvement weru dev I ped for the preferred 
reuse plan. The fo llowing a sumptions and table outline the methodology u ed to 
deve lop the estimates . 

• II em·ironmental clean-up costs wil l be: the respon ibiht) L'f the DOl:: and ::m: 
n t inclu ed in the estimate·. 

• Al l buildinglt anc.l site feature. mu the impr vcd to a tandard ~u ffi.:ient t bt: 
in accordance with local bui lding codes and tandard<,. 

• All bu ildings an site fea tu res mu t l e improved to CJ level of repatr su ff icient 
for e onomically viable reu e. 

• Bui ldine s stems mu t be such that operating costs are market-competitJve. 

The ost summary 1 ba e upon planning assumption and it is important to note 
the o;: timutes ure to an ·'order-of-magnitude" a~;curacy and do not reflect det:.uleu 
analys is of ext ·ti ng c mli ti ns or d tailed des ign of build ing y te rns or building 
and s1te modifi at ions. Prior to execuric.1n of any of the work outlined in the plan 
and e~timated in the. e , ummarie , more detailed engineering studies and estimate-; 
will be required 

Estimates are organ ized into s1te related nd uiklt ng r lated cost~ 

Site Re futed Cost,, 

• Potable Water 
The e isti ng SM/PP ter tower n continue t be u. ed and will be 
c nne ted to the main Miam1 burg tty wnrer . ystem in its mediUm-pre -.,ure 
dun ct. It i a. umed that the city'" water treatment pi nt will he exp nded 
ommen :urate wi th additional water requirements . A new water line wi ll be 

added t erve the south end of the site nd will be connected to an exist mg. 
12-inch main line. 

The Moun water wells can e u e lo pr vide fire-water The. fl1'e-w:.tter 
ump and storage tanks will be maintained. 

• Waste Water Treatment 
Wa te wat r flow esti m te~ are deve l ped on the basi 'I of four ~ateg ries of 
faci lity use (office, laboratory , hcrht mdustrial and torage . he ex i ting 
M und wa te water tr atment plant wr11 e uti!Jzed but will e l1mit d Lo 
appltcatlon on th north nl of lJ1 ·ite 
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It is a . umed that the Miamisburg t: ity waste water system wi ll b used t: r 
utiliza ion by the south end of the site. The Miami burg city pump stati n. 
can be expanded, if necessary to fulfi ll thi · need . 

• Eleclnc 
It is as umed that DP&L willtnke posses ion of th site dis tribution sys te m. 

The c L to modify the sy tern for eparate services includino dud bank and 
meter installati m i esti mated. Costs include construction of cornmumcacion 
upgrade , and relocation f overhead ircutts for the utility servi e. to 
underground 

• ib 

Gas cost · are e timated for meters and e tension of gas service fr m mains to 
the new ba ilee. It is assumed that the u til ity \\ill m tall ga ltnes in the 
roadway corridor, as requ ired, to erve the development. 

• .~ronnv ater 
Current USGS maps were used to determine drainage areas. The Rational 
Method wa u ed inc lcubtions. A to-year frequency storm wa used to 

detem1ine rainfall intenS!(y . Duration of the storrn was assumed to e equal to 
the time of concentration for preliminary cal ulation purposes. 

For preli minar calculations, the three exi ti ng reten tion/detentiOn pond were 

as. umed to be unable t ontrib ute to storrnwater storage . Excavationlgrarlmg 
costs nre based on standard un it co t per volume of material. Lump sums 

non-d tniled component co t ) are used for Lhe unit co ts f the control 
structure m the prop sed ponds 

• Rn d lmprove ments 

The City of Miamisburg standard i used for road widths th us ne es itating the 

widen ing of e isting roadways. Th u e of exi ·ting roadway, will e 

maxim.i.J.ed through u e of technique. involving reconstruction, asphalt 

mi lVoverlay and asph It mill/joint repair/overlay. New con tructi m i 
provided as requ ired . torm drainage is estimated lor all roadw y . . 

• Roadway Light ing 
As ume tandard cost per linear unit for general " T' type lighting . 

• Parkmg Lot Ligh ting 

As ume standard lighri ng co. t per area based on the gener lly accepted 
illuminatJon standard for parki ng lol 
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• Dem lition of St nchion Line 
The e demolition costs are for remo al of the exi ting t verhead Jines . It is 
assumed that th. di tributwn . y tern will e replaced by bmlding-speci IC 

heating and cooling sy ·terns. Air is not repla eel and is th r ponsibiltty of 
building tenant 

• Parking 
Shared parking area arc a sumed rather than s~::parate parking lot. for each 
building. Since new development usually require ~eparate parkwg lot • th1s 

m ' require n riance from the Board of Appeal Altemativel , the plan 
nmj need to comply und r Planned nit Development (PlJD) standards. This 

as ·umpllOn pem1i maximum util ization of exist ing parking reru 

Miam1sburg city standard are u ed for the detemtination of the number oJ 
spaces per area of indu trial. R&D and office space. Standard on tructJon 
unit cost per area is ut ilized. 

• Lan "t:npe An:a 
Reco_ nizing th:ll the image of the <> ite will bee me increasingly important as 
the ite i converted from pllbli use (DOE) t private u e, th mixed use plan 
ha udgeted rnone to create an refine formal land cape treatment in 
specific locati n • . These impro ements involve dem lition and removal of 
elected paved urfaces to reate pace with natural materials including gn~:.-s. 

shrubs and . hade trees lt at ·o 1 envisioned that walks and pede tmm paths 
with in f rmal land caped area will be pave with a relatively high qualit) 
rnatenalthat wi ll help di tm uish the e areas from the rest of the \tte. 

In pe Lion f the ite iden tified the fact that mu h f the undeveloped areas of 
the prGperty, particul rly on the Main Hill, are covered with either pavement 

r grd el. ll i envt ioned that orne of the e area:-. will be re~t red to a m rc 
natural landscape. Thi. w uld include removal of gravel or paved . urface 
and planting with m adow gmsse and a limite number of tree , and 
determinati n that oiL do not c ntain hazardou materials. 

• h n vmmment l 
No environmental clean-up costs are included. It i a urn that all 
nvir nment 1 c rret· ti ve acti n · that may have an impact on the di-.positi n ol 

the bui ldings and Jte wilJ be corrected as part of th eXISting Site Closure 
Plan The e are identified in the 13-v lume Environmencal Appraisal Repnrrs 

of the Mound Plant, March 2 , 1996 and all appropri• te Pha ·e I 
Envirollmental Site Assessment 'f D E Mound Facilities report . 
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A besto -containing material ( ACM ) nd lead-based paint (LBP) will be 
di p ed as iden ti fied in various reports. Barge, Waggoner, Sumner and 
Cannon (BWSC ), Mound sbestos urvey, May, 1993; BWSC, Mound 

Asbestos Mauagemt:nt Plan, September. 1993; PET As ·ociate . Inc. (PEl , 
Inventory and Assessment of ACM in Building of the EG&G Mound Applied 

Technologies Facilities. March, / 9 9; and Tremco, Inc .• Thermocore 
Analysi~. Octob r 27, /995 

Bwldmg Refilled CosH 

Costs to Bring Buildings Up to Code: An est imated cost to bring buildings up to 
code was deve lope ba. ed upon a review of e jsting data de cribing the Mound 
bui ldings and their condition, a site i it to confirm c ndit10n an identify 
d ft iencie , the preparation of a "characterizari n" of the condi ti n of eaeh 
buildina, and Lh reparation an rder of m gnitude f coste ·tt mates ussociatt:d 
\ ith required le vel: of improvement. Requ ired architectural improvements 
include m dt tcation to fi re alarm annun ·iation sy ·terns, emergency power 
system _ acce · ibih ty sigrmge, hardware, to ilet w orn ·. levator controls and 
signa ls, egre s stair and r luted construction d molition . Plumbing, m ch ni at 
and electrical improvements that are code-related include back-t1ow preventor 
required on d mesti water ervice entnmces, floor drains in the manufacturing 
and laboratory bu ilding that pre ently are atta hed to the tonn ewer system and 
mu ·t be plugged or rerouted to the sanitary ewer sy tem, increa ·cd fresh air 
capac ity for venti lation system , and replacement of t:lectrical wuter cooler t 

1t1t=d ADA req ui rements. 

A change in owner hip from D E to MMCIC ill not neces arily trigger th~ 
requirement for code compliance. AddilionaJ ly, o long as there is no change in 
u e, the will be no trigger f r requiring ode compltance : however, there an: 
everal critical reason<: for bringing the building and ·i te up to a om pliant 

con ition prior w tran, fer. 

• While a ''fi rst new u e·· may avoid the requirement. the I ng-Lerm reu e plan 
f r the Mound must a clres the condition f the building nd tte . 

• he determinati n of whether a hange of tenant i!> a use change can be m3de 
nly at rhe time f apphcatt n f ran ccupancy permk lf determination i'> 

made that a new propo ·ed ul\e i a change, MMCIC will incur. ignifican t cost · 
and ume delays. 

• An addition o m di t1cation and impr vemenls to the buildings that a['(;· 
determined by the ode of tee to be significant wil l trigger a need for 
compltanct: . 
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• A change to multi -ten nt use may involve a hange to mi ed use ver us 
accessory u e , triggering ode requir men 

• Because the purpo e of codes i related to life afet 1 ue , it i imprudent fo1 
a public owner like MMCIC to as ume the potential habi lhy of owning and 
lea ing facilities that do not meet current health and safety tandards. 

• Tenant , ho must as ume re pon ibility or the safety of their empl yee 
would b he itam. if n l unv illing, to lease pa e th, t does not m et heal th 
and afcty ·tandards. 

• Th rent that are ach1evabk for the buildings at the ound. even after all 
prop sed improvement are in place, ar not sufficient to permit MMCJC to 
finance the ~ l of the necessary ~ode in provements. Th long-term and "end 
tate" f r a u e sful reuse mu. l ·• ume the nee f r ui ldings an ~ite to bt> 

improved to a odc:-compliant leveL 

• Completion of the Improvement<; t the buildings and to the site that are 
required to make reuse economically viable mu t be a condi tion acceptance 
of the facil itie by MMCIC from DOE. 

H VA Improvements: The financi I analysis of the preferred reuse plan 
demonstrates th t th achievable r n I vel will n t . upport the co. t f utrlities 
delivered from the central plant. The relatively high operating ost of the central 
!ant, oupled with a si!mificant reducti n in the number of quare feet to be:: 

ser iced, result in utt lit ost per quare foot that is almo t twice what 1. 

a lu vabk with a decentralizeJ ·y ·tern he savings , re enough to pay for the 
decentraliz system in less than lO ear~ . The plan a ·sume · the convenon of the 
heating and co ling ystem to ind1vidual uildi ng or to lusters ot contiguous 
building ·. 

The heating/co ling demand f r each building were developed based on the 
tential utilization as administration ( f ice • laboratory. li ht manu acturing or 

torage. Decentralized he ting and/or c cling plants are e umated f r indrvidual 
and, wh n appropriate, clustered uilding As a result f utilizati n of the co. t of 
individual omponenlS, cost f r de entralized boiler plants and 111r-c oled chiller. 
are estimate at a range of capacitie . 

The e e tim te - incl d ste m b ilers and a so~.:iated feed water equ ipment and 
pumps: steam and condensate piping 10 onnect toe isting disnibution piping 
within the bnil ings; air-cooled chiller · and associate pumps and piping as 
required to connect to exi ting di.tribution piping; incidental plumbing; in ulation, 
controls; and an allowance for mech nical r omsfbu ilding r hou e b i lers and 
associated equipm nl, pump , etc. The boil r sized at 100 horsepow~r and above 
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ar t be "Ohio Speci I" lfe tube boiler. and will not rl!quire 24-hoUJ surveill· nee 
by a li en ed hailer operator. 

Deferred Maintenance: D ferred maintenance co t are th e cost. neces ary to 
bring building to a level f repair suitable for economicaJly viable reu e . These 
co a.r; larg ly the consequence of the d fe I of maintenance of roofs, windows 
and building envelope. This evident! has re ·ulted r m deci ion to av id co L'­

ass ciated wi th maintenance of soon-to-be-clo ed and/or transferred bui ldings . 
The e e timute are b· ed up n observation of the building. , detenninati n f 
th ir general condition and a professional as es ment of the order-of-magnitude of 
matntenance need . . Estimate range from 1 per square oot for the m:we 1 

buildings to $ 10 per square foo t for buildings re utring n w roof and wmdows 

IJuilding Demolition. Buildings that are identified in Mound Ten Year Plan for 
demolition are not included in the cost e, timate, i.e., they have been removed or 
will be demoli ·h d and osted underthe Mound Ten Year Ian. 

Build ing that are id ntifi d f r dem lit ion in this study are a umed to be lean. 
The cost to render the bu ilding clean io; inc luded in the Moun Ten Year Plan. 

The demolition o t for additional huil ing that are remo ed in order to ensure 
the marketability of th site is inclu ed as appropriate. These are building wh se 
final dispo ition is c tegorized as" ell" in the Mound Ten Year PI n (i.e., tht: 
Mound Ten Year Plan remise i that the bulldmg will not be demoh hed), but 
the MMCTC ha. ruque ted that they be demolished. Demo!itton cost:, have been 
e. timate at a unit cost of $ 10 per square foot f bmldmg area. 

Total onstruction o t Plu · Contingenq: T th tot· I of the . 1te and building 
cost 1 udded a de. i nand on~;tru ti n ntingency of 25% to r fleet the 

otenti 1 for additional cost · that will be identi I 3d as th de ign of modiftcattom 
i prepared and as unexpected cond1ti n are d1 covered during con:-.Lruction l! i. 
anticipated that, as the level of speci 1city of destgn 1 mcrea ·ed. tht: comingency 
an b du e 

: To the total costs ami contingency, an additional25% in ":;ufl 
cost " is added t refle t the non-constru tion cost. of fee , testmg and pr ~~cl 
management. 
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Additional T nant Improvements: Thi. i an allowance for co t that wi ll be 
incurred by lhe MMCTC a they -eek to lea ·e the propertie~ to tenant.!. d~manding 

a higher level of "fin i h" of pa~e t.han lhe basic level of improvement neces. ary 
to bring the building up to code compliance. operaung efficiency and a asic 
usable condi tion. The e cost do not include a c ntingency bee, u e they reO 'ct 
what i an allowance required tn the market. It is as umed that space 
1mpr vemenl beyond this all wance will be the responsibility of the tenant. Note 
that stte improvement that are assumed to be nece sary t meet the higher levels 
of market are e timated Cl!S part of ·ne c s hey must be e, pended independent 
or the lea ing am111gement and must, therefore, be assumed~ devd pment LO~I'> . 
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SnE RELATED COSTS 

Item 

WacerfWasre w:uer 

Electri 
Gas 
, corm warer-Derentio n 

ro rmw:ner-Sewer NC. 

Roa Improvements 

Road Lig hting 

Parking 
Parking Lighring 
Sire igh 6 ng 

D emolitio n of Stanchion Lines 
Formal Landscaped Area.s 
N a rural Landscaped 11_reas 

Subtotal 

BUILDING RELATED COSTS 

Item 
osr ro ring Bui ldi ngs Up ro Code 

Plumbing/Eh·ctrical Upgrades 

H ' AC Im p rovements 

Deferr~d Maimenau e 

BuilJ tn~ Demolirion 

Subtotal 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION C OST 

Subtotal 

I ndir~cr Co.srs (Sofr Com) 25% of 

cons rrucr ion and co nringencies wh ich 

includes fees, testi ng & pro ject management 

Subtotal 
Budgcr fo r Addi(ional T enant lm provemenrs 

Above Code U rades 

TOTAl OF ALL C OSTS 
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Projected Cost 

$825,000 
$ [ ,500 .000 

$400,000 

$275,000 

1.360,000 
$ 1, 1 0 I ,000 

$232,0( 0 
$906,000 

$297.500 
$ [() 1 ,500 

$400,000 
$ 1,268.000 
$1,375.000 

$10,041,000 

Projected Cost 

$7,546,000 
$.:33G.OOO 

$5,708,0(10 
$3.400,0 
$ 1,207,000 

$18,197,000 

$28,238,000 
$7,059.500 

$35,297,500 

8,824.500 

$44, 123,000 
$4, 173,000 

$48,296,000 
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DESIGN GUIDEliNES 

1.0 Introduction 

The physical plan prepared as part ot the Miamisbu rg Mound Comprehensive 
Reu e Plan pr vide u framework or managing the implementation f the MA TC. 
As a . tep in the implementation of the Reu e Plan it i - a umetl that the City of 
Miamisburg wtll enact a zoning pr vi ion that creates a special plann d 
devel pment zone for Lht: Mound. It i. furrher a surned that that there will be a 
development review proce for all pr ject to e uc mpli:hecl within the zom: 
Through u special permit pro e s. the City will assume the power of review and 
approv. I or It proje t within the zone. Thi reviev. and approval proce~s wi ll 
be guided by the Com rchensive Reu e Plan, along \ ith a set of De ign 
Standards, which ·hould be fonnally dupted by th City as th b ;:11,1S for their 
re i and appr val o proposed project!i. 

The focus and purpo ·e of the Desi Standard: IS to estab!J . h an overall )\it 

structur bui It upon a pine road with 1ts entrances fr rn Mound A venue and 
Benn r Road, and an open space system f rc::fore ted hill idt and more campo~ 
like character within the developm nt lu ters. Addt i nally. the sLandanL can be 
u eJ to t:stabli h a p ttem of new buildings and parking that reinfor es the 
. tructure of the pine road and th" pen 'pace. 

A . igni 1 ant amount of the ite and building improvements ' ill take place during 
the peri d f DOE managed cleanu , a · umed to ext nd until at least 2005 AI o, 
it i ~ antic ipated that there will be phased trnn fer o owner.\.hip of buildmg anl..l 
relat d parcel f Jan ewer th period of Lim The de ign tandard should apply 
to all stages of work at the Mound . • ecti n 1 of the standards addresses the 
buil ing. site, and util ity sy ·tern c ndition that must be achieved prior to tran fer 
of the property fr m DO· to MMCIC eclion 3 ad re e the pecific proce. ot 
revie\ and approval fter O\ ner hip has een transferred om DO to MMCIC. 
It i a umed that the standard - pr vided in section 4 thor ugh 9 will be used by 
the MMClC and City a- they work rith the DOE a part of the joint MMCIC unci 
DOE pr ce s of building impr vement and transfer design, and ill pply t City 
review of projects that take place after the Lransfer. 

The De ign Standard and the relate view proce propos that the review and 
approval wi ll be ace mpli hed by "Design Review Committee" DRC to be 
e tabl1 hed by rh City r Miamisburg an th MMCTC The DRC will he the 
reviewing body which will ensure t e proper confonn, nee f an "applicant" 
(DO , MMCI , a j int venture including the MMCIC, or a public r pri ate 
entity seeking to d v lop a portion of the Mound with the Reu Plan the De. ign 
Standard . 
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2.0 Building and Site standards for Acceptance by MMCIC 

A key recommendation of the Comprehensive Reuse Plan is th ,i! on! tho ·e 
bui ldmg · or. ite areas wi th ec n mic r u e potential will bed ignatecl for reu ~ 
and that the wi ll be transferred to MMCIC in a ndition that pennits such use . 
Bui lding and site ondit ion · th t are acceptable for economk reuse are as foll Wl>: 

Buildz'ng.~ 

Site 

L'riliu ., 

Building en elop maintenance will be compl te with panicular 
attention to roof , wmdow an waJI ·, 

Code standard· wi ll be complete fo r hui ld ing . }stem including 
ent ries, stairs, hallway·. doors, t ilet r oms, tgnage and · !arm 

"Y· I ~ 

HV AC s. ~ terns will be installed for indi idual building r 
clusters t r build ings as determined to be mo t co ·t effective. 

tility c nnection.: and metering for indi viuual bui ldings will be 

m tolled f r water, ele tric and gas systems. 

Area storm drainage . y, tem , including ref ore tation o open 
slopes, that are acceptable to c mmunity standards will be in 
place 

pine road and interior road with commun ity acceptable widths. 
curbs an J walks, light ing. landscape, anJ stuml t.!rainag wil l l~ in 
place . 

Parking areas that ha e adequate num er of pace , and Lhat are 
I ated with in reasonable ...-a.lkmg dJ.tance of buildino to be 
retained, will be in place. 

Utiljl) corrid r and trunk line for gas, e I eel ri . water, sewer and 
commumcations will be in place, 

ewer and water system ugreem nt wi th the city will b~ in l a~l.! 

Electncal c nd gas supply ag ements or nece ary in ta.llation 
and tran · er of line and m ters will be in pia e wi th the 
appropriate local uti li t ompanies. 
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3.0 Architecture and Site Design Review 

3. 1 Review Process 

Plan approval by the Design Revi w Committee (DRC i · required pri r to the 
undertaking of any site improvements, on -trucllon or in tallation, including 
cle ring, 2:rading, paving. igns, ·tructures, I nd caping, building addit1ons or 
alterati n , and su div1sions. Review should be coordinat d with required 
governmental approvals. 

Submi sion to rh City of Miamisburg for building permits r site plan uppr val 
·h uld not be made until Preliminary Plan have been approved. ite clearing and 
grc ding can begtn after Preliminary Approval and pr p r g vernmental clearance 
hav been granted Actual constru tion starts, 'uch as e cavating or concrete 
foundations, hould n t mmen(;e until Final plan have heen approved by lht= 
DRC. 

All submis ions t l the DRC are to e made:: in duplicate. he review of each 
"ubmi ·sion by the RC will be carried ut '..Vithtn ten (10) working days from the 
date of each suhmis ion; and notificati n rel'ommenda tions or approval will he 

ro ided in \ ri ting to the applt ant at that time. 

3.2 Three-Stage Process 

Upon the transfer of ownership ofbuildmg · and Site area-, t MMCIC, plan fur 
propos d new bui ldings, signt i ant m di 1cari ns (cost in e ·ce of 50% of the 
value f the building) to ex i ting building, or to significan t ~ite improvement 
r ad way and piliking upgrade and con ' lruct ion) 1 u t be submitted to lhc DR 
for review and appr v. l at Lhe foil wing stage. of planning and design. Pri r to 
the transfer of buildings and 1tes, during whi h time the City anJ MM rc do not 
have jurisdi · ti n I control, the standards li ted below will be u ed by the city and 
MMCIC a a ba. L for review of propo ed DO ~ cleanup pr ~e 

L ch maticfPrelimina!) 
IT. Con. truction o uments 

m. Certifi ate of Compliance 

At each 'late the foil wing elements ·hall be con:1dered: 

Site Plan 
Building Des1gn 
Land caping 
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Signs may b submitted an re wed simul taneous! with, or eparately from. th 
above elements. 

Tw :.et · of pi ns shall be submitted or each review. 

Srage I SclwmmidPr •fiminary Revtell 

Thts stag i. inte nded to demon trate compliance with the Spe ial Permit 
requirements of the City f Miamisburg pi ning an zon ing y- law . 

Thus. the . tte plan wil l includ at lea.~ ! the followmg: 

Site 1 ation 
Grades. e ·i tmg and pr posed 

ite urvey 
Build ing locatwn. verall dimeusi tls :n d height 
Setback ·. bu ffers , tc 
Land ·cape areas 

ite ligh tin g plan 
C nnecti n to exi ting utility line 

ite Drainage 
Projecte number of en ployee 
Amou nt and locatiOn f parking 

ruck loading and ervice areru; . 

Duilding Destgn: 

loor plans 
Elevation • in col r or wtth c lor sampl 
Perspective rendering ( pti nul) 
Building materials 
Preliminary review hall be concerned with · 
ba lldmg matenals, color , and fini. hes, architecmral treatment ant.l roonin~ 

Stage II Comtruction Document,· 

Working dra\ ings and spe ificati ns relle ting the approved 
hematic/ re liminary plan are su mitred fo r review and approval. 

De ign revi. ions occurring after Con truction d cumenl approval by the DRC 

hall be subject t re iew and approval by the DRC. 
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Star:e 1/1. Cerrifi ure !I{ omplianc: 

A Certificate f Complian e is issu d to an applicant upon completi n of 
c n truction The Certi ficate f Compliance pro ides assurance to the applicant 
th. t the requirements of the protective covenants have been met, and al so prov 1de~ 

a urance to the appli an t that buildi ng(s) has been built r modified according t 
plans approved b the DRC. 

At the time an applicant desir s t apply for a Certi fi cate f C mpliance 
inspecti n, they will c mplete a checkli t and f rward it t the DR . h · hould 
be at the arne point that appli--ation i · made for a se and Occupant:y Permit 
from the C rty f Miamisburg. The completed chetkli L, igned y the applicant, 
will in icate compliance With the major items li ted belo\v, pursuant to the plans 
approveu b the DRC. Wher items usual ly related to landscaping cannot be 
installed befo re occupancy, the checklist wi !J indicate a completion date . One full 

planting seas n will be the maximum tim penni tted. Violation of this deadline 
will be considered as a iolation of the co enan t 

The fo il wing i tem~. ancllhe f !lowing Item' onl. , ttl e covered y the 
Certi ficate of .omplian e inspccti n : 

Building( ) is located according to approved ·1 te plan 

Bulldmg(, ) i · of appw t.:d architec ture and approved color. 

The appro ed land .. c ping ha. been installed . 

The appro ed li hting has been i n~tul l d. 

The appro ed signs have been im taJJed. 

Air conditioning, util ity equipment and tr sh collection areas h · e heen screened 
according to appr ved plans. 

4.0 Project Development Standards 

4.1 Land Use 

Permitte uses are as e bl' hed by the C ity of Mtamtsbu.rg Zontng Regu l tions 
~ r the Mound De elopment Zone. Th pri mary u ·e established for the 
development zone are light mdustry, research, nd off'i c. 
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4.2 Land Coverage 

Land coverage ·t ndard allow for coverage by impt!rvious surfaces (buildings, 
w lk , ·ve and paved areas) con istenl with the building footprint and parling 
areas illustrated m the Mound Reu e Plan. 

4.3 Intensity of Site Development 

The developm nt in ten it of the site ·hall not excee that rllustrated in tht: 
Mound Reu Plan unle it can be demon trated that additiOnal quare fo )!age 
and the relatetl parkin an be accommodated without n gatively impactin' the 
amount and quality of open ·pac 

5.0 Building Design 

5. 1 Overall Approach 

It i int nde that a ba5i • ham1ony of architecture hall prevail among the everal 
bu ildings o th<H n bui lding shall detract from the attractiveness of the ovt.!rall 
environment. 

he ar hi teet ural character of each pr r c ed hui lding r ·tmcrure shall e 
contemp rary rath r than tradition J in style. 

5.2 Materials 

olors, materials, fin i he and huitding fonn hould be en itively mtegrated 
with i ting building nd the p rticular land cape and topographtcal character ot 
the lte 

Thee t rior val l · of e ch building are to b t:On ·1ructed f durable, pennan fil 

material a approveJ b • the DRC. 

N temporary or intlammable m terials will be appr ed . Painted c n relc and 
inder block may b ac eptable when executed to achi v a texture or de rattve 
ffect that 1 • integral to the de ·ign f Lhe building. 
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6.0 Parking, Service and Access 

6. 1 Parking Ratios 

All parking, loading, and unloading areas must be sufficient to serve the business 

being conducted within a particular development area. The following criteria are 
minimum guidelines. More stringent requirements may be imposed if warranted 
by the intended use. 

All parking required for the development of a d istrict wi ll be pro ided within the 

district parcel in keeping with recommended ratio . For a l ady developed areas, 

it is a sume that parking can be sh red. 

• Office and Research: 1 pace per 300 square feet gross office or resear h usc< 

• Light Industrial : 1 pace per 450 . quare feet gross light industrial u e. 

6.2 Site Criteria for Parking 

No parking or other vehicular surface ill e c loser than 20 .eel to a bui ldmg ftne 
except in the case of an automobil drop-off, a loading area, vehi ular .ntry in to 
the building or within already developed areas where this amount of separation is 

n t feasibl . 

6.3 Landscape for Parking 

Parking areas will be subdivided by i lands containing tree or other landscape 

material . The following elements will be requir d 

• Planting Island: one pe.r 15 to 20 pac~ 

• Median : one every 3 or 4 bays 

<fiooriooc)oo:oL:\ · 
(lg r Planting islands one 

per 15-20 puking s~ccs 

ri rn tffi . ~ . . 
J) ~ · 

em u:v (()) 
Q1) (Q) ® 

'S_ Turf 

@)ooegoocxJo ~ Cl:D Mcdi.w every 75 
3-4 parkmg bays 
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6.4 Materials 

All parkino Jot , driveway , and walks ill be urfa ed with bituminou c ncretc, 
bri ·k, or an approved equal materiaL Lighting for walks, dri eway , and lots wi II 
be as specified ,see Lighting). 

6.5 SeNice 

All e terior servi e loading, storage, and utili ty areas (including tran f rmer . . 
~ooling tower,, et .) will be located at th side or rear of the bu ilding and wi II be 

reened or heltered so as not to be visi le from the . tr et right-of-way or from 
adja~ent parcels. No material, ·u plie or equipment may be permined to remain 

ut · id any bui! ing. 

Adequate loading and man uvenng pace will be r 1v1Je d ~ reach u e, sepllrukd 
rom the parking area·. 

7.0 lighting 

he purp e f site lighting i. twofold: ( l) t illuminate an (2) t providl! 
security. Lighting should be provided at important organiz.allonal points, m areas 
that receive h a y pedestrian r vehi ular u e and in area that are dangerou~ if 
unlit, uch as stair and ramp., inter ecti ns or abrupt chan~e" m grade. 

It i: imp rtant that lighting be plac d in a lugn:al and appropriate relali n hip to 
the _' ite. Unless light is put where it i u eful, the expense of increa. ing foot­
candle leveh ill w ted The oll wino provides color, size, seal~. hght intenslly 
and placement stand -ds 

Pede trian Walk' ay System: Light col r h ul be natural /metal halide); 
semi-con ealed sour e; 12 foot maximum height; dark polt!s; . lum n average per 
, uare f t surface rea . 

Parking Lot and Service Areas: Lighting hould be co I, conce led source and 
ut r ff design. Light col r hould be natural (metal halide). Fi ·rures ·h ul b 

between 20 and 30 feet bigh with dark poles and 1.0 lumen average per quare 
foot f surface rea. 

Roadwa and Inter ectioo . Li hting sh uld be c ol, concealed ource, cut ff 
de ign with 1.2 lumen a erage per square foot of urta e area. L1ght ol r h0uld 
be in the blue end of the pectmm as in deluxe white mercury. The light sour e 
shout be between 30 and 50 feet hioh on dark pole . AI ng major r adways pole 
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spacing ·h uld be 120 feet along hoth ide of the roadway Spac ing aJong minor 
roadwa should 0 f et alono on side or staggered. 

uildlng : Well-de·ign d. soft lighting of the building exterior will be permined. 
pr vid d that the light source i n t visible anu that it complement the 
architecture. Th light col r should be blue - white ~ in tluore. cent I ightlng. Tiw 
lighting h uld n t draw inordinate ttention to the building. 

8.0 Slgnoge 

E ntrnnce sign fur the MA TC will be inst' !led and m.Unta.med by MM lC. 

Fret:-stand~ng identi fica lion sigm , houltl be rected at the: entrance to each arcd 
r district at a location deemed to be suitably vi ible and appr priate y rev iew 

and appr al of the DRC. The identi !Cation ign will be fabricated with durable, 
weather-protected material and finishes, in ace rdance with the foil wing 
criteria 

Po ts: u ular steel. anodized aluminum or wood 1n square cross-section not 
t e. c ed SL inches by . ix inc he •. 

Panel. · teel. anodized aluminum, or wood rectangular fc e, bracketed by 
the p tJ at the end , not to xceed five feet ·i;o; inche in height and with a 
minimum ertical clearance above grade of IW(l teet. 

Finj h Color of Posts and Panels: Dark brown Lettering: White Helvet i~:a 

medium. Corp rate logo may b U'\ed in conjuncti n with the st.mdarJ 

J ·nc lings 

An i nti 1caLi n ign will be pennitted on the exterior ofth ullding at a 
location rel::ned to the principal entrance unci subject ro review and approval by the 
DRC. It may be atrached flu h t th uildmg urface or in a free-standing 
po ition, pro ided th t it i · integral with the architectural d ign of the uikling. 
Sign will not r j ct significantly from tl1 building wall ex ept as required f r 
an attachment ·tructure r back lighting. N ign will be ermitted to project 

above the roof or parapet el vation. No movmg or flashing sign will be 
pennitt d 

irectional, tr ffic or arking control ign · n the ·ite will be reviewed by th 
DRC. With the intent that the ign wil l be re ·tri ct d l t e minim 1m nee s ... ary, 

ill be\ i ually unobtnt ive, and wilt be con istent in format, leuering, and 
c l ring. 
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9.0 Planting 

An important element of the design of the MA TC is the selection, organization 
and use of planting. Plant materials hould be used to provide continuity for the 
site. All areas not covered by the bui lding, parking and wal ways are to be 
land caped according to the guidelines outlined here. 

9.1 Major "Spine" Roadway 

It is particularly important that the plantings fo r the spine roadway be un iform 
throughout the site. TI1e roadway wi ll be lj ned with trees planted 0 feet on 
center. The palette of plant materials used in other areas, access drives, parking 
and related iand areas, must complement the plantings used along the spine road 
and the natural vegetation on the s1te 

9.2 Reforestation 

The hi llsides of the Mound are generally covered with gras es nnd deciduous 
wo ds. Preservation of exi ting plant.mg will reduce the need for new matenal In 
areas where roads and buildings have een removed, as well a areas where site 
development has re ulted in op n and unprotected slopes, a reforestation program 
should be implemented. A mixture of species con tsteOl with the exist ing natural 
areas is recommended. Planting of sm II seedling. will pr vide erosion protectiOn 
and an aesthetic benefit over time. 

9.3 Court Yards 

Three courtyards serving existmg build ing are identified on the Reuse Plan, tw 
on Main Hill and one on Test Fire. Others are recommende to be designed for 
propo ed building clusters . Simple grass surface and tre grouping are 
rec nunended to create an attractive outdoor gathenng place and building setting 
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hree pnmary site entne are identified n the Reuse Plan . One at each end f the 
spine road linking M und Avenue ami Benner Road, and a th1rd at the poi nt of 
entry to buildings 100 and t 5 and the overlook areas. Site entry planting. for the 
main spine road ·hould consi t fa simple arc or grouping of trees defining the 
entry, gras nd low planting, and an entry sign f r the MA TC 

Gu•f&n.<• wi1h lowpl•_"""l: J ,. 

79 

....---·- Altc1 nt11vt ernL"lltcc: 
U£:n !oauan1 



SASAKI 

UI S. C•n•ull• ntt , l l'!o r--.1<---.. .... .-.-. _T.........,....-.1 
...._""" 

Sllrface Watar /Wellanclt 

lawn / Old field> 

Trees 

&isling Mo~ nd BulldingJ 

~ Paved Surfacm 

,l,qui"' r 

f ' · ,_. 

I 

Decembor 1996 

0 375 750 



. : : 
' . 
' ' . . . . . . • . 

• \ . 
' ' 

SA S AKI 

---, l--- Pata~l• 

Spine Roads 

lnl mal Rcccb 

• • .. 
a 

Land Use Zones 

Dec.mh.r 1996 

0 375 750 



Miamisburg M ound R ~--=-'L 
::\ ",.. ause 

<BM~{i~d 
I • Pa M Q,!IIIT1' 
0 0 D t &. • I • 'I 

• 
S A S 

Lob /R&D 
930,6410 G~;· lndtntriol 

Oflico I Adm. • 
281,900 GS~nis!TohOil 

Dec.emiMr 1996 

S1orage /Su 
132,160 GS~port/SeiVice 

0 



~ A S A II I 

U I:S: Cu rn ~ll qiiJI. l aiC ---...... .... - ._.._ ,__,_,....._­
~>c. 

Offic:o 
c=J R & D 

bplosi .... 

General Industry 

lnfmstruclun~ 

SMPP 

Proposed Buildjng Use 

~1996 

0 375 750 



. • . . 
• • • I • . • . 
t • • • • • \ 

' • . . · . . 
• 

uu c •••• ~t ... u . l •c ---bo ._-~-

c...&a-· .. -.-;.:--lot. ....... """ 

l~ end 
(:=::J bisting Parking 

Proposed p~ !Raile f'tcm) 
C=:J Propo.:d Parking (By Olhens) 

Spi... Road (Reuse Plan} 

5Pne IIOCld (By Othan) 

lnlamal Roodwuys 

D 

PrOCJosed Circulation 
& i"arking 

.,_.... 199 6 

0 375 750 



SASAKI 
U t:S. c ... ,.., lt a 11l111 • I ru: . 
___ ..._ 

--&-~:="'"::H;:""Ioc. ........... 

fldoling "-! 
~ eo.-. 

• Naiurol Go• 
Sanitary Sewer 
8edricul Supply 
Wat. Supply 

Emling S....r o..riall 
lfom Trwcrtment Plonl 

• • -
a 

o.c.m!M~ 1996 

0 375 750 



UI S Co r.- u .d •• .. ' • • l11c.... 
___ ..._ 

--·--T~ .... eo.-. .... 

Legend 
c=:J Existing Fief.U and Woodlots 

Rt.famiSI<rtion 

/ 

O.C.mt..r1996 

0 375 750 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Pion Descrlpt1on 

Implementation And Management 

Introduction 

nlike the stan ard military bases going through the conve ion planning proce s 
in preparation for mal ba e closure and reu e im lement· lion, MMCIC i 
conducti ng the Mound planning pro es concurrently with incremental 
implementation activ itie , as D ·cale back their p rations n complt:tes 
envtronrnental remedi tion. n this hapt r. w ha e ull in d some f the m re 
saliem eatures r this unique, but neces. ary. impl mentation uppron h. includmg 
organization and management, funding. property acquisition, er n 1 propeny, 
mru-keting, and an acti n plan, whi h outlines step, f r MMCfC to take in the 
near-tem1 to effect reu e of the Mound. ht" chapter al · hi•~htigh ts factors whtch 
the ~:on ultant team beheves t be critical to the succe sful redevelopment of the 
Mound. 

Management and Organization 

The MMCIC h a dual role in the redevelopment of the Mou d. it. first role: is 1 

en ur that the property is c n erted to it best tt e. achieving the econ mic 
development objectives of the ommunity, and replacing the economi and fi scal 
lo se that are being effe ted by the closure of the facilit . Tht second role ts to 

en ure that envir nmenlal remediati n take lace in a timely manner, and leave. 
the propert in a state that will allo the highest and best use t he achieved. 
"tn e en\ iron mental remediation i a critical c mp nent of the u e proce , 
MMCJC must pr ide oversight, working with DOE an the site contract r to 
m ure that chcdul are met and goals achieved during thee timated I 0-year 

·Jean-up perio . The over iglrt role, whi h is eparate from the econon11c 
developmt!nl f l l • i a signHicant financial burden for MMCIC. 

The current MMCIC rganizationnl tructure i w II suited for tt • dual 
r ponsi ilities, includjng planning, a · well a· implementation needs. It is our 
belief that th organizatjon, if it i to as ume I ng-term resp nsibili ty for 
tran ition, must have both the ski lls and apabi lities of a pri ate organizatwn as 

e ll as a municipal or quas i-public ent ity . These ki lls and capacitie includ the 
f llowing: 

• 1 a.se or ell property 
• enter into c ntracts 

• acquire additional land 
• pr ide financing for potential u ers 
• accept g emment grants 
• market, promote, and handle pro pects 
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It is our optnion that, allh ugh the MMCIC already has the e capabilt tie , over th 
I nger de elopment period , • dd itionul tools. su h as tax increment financing 
techniques, may be needed for the development f the mult 40 property 

Given !he du I roles that MMCIC ha assumed in M und redevelopment. the 
furure su ce s of the project and its implementati n ill be high! dependent on a 
number of facto r , one of which is the qualities and kill of the people in charge. 
T ht: policy and di rection will conti nue to be created by the b ard , with input from 
tJ1 t: community, and ;r the g als and obj ctives continue to evol ve. they mu t be 
·nrri d out y the profes. ional staff. Currently, thi ~taff ha combined 
re ·pan 1bilities of planning, redevelopment, ami government liaison. lth ugh, 

over time, rhe MMCIC rganizational struct ure is likely t main comistent. tht! 
organizat ional focu wi ll lik ly shift from plan ning to implementali n and 
mt1nagement r Ies. 

Act r it ie · that must be part f the future mix include project conceptualization. 
developm nt planning, financial analys i . . property managemenl , government 
re lations, apital formation. marketing and a ertising. etc , a! well as over 1ght 
related to enviw nmental mediation, communication with stakeholder groups, 
and m nage ment of .J ·ed a et.s . A we have mdicated in ur tinancial anal ·e~ 

and bu ines plan, it will be important to carry out these actJvitie in a cost 
effectiv , manner, wit h a lean-and-mean management team. At the very lea l. the 
foll wing taffpo iti ns will bene e ary : 

• Pr ideni, who will versee management, prospect development , a ·si ' t in the 
pi · nning. and budgeting pn cess , evaluate policies and procedures, 
communicate witt the medi a, and interface with the board and the City c f 
Mi mi burg offic ials. 

• Vice Pr ident, who will respon. 1ble or budgetary i s~ues , MMCIC 
operations lease structuri ng, and other rel ted operatwnaJ plannmg areas . 

• Director of Finance, who is respon ·i le for the tnancial function of the 
development programs. Thi wi ll include maintaining ongoing automated 
rnancial accounting ystem , ensunng compliance with federal fu ndmg 

programs, maintaining aJI accou nting files, manages payr 11 and accounts 
payable, · ver. eeing coor inati n and mainlenance f inve l d fund , 
preparing monthly financial reports. a .; isting in aud tts. studies and eva.luates 
internal ontrol pr cedures, o er. eeing pers nn ' I rec rd , oordinating 
in urance requirements and fun lion . n perfom1i ng other duri · s as needed 
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• Marketing he MMCJC ha already developed marketing material and 
conference cap bilities which ill require updating and reorientation as the 
reu ·e pl n progre se .. Other re pon ibilitie will be direct m rketing to 
u ine!\S pro pe t , maintatning a haison with other industrial/economic 

devd pment organization . attending conference'\, and negotiating with 

pr "P t 

• Offi e Admini tratur , f r production, typing, tiling. comnmmcat1tms. et 

In addi tion, given the complex nature of en vir nment ontaminntion on rhe ~ i tt: 

a~ well as th multiple ·t he-h lders who are invol ed in the reclevelopm nt 
proce s. MMCIC will likely need: 

• Planning Manager, who over ee site redevel pm nt, mcludmg physical 
r Ianning. nvironmental n sk as es ·menr, and reuse plan coordination. 

• ommercia] Property Manager. who will o er et! property leasmg, sales, 
and con ·tru tion acti it) on th ite. This manager would ab o work ilh 
potential tenant to ace ss state and feeler-til resour es. 

• • quipment Manager, wh will oversee the acquisition, use, maintenance, 
and management f Mound equipment. 

Funding Sources 

tate and federal funding programs are av il le to otenti<~ lly c vera rang of 
need for the Mound, including infra tructure refit, road, water, an e\ er 
1mpr ven1ent , and bu ine~s de elopmem, 1f DOE is unable to cov r tht: ent ire 
rede elopmenl cost. lth ugh ERA ha ident ified a variety of tate and fed ral 
~ource that . hould be considered and pursued, we cannot guarantee that any of 
the identi 1ed ources wi ll provide . u sc1ent fund. to offs tal l or a po ion of 
theM und ' ren vati n needs. Smce there are a su stantial num er of closing 
military facil ities ar und the country eeking c anomie as i tan e, the extent to 
whrch the Mound is identified as priori t at the stat or f deruJ level will mfluenc 
the increment f f-unding which is ac essiblc. State and federal funding~ urces 
are di cu: ed below: 

Sro t~ 

The Ohio Departm nt of De e lopment Techno! gy Divi ion administer!> the 
D f ns C nvers i n A tstan e Pr gram. Thi ~ program i de igned to ajd 
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Reuse Plan Descrlpt1on 

communt ttes resp nd to adver economi c ndi ttons caused by Dep rtm nt of 
Defen e cutbac · . Miamisburg ha , already received funds from this program for 
planning and implement ti n acrivi ti s. MMCIC could receive additional funcl 
from this program, or other tat agenc ies . 

Although tat · grant ten to be relati vely mall compared to federal sources of 
fundmg, tate funding would sti ll be u efu l on u smaller scale. pos ibly to cover 
tenant uild·out osts and related u ines. development expen es. Given the 
unique nature of redev lopment i sues as ociated w1th the Mound, the tate, wlu h 
has a general rol · f job creation , would also be in a position to enact special 
Jepslat ioo l finance Mound reJ velopm nt well Tht: tale ould e in a 
po ·ition to enact special bonding or tax increment rwancing authority, which 
coukl be used l off et red v lopm nt co ts 

Federal 

The fo llowing section i entifie possible federal funding s urces ~ defense 
onversion an econ mic development. One potential source f fund i!'. the 

Economk Deve lopment Admini ·tration ( DA of the Department of Commerce. 
The EDA has pr gram. de igned t "alleviate c ndttions ub ·tantial and 
per. 1 ten t unemployment and underemploym nt in economically-dL tn:sse areas 
nnd r gions of the nation. to address economic d1 location r ·ulting from udden 
anJ evere job los e , and to admini ter the Agency' s pr gram ." EDA u nd~ can 
also be u ed fo r situation where md1 tary downsizing occurs, i.e ., where defense 
contracrors reduce operation or moved ·ewhert:. EDA '1. funding priorilie f I low 
tho e of the Department f Commerce, whic mcl udes the following app l1cable to 
"MMCIC: 

• The c mmercializat i n and deplo mcnt of technology, particu larly 
information techn l g and telecommunication~ , and f on · th t sopp rt 
techn logy transfer. appl1cation, nd deployment for community econom i, 
d velopment: 

• u. tainable development which wil l prov ide long-term economic dev l pment 
benefi ts. including re. pon • to econonuc dislocation caused by nattonal 
environrn nt I policie hazardous waste I WH ip, etc. ), a ~ell as projects 
invo lvi ng reuse of"brownfieJd ." 

• Entrepreneurial deve:: l pment, e pecially local capacity building, and including 
small busines incubators and ommunity finan ial mtermedian es (e.g., 
rev lvmg loan fund ; and 

• Economic adju ·tment, e ·pecially in re ponse to ase and federal laboratory 
closures and d wnsizing. defense indust downsizing, and o ·t-di 'a ·ter, long­
term economic r co very . 
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MMOC cou ld pos ibly draw from Defense conomic Conver. ion p rogram~ . The 
EDA pr grams listed below all qu li y under tb i · pro ram group. $90 mill ion has 
been appropriated t this fund for fi scal year 19 6; as f June 1996, $17 mil lion 
has been obligated thus far . 

Program: 

0 rgani-ation: 

?urpoJ . 

Eltgrbl 
applicant / 

hene.fi ia ri e. · 

OUTCt!. 

Speci 1 conomic Development and Adjustment A · tance 
Program· Sudden and Severe Economic Dislocation (SS ' D) 
and Long-Term E onomic Deterioration (LTED) 

Department of ommer e • Economic D ' 'elopment 
Admini tration 

T develop and implement lraregies to • ddri!SS probll! m'i 
stemming r m sudden and severe economii: d1. locatJO n uc h a · 
pi::Lnt closing, mi litary b • . e closures and de fen e contract 
cutbacks, or long-tem1 decline in an area's ec nom Fund~ ma} 
be used f r: plan development; capitalization of r volving loan 
fu nds; fi nancing the con tnJction of public fac ilities, techni al 
assistan or training. 

Usually, c:ountte or con ort in f c unties 

Max imums of $100,000 to $ 1,000,000, depending ( n type o f' 
proj ect 
Govemme11t Assistance Almanac ] 91.}4 95 
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Program: 

rganratt m: 

Purpose1·. 

Eligible 
applit ants/ 
benefi inrie. : 

Rang,•· 
A\• ragt-

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Pion Description 

Economk Development- Grants For Public Work. And 
D velopment Facilities 

Department of Commerce - Econom k De elopment 
Admini tration 

For the c nstru lion f pu la.: faciiJ ti s to snpport the 
development o retentiOn of pennanent jobs in the private sector 
in areas e peri ncing ev re n mic di . tre~.- -e.g , water and 
sewer st ms, indu 'tnal park a c~ss roads and other 
infra. tru rure, port facilitie , railroad pur . pu lie tourism 
faclli tjes, vocational chools, ren vation and recy ling of I 
industrial uilding ,, bu ines~ i n~ubat r faci li ttes. Pr ·e b must 
be con i tent wtth approved OverafJ Econ mic Development 
Program .. Gr.mt cover basically 509i of costs, with a I 0%­
bonu vaila Ie for red vel pment areas in Ec nomic 
Development Dt tricts; fede ral funding may e increase to ROcrk 
in severely depr ed areas, anJ L IOO'k for design ted Indian 
r erv tions. (Note: Lh1s program' funding mclude funds 
availabJe for the I ubl ic Works lrn act Program.) 

Stares, c1tie , counties, other olitical ubdivi ions; Ind•an tribes: 
priv te or public nonpro 1t organiza ti n or ussociati n 

pre ntmg · redev lopmenl area r a de ignated economic 
de elopment center. Av ilable. lso in U . . territorie and 
po e tOn . 

$ 0, 00 to 2,3 17,000 
. 743,000 

Source: G venun nt As,fistawe Almanac 1 4-95 
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Program: 

Orxmwotum. 

f' ttrp:J.r .~ . 

Eligible 

MIAMISBURG MOUI\10 
Reuse Pion Description 

Economic Development- Public Works Impact Program 

Depar ment of Comm rce - conornic D velopment 
Administration 

To c n truct or renovate uhlic work and development faci litie!. 
to provid immediate job -i.e., n. truction JObs- to the 
unemployed or underemployed. "Public ork and development 
fac iJjties" may in Jud publi butldmg , hi ·tone structures, 
tran port, !ion fa ilities, water and ewer systems. (Note: th is 
program' , funding i in Juded in the t 1:11 for the Grants fo1 
Public Wor s and Dev JopmenL Facilitie Program.) 

Count or cit agent·ies repre ·en ti ng r gnized redeveluflll!Crtl 

app/Lcant~l area~ 

benefi ·ianes: 

Range: To $600, 0 

Sour e: Government A siMonce Afmarwc 199.J-95 

Program: 

Orgnni"'atum. 

P11rpos ' .1·. 

Elig1ble 
appl ica11tJ/ 

beneficiane 

Range; 
Average: 

Economic D velopmcnt • State and Local 'conomic 
De lopmenl Planning 

Department of 'omm ret- - Economic D velopmenl 
Admini tration 

For comprehensive economtc devel pment planmng activit it: . 
inc! ding salaries an expenses related In rhe reparation nf 
tudies. 

tate go em r :chief exe utives f citjes, r an countie • 0 1 Ll 

tate planning units. 

$200 00 t $400,000 

lO .000 

'ourrt>: Govemment As ·i taru e lmanac / ( 94·- 5 
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Reuse Plan Description 

MMCIC coul al 'O appl under the Publi Work an Dev lopment Facilities 
As i tance Program of th D . The two specific programs under thi. umbrella 
program · re Lhe Grants f r Public Works and Development Facilitie and the 
Public Works lmpact rogram. 

Applications are ac epted on a contmuou basi. and pr ce sed as fund are 
available. Note, th t eligibility for these funds varies . Miamisburg would have Lo 

apply through th appropriate el igible entities su h as the state or county. For 
application proc · ures, the loc I ED offtce should be contacted· Robert F 
H ickey, Fe leraJ Building, Ro m 607, :wo North High trtlet , Columbus, Ohio 
43214 ( 17)469-73 14) 

The NatiOnal Institute f, cience and Technology (NI T ) of lhe Department of 
Commerce h an Advanced Technology Pr gram which al o aid· bu. ines es in 
ommercializing technologies. 1l1e A TP i a co t~ ·haring rogram de igned to 

a sist U. . bu ·ine · es pur ue high-risk enabling techno! gies with ignificant 
commercial/economi potential. Th ward fund ing in. trument u ed to fund 
. ucce, ful A TP pr po a\ is a "cooperati e agreement" which form <t 

govemment-tndu try partn rship. NIST plays a substantial role in providtng 
techni al assi tan e nd m ntloring th te hnical work and bu ·ine progre s. The 
allowing offi e . hould be contacte for further information r garding the A TP: 

National Institute of Standards and Technology , Ad van ed Technoh1gy Program, 
Admtnistration Buil ing tBidg 101 ), Room A430. Gaithersberg. Maryland 20899-
00C I ( 800)287 3863). 

Program: 

Orgc.mi:arinn. 

Purpo 1es. 

Eligible 
applicanlsl 

ben :ficiarics · 

echnology Pr ogram ( 

Department of Commerce - National ln ·titutc of cienc and 
Technology 

T a i t U.S. bu ·ines es in creating and appl ·ing competitive 
generic technology and re earch re ult nece ary to rapi ly 
ommer ialize ignificanr n w di coveries and technologies, and 

to refine rn:.mufactunng techno! gi . ProJect ex mple : printeJ 
wtring board manufacturing techno! gy; n at p el di play 
manufa rurin : magnero-r i ti e random a ces · memories; deep 
ultraviolet Ia er ; high temperature uper onductmg material 
proce ·ses. 

.• . bu. ine es, JOint research and de el pment ventures certam 
foreign owned bu in" e . 
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Range: 
At·erage: 

$ -oo,ooo to $ 1 ,ooo.ooo 
5, 1 

ourre: Gn\'emment Assistance lmcmac l 9Y4-9 

MIAMISBURG MOUND 
Reuse Plor Description 

Although the funding programs identi fied abo e are nonnal!y t rcreted for closing 
mi!Jtnr ase , ERA believes that the funding program a at o appropriate f r 
r development of the Mound. given that activity at the facility was histori ally 
def n oriented, and that the t: l . rc/down izing i relareJ to budget cuts in the 

military pending progrdffi . As uming that the Mound were to re eive a eragc or 
"typical" awards from th af rernenti ned Dep rtment o Commerce , ur es, the 
grant funds might e in the range of 2 mill ion; however the 1ound i not a 
t, pica! government facility. 

In evaluating cbe usefulnes f the alternative funding rograms, MMClC mu t 

eval uate its ro le in the redevel pment roc~ , particularly in light of the fact that 
theM und posse ses an array of ad anced techno Iogie · which wil l remain in 
pia e after DOE 1 ave in 2005 . ERA would ad ocate that the MMCIC t sume 
there pan ibi lity for packagi g fundm urces, b th to .:ove larger co ts 
ass ciat d with sit and facil itie redevelopment. as well as the pecific start-up 
co ts or individual tenant . In the e~on case, having a MMCJC taff pers n 
with pers nal kn wledge o how altemati e funding ources could facilitate the 
start-up of nc:w busine activity at the Mound would be a substantial m rketing 
advantaoc in attracting h1gh-techn logy firm . and allow the MMCJC to free-up 

venu for other needs. 

Property Acquisition 

The i ue of property acquis1L1 n for the Mound i g verned by three factors 
irst, a porti n of M und facilities wil l be !led up in ong tng DOE actiVJtles until 

2005; Second, ubstantial am unt of Mound space i ~ contaminated with 
hemical or rad1o ctive waste, hich annot be cleaned up "over night"; Third, it 

is e Lima ted that, even after en vi r nm ntaJ remediaLi n i c mplete, the Mound 
~t~ i ll still reqUire mcn:menlal investment f about $45 mi llion to reate 

marketability in th e;; property . in e govemm nt pr perty cannot be transferred 
ntil it has been deem d "environmentally lean" y EPA, MMC1C IS face witl a 

length interim erio where it mu t work with DOE to ef ct gradual 
dev lopment of clean space it is rete· s d by DOE, consistent with the Mound 
Ten Y ar Plan. 

During the interim period a caretaker agreement involvmg DOE, the site 
~:;ontract r. and l'vfMCIC auld be slructun:d . The con ept of a Carc=taker 
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Agreement w s fi rst developed between the local authority at England AFB and 
the Air F rce in which the ervice and the community leaders d veloped a 

program Jefining the level f maintenance that would be n cessary to keep the 
facility at · marketa l level. This was detailed with a spectfic work: program and 
budget that each gr up agreed upon. The end result was that the authority 
as umed maintenance respon ibi lity, and the Air orce paid them for their efforts. 
Thi ha.-; been repJi t d at man of th BRAC fa il ities; the advantage of this 
c ntract i that the authori gains the maintenance experience that will be 
nece ary in the I ng-rem1 and fed ral re ource that can be rioritized according 
the reuse plan objectives . ltts feasible th. t the MivlClC could ·erv in thi · 
apac:ity with DOE and the ite ontr~ ~tor during the tranSition period bef re the 

federal agencie vu ate the Mound entire! , probably by 2005 

DOE nd MMCIC are facing many challenge.<. in the cleanup and redevelopment 
f the M und. lt is premULure to present a final onve ance, trategy for the 

property unti l fi nal :10 ement with re peel t environmental clean p, scheduling, 
fi nding. and ite impro emenl have een e tablished. What i lear i that, until 
the e ut tanding i tle are re ol ved, MMCIC should not accept owner htp. 

Gi en the omplexity of Mound redevelopment, we recommen a process. rather 
then a con ummat strategy. A framework in which the proce · ~can occur would 
include . veral ·ey poin : First, DOE and MMC1 mu. t orne to agreement with 
re pect to the c mpon nts of Mound redevelopm nt which must oc ur before 
transfer an take place. A ke component w ul be eitabli hing consi teocy 
between Mound Ten Year Plan blo k release dates and MMCTC redevelopment 
pha ing. A second point would be that expected redevelopment and clean-up 
costs, a v•e ll as p tential source of fu ndmg, would need to be tdenti ted 
MMClC w uld . erve in an ver ,ight apacity. t in:ure that contractor 
expenditmes are con i tent with agreed-to croaL , while . ee ing outside funding to 
supp rt the joint r de el pment effort. This approach would require both 0 E 
and M 1ClC to work together during the multi -year effo r1 to achieve the de. ired 
re -ult. 

Personal Property 

There are two categorie · f pr p rty that h u!J e of interest to the MMCl . 
he 1r t is high-tech equipment that can be used as a carrot in the marketing 

program for firm that are engaged in research r production that would find the 
machinery too co ·tly to purch c, but could u e it p ductively while it st1ll has 
cienli fic v \ue. In 1993, the Center for Busines and ~conomie Research· t the 

Umver it of D ton chool f Busine · Admini tran n documented thee ·tent of 
high-tech equipm nt at. ailable at the Mound. eventeen M und capabi litie 
were placed in thre c tegories accor ing to their t'ommer ial potential. Gr u 
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One technologie · re th se with the tr nge t, m t imm di. te potencial f r 
c mmerci· lization. Group Two techn Iogie scored s mewhat lower n some 
important ri t ria. Gr up Three technologies Ia ked orne k y element· f r short­

term commercialization. The following li t outline the id ntifi d techno! gtes 

Group One 
• Ceramic 
• Fie ibl CircUJt 
• Machine Shop 
• Non-Destructive Testing 
• Destructive e tmg 
• Surface Anal. 1 

Group Two 
• Adh sive 
• urface Modi tcatt n Proces ·e. 
• Encap~ul:uion/Foarru 

• plosiv 
• Jsotope Sepa.rati n 
• La. er Detoo tor 
• Tritjum Processing 
• W ld1ng ami Joining 

Group Three 
• Filn epo. ition. Surface Fmishing, and PI ting (Surl'ace Mo lifi , 11 n 

Proce . es) 

• La ·ers 

• Metal Hydri e 

• PlastiC 

• Thermites 

One category f per onal property that would be u ·eful is larger uipmem that i!:> 

u ed for uilding site maintenance. Becau e the OE has (and wiU have) a 
ontract f r the maintenance of the site during th current and remedtat i n period, 

one o two option exist . DOE, in it agr ement with its new contra tor, c uld 
require that th mainten nee equipm nt (snow removal, lawn mowers) be I ft on 
·ite at the end of th c ntract period r e ondarily, the c ntract r could be 
required to provide the propeny maintenance activity f r tht: entire ite unti l D 
ha. vacatt:d, and off< r th ·e ·ervice at a market rat t MMCIC. I MMClC 
effects a c . taker agreement, this equipment would b nece ary for maintenance 
of .MMCIC-portions of the property 
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In relation to person:.li property, ERA ha fou nd that man of the military closure 
communi tie have jumped at the prospect of obtaining office equ ipment to offer to 
furu re tenants. Government equipment is generally moderate quality, and may not 
be attrac tive to fu ture Mound businesse , thus ha ing minimal con version value. 
If the MMCIC were to agree to k ep most of thi s equipment (desks, chairs, fi les, 
lamps , et .) as part of lhe acquisi tion, it is likely to own a great deal of surplus 
property ' ith no end-tl ·er. This will ' reate either storage issue · or alternatives 
disposition problems down the lin . W would t1gge t that m st of thi materi al 
not tran fe r with the real property. However, we sugges t on exception: lt is 
possible that a few larger insl ituti nal users may be fo und for the office space . 
MMCIC hould be marketing this space pti or to the time that DO believes that 
it final relocation i imminent. If there is a lease r ten nt that cou ld u e the 
office equipment, th n it should be reque t d. f the user(. have not been found 
by the time DOE lea e , then the office equ ipment hou ld also go: rt would only 
create problem. f r construction a.n retrofit crews when renovation start . 

Marketing Program 

Marketing of Miami burg Mound must be approached in a manner that is not t o 
di imil ar to the se ll ing o any business park/ indust rial ite, with the primary 
exception th t theM und contains advanced high-tech equipment and scient ific 
know-how which prospec ti v t nants can benefi t from. Therefore, the marketing 
program mu t identif a target audience which will be most re ponsive t the 
marketin'~ efforts. That i. , where the dollars spent will generate the most return. 
an d e ffec t str 1ng I as ing activity. However, marketing for the Mound will 
ultimately be a niche approach, in which the criteria for leasing to prospective 
tenants may be tied a. much to the synergy that a new bus mes will create with 
xist1ng business s, as with the revenue the lea e would generate for MMCIC. 

The propert. wil l draw largely from the regional market, but may ha e orne 
prospects that will be fr m broader geogrdphic area - specifically tenants that 

mid have a relationship with the cor - bus in ses and technology that alr ady 
exist at the Mound. ERA believes that MMCI should focus on the fol lowing 
, trengths m m<uketing the property: 

• L inkages created by existing businesses , their produ ts, and technologies; 
• quipment lhat is sti ll availabl and could be le ·ed at a r asonable rate; 
• The potential to combine research ac tivity in labs , and combine this with 

production capabil iti s and spa ; 
• Concentrat iOn of R&D activity in region, part icularly at Wright Putter on 

A B; 
• Th un ique redevelopment of the site that i ~ underway , 
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• The pos ·ibihty of m continuati n f the previous re e rch that was 
L:onducted; 

• Academic in tituti n that exi t in the region; 
• A broad region· I in ustrial base along the I-75 corridor, with :.trength in aut 

manufacturing and technology; 
• The ong ing DOE presence and the potential for related comract ; 
• C mpetitive rents that are tied to j b creati n; 
• Am nitie of the rrounding Miamisburg c mmunrty; 
• The unusual character f the Mound ile w1Lh it vie\ . 

ln rder to reach targete bu in and industry gr up. , the: MMCIC must continue 
its already-in-pia e marketing activities, nnd e ta !ish networking link · with 
regional devel pm nt agencies, such as the Miami Valley Development Coalition . 
The marketmg rogram . h uld be budgeted in a liding-scale approach that 
ccounl ·for the eb and f\0\ of. pace vailability and leasing turnover. Wt: 

would enVISl n that, in addition t the marketino ·taff, fund. would b budg ted 
tOr the next 1ve years or so, to cover ad erti ing, con erenc attendance, and the 
updatin f printed material ; tht: ut-of-pocket expensed rei ted to following up 
on leads' ould al o be covered. 

Ad erti-ing would be most ef ecti ve in techni a! joum Is, particularly tho ·e that 
~ regional in natur and are targeted to fields con istent with the techno! gy 
area that were identifie in our earlier report . ikewi e, the sam approach 
hou ld be used for onference t '-' hi h w uld include the u e of the booth t.hnt has 

already been fabricated) where ni ·he technology compnnie will be in auendan ·e. 
We would als recommend th devel pm nt f ditnrial ph1c~ment, in which 
article are written f r local new papers. technical j umal , new'> m· gazine. and 
new paper . and redevelopment ne' sletter in which the backgroun of l'he 
conver i n of the fac ihty from en rgy u e to private ector acti ily i ~ described, 
and the ucce. s of th pr gram is detailed. ln thi. way. publicati ns that mu t fill 
space will pr v1de free adverttsing. This t pe of marketing coul I go t a hro der 
audience. at the national ore en intemationaJ level. It may bene e ary to use a 
public relations trm t achieve the most effe ti ve placement of tbe e article . 

Be au e jgh-qual ii) ' marketin~ material have !ready een pr pared by MM IC. 
we belie' e that much f the near-t m1 m· rketmg activitie hould e focu e on 
printed materials that are aimed at attracting the ttention of targeted finn. and 

an wering th questtons that their real e tate dec ision-maker w u!J huve. Thi 
br chure could be ent out. with follow-up, through a mailing t th target SIC 
c:Jde bu ine that hav been lL t d. It should be combined with gl · y mat~rial :-. 

and include: 
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• Bu ildi ngs and fl or plans th" t are available; 
• nique features of buildings: 
• Space costs; 
• Equipment ava ilable; 
• Energ sy. terns; 

• Employee ki ll · developed in the regi n through previou and current DOE-
relate R&D activit1es; 

• Local economic ch racteri Lie - taxe . wage rate~. employment rates : 
• . rainmg program and financial as i ·tance; and 
• Surrounding academic and re ·earch institution ·. 

TI11S material hou ld also contain infonnat10n •n the hr to o · the pr ject, it 
obJe ti ·e!' in the commun ity and Lhe fact that the marketing direct r will follow up 

n the package 

Before de cribing the appr ach that should b usetl with pro peels, we wou ld lik 
to reinforce our bdi f that Mound redevelopment w ill be dnven by a combination 
of hus in"' de elopment and u: in ss atLract i n. Bu ine s development woul be 
driven b availabk MMCJC cash fl ow , grant funds, MMCIC-sponsored training 
ac ti it. , and utilization of high-tech equipment, ro foster ne> bu, iness activ ity 
from existi ng nd pa t Mound employee and related defense contractors. Many 
of the exi ting Mound bu ·inesses are involved in cutting-edge technology, and an 
ongoing effo rt mu t continually be implemented t detemune if they need 

as. i tance in growth or expansion. Bu i.ne attracti n w uld occur through more 
trad iti onal marketi ng-based a enues, attra~o:ting regi naln national businesse · 1 

theM un . In dealmg with pro pect , ERA recommend a ma.rketmg proce · that 
mcorporates the following elements: 

I. T hat a relauvely aggre~sive approach e taken. m which the pro. peel i 
c ntacted an vi ited as soon · s intere t i identifi cl to learn more of their 
needs 

2. A special package of infonnation be pr par d and ent out with a fc 11ow up 
phon all; th package c uld include info rmation covering financial 
assistance, training programs, high-tech equ1pment nt.a!s, and related items 
which could enh ance lh Mound's. m r ·etabil ity to the pro. pective user. 

3. A vi it to the site be arranged in hich the prospect can tour me of the 
available space , meet with one or two related bu ine s owner , and ~>e orne 
of the communi ty, perh p ~ using on neighborho <.Is and the downt wn. 

4. Prepart: a con eptual proposal for the t 1pe of pace th at would he , uitable f r 
Lh pro ·peel, identify what lease tenns the MMCIC would offer, includ ing 
teoant improvements and estimates for other expenses like utilities It should 
be mphas ized to the pro ·pective tenant that portion of th~:: e co t cou ld be 
overed by grant fun , . 
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5. Maintain contact unri l space c.leci ions have een made. 
6. When a pro ·peel pts for another locati n, follow-up or a Llebrie mg to 

detemun ' hat factors led to the ultimate ch ice, nd identi what cou ld 
have been done different] to ha e attracted thiS company to the Mound. 

The marketing pr gram has already realized numerou. ·ucce e , nd during the 
preparati n of the plan. prospet:ls have ontinued 1 be identi fied and pursued . 
H wever, er rim som of the usine e mo ·rea ily mate he to the ite, the 
equipment and the kills that were off d by form r D E employees and related 
ontractor · will have be n accomm dated on theM und, and the marketing 
rograrn wi ll have to ecorne more di erse and far reaching. Thi implies an 
ngoing retool ing nd refinement f oth th marketing materials, the market area, 

and the t rget audienc --particularly n w fi m1 opponunities will be linked 
(suppliers, contractors, buyers) f the bu inesse that are already there, To get the 
greate ·t mileage out of the marl-etin budget, we believe that the MMCTC !.hould 
use the coaltails of other, broader pr gram that are casting their net t ·ecure 
pro pects for the t te r the region. The a ·sets -nd opportuniti s at the site 
hould b·: part of the package that other prom tion activiti can include in thei 

list , f location . 

ERA onducted a study of the technology and market p tentmls that ex I t for the 
Mound. The e helped guid an initial mark ting effort and market re ting that our 
staff conducted . We identified mar et application f r variou~ Moun 
technologic and matched the e application with the i du tries m which Lhe 
application ' auld md a u e, denoting appropriate SIC code or lhe e targets, 
we analyzed the le el of growth these industrie could expect in the next five to 
ten year t help foreca t the level c f sue~.: ss theM unci coul e 'pect in attracting 
pnvate sector firms t the ite as tenan!J.. 

With these pa meters, we were a Je to identify the l pe of indu ' tries that could 
b a g od fit with the a sets of the Mound and then identify specific companie 

ithin each indu try gr up to target for an initial marketing call. To b gin in the 
local metropolitan area. we u ed the G ater Dayton Jndu tnal PinPointcr as ur 
·ource. This data s ur e i publi hed by the Tndu tri I Map Company and 
include. the ompany addres and conta L, as \ ell · the company IC Code. 
The e Daywn are· companies were then called and a ked about their space ancl 
eqnipment need and wh ther they would e willing to expand ont theM 1md. If 
the company expr e an intere t, marketing materi ls were enl y MMCIC staff 
It' the appr priate c ntact. In additi n, the om pan contact u a ked if he or she 
would be willing to meet with M und representaLJves to di cu s their c mpany 's 
needs. 
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Companies were al ·o identified in th stat 'fIll in i . Indianu, and Mi higan; as 
it wa eliev d by ERA that these states would have a good ample of indu trial 
and techn log mn • that might b intere ted in the Mound ' pace an 
technological capacity. Ward' s Busine s Directory as used to identify the e ut­

of- tate compani . Ward 'l> nly list the large t firms th t all uod reach IC 
Code. A.· a result, very t w tim1s identified in ther tate had less than 10 
employees. In additi n, Ward' doe not li. t the specifi product a ompan 
manufactures, o onl SIC C de de cription~ an be found on these lists. 

ERA ~ und that call ino the e (relativt::ly), malkr companies was usually effective. 
particular!_ if th on pany w~ n · II enough that it w uld be possible to tall-. 
dire tl y to the executive running th . comp ny. He o he auld then be able tlJ 

discu s the ompany' s spac needs. 

F'inding, : A total f 40 Dayton ar a c mpanies were call ,d and out f those 40, 
fi e c mpanie xpres ed orne interest in ~pace r technology at the Mound (a 

.. ·ucce s·· rate of ju ·t over 12%). Company contact that were interested in the 
'l uncl were a, ked if th y w uld he willing t talJ.... ·ith M und represent ti ve.s t 

di cus their need . wo compan contacts said they would. The orher 
compaoie that expre ed an interest anted more inf rm tion. They were mailed 
the Moun Advanced Techn logy Center rnarketmg ptece al ng with mf rmati n 
on wh t contact at the Mound for follow-up. Thts effort by ERA in icate. thnt a 
moderate marketing eff rt i able to tum up a number of ro e 

veral comp. nie , whi h did not ex pres interest in Mound pr perty, faci litie , or 
equipment, indicated a vanety f ason why the Mound did 111 t intere t them 
Mo t comm n was the perc~::ived hck of need for additional space, either becnu c 
the company dtd not anti ipate growing boyond its urrent ize. or ecau e Lll 
company had ulready made plans to ace mmod· te future growth. Some 
ompanie ere familiar with theM und, and were c ncem J abotJt the faci lity' s 

former use as a DOE fac1 lity for re earch and a . ernhl of nucle r weapons and 
related components. 

Action Plan 

Much of the tran ili n for the reu of Miami burg Mound i ' ell underway. As 
uch, the a tion plan is focu ed n the continuati n of a range of exi tmg 
rogrnms. Some o the ey tasks that should e initiated,<..: ntinue, r be finalized 

in the ne t to 4. ear· are a follows: 
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• Finalize an imp) .m nt the components >f the Reuse Jan 
• Connnue leasing • ti ity 
• Momt r DOE environmental leanup 
• Negotiate approaches that will optimize DOE fundi ng and accompli h mutual 

objecti es 
• Reque t prioriti zation and chr n logy for r mediation ac ttvlt that fits 

ongoing MMCIC bjectives 

Market i n ~ Acti ns 

• Refine the exist ing market ing plan to utilize Reuse PI 11 findmgs 
• Develop uppl ment 1 marketino materials 
• C ntinue market1ng with both mai.ling and targeted 'ffortl!-
• Incorporate expanded personal con tacts 
• Prepare editorial place ment pieces 
• Follow up n lead & rank prospects 
• ttend c nferen ·e 
• Establ ish agreements with local brokers for lead ·, lease ihrning 
• Coor in ate with State of Ohio/regi na t marketing efforts 
• Re iew succe se · and fa ilures and refi ne program on an intermincnt tJ 1~i . 

De elopment Act ions 

During the interim perio MMCIC sh uld try to implement joi nt maintenance 
agreements wilh OE and/or th sit con tractor to fadl itate cnn er ' ion; tht: 
mamtenan e agre ment would likely take the form of a caretaker agreement. A~ 
envir n ental cleanup o cur , and as bu ild ing are renovat d, MMCJC ~h ou l c.l 

establ ish utili y easements. d velop engineering/arcb itecrur 1 plan , f r Lhe 
pr peny, and e tablish development, planning. and zon ing controls for future 
planning overla . As DOE vacates facil iti sunder theM un Ten Year PI n, the 
pro e ·s f building renovation and ite improvement w uld begin. MM JC w uld 
need to provide funds f r tenant build- ut on a ca e-by- ase basis. As propert ies 
are reno :ued, M11 IC would have the option of accepting own r hip th rough 
conve ance; ho ever, outright acquisition should only be con· idered when 
MMCIC has assembled sufficient renovated pr perty and land to create a sen c or 
place in a gi en rea which has stand-alone viabil ity as, n independent unit. 
MMCIC should also begin the pro ess of fmd ing a joinL entur partn r for 
dev lopment of the land including the South 40 parcel. 
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• lmtiate contact with fundin . ources: ·tate and feder I 
• Prepare need as essment f r grants 
• De el p grant applic tion 
• Re i e, as needed. mancial f recasts to reflect utside funding. 

lmplementation of the c nv r ·ion of the or area of theM und i ~ likely to 
continue on its own momentum, assuming rhat the exi ting, sound management 
ontinue . Howevt:r, the MMCIC ·hould a! look to the future, f cosino- on th 

time"' hen the property ts e[ an and other options bee me av ilable. F r example. 
if the property is to e sold t a private invest rafter it bee mes financ iall · sounli, 
then there may be the need for par eli7.ation of ite ( i · multl-O\! ner technology 
park i Janned) or for a more detailed bu ine p rk rna ter plan for th South 40 
With this effort underway, land use eontr I· shoul be utilized so that building 
materials, l:lnd coverage, set back , ignage, etc .. are controlled and th quality of 
the park i~ en ured. 

Later pha es of the action plan wi ll be predicated on the plun e olution and 
agreement that are currently bei ng resolved, ru well a any ~h ifl ·in the 
marketplace that created ne\ opportunities. The plan should, thu~. be viewc I as 
one\ ith tle · j ility ·o thatlhe MMCIC can capitalize n pr spects an 
development pporrumLies as they ccur. 
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Performance Evaluation Criteria: "Critical Success Factors'' 

The monitoring and evalu tion f the perforn1ance of the Reu.e Plan for the 
Mound is an MMCJC activity that pre eded the preparation of the Reuse Plan. 
contmued thr ughout the planning process, and Will be ongoing. The ''critical 
su ce. actors" are the measures of ace mplishment f the Lan. They pr vitle a 
f u ed et of f t rs t be moni tored throughout th implementation process . 
Succe sful transfer of the Mound to MMCTC will e men ·ured by the extent 10 

which the. e facto are achieve . 

All of the success factors focus on two rincipal goaLs: the timdy ompletion of 
lhe cleanup an ' n conomi ally uc ·essful tran fer of the aci lity to MMCIC. 
The abili ty to lea e the facilitie. for a competit1ve rate nd achi ve a JO\.\ vacancy 
rate, and 1 operate the facilitie within that rent strucrure is, of cour e, the 
''bolt m line" economi succe . Thi. ucce . converts to th joh ·· that are 
creat d and to the related tax revenue to the c mmunity. 

here art: man activities that mu t be ace mpli hed as part of h n. 1t10n 
proce s during which time DO and MMCIC ill be working together t clean up 
and con ert the facilit to one th t i ec n mJcally viable The criti al activille . 

r "criti al ·uccess factor ", hould be y tematically morutored and evaluated on 
at lea l an annu· I b· i throughout the lransition peri d as well as after transition 
i_ c mpl ted The e "critical su ces fa tor." are tb . ability of DOE to complelt: 
the cleanup by 2 o-. t accompli h th nece sary facil ity impro ement · on the 
same sche ule. the mat hing of the pace that pace i. availa le wit l1 the 
ab plion f the market, and achieving prOJected rent lev Is and related operating 
cot 

Cleanup Schedule 

Th Mound Ten Year Plan assumes that DOE will hav c mpl te their cleanup 
and have vacated the site by 20 5. While it i a ·. umed that D E will make every 
effort to achie e thi. go I, it hould be note that the DOE I 0-Year Plan r ake. 
numerou~ referen e to the fact that funding of th i chedul is not as. ured. Any 
delay in the delivery of buildings will neg ti ely a feet th financial pr ~ection ·. 
Each year of deJa in c mpletion of th cl anup is other year during which the 
MMCI will not be able to b orne profitable, nd during which ther must be 
continuing ubsidy of the MMCI operation. B tween I 97 an 2001 , the faci lit} 
i forecJ t to run defici ranging betw n $750 thousand and ,' 1.5 mill ion per 
ye r. If the Leanup schedule is del yed. this deficit spending wi ll neecl t 
continue. Delay ithout subsidy f r the e defi c it~ could result in the m nctal 
failure of MM IC. Additi nall . DOE will be r qujred to · eek additional funding 
l omplete their mis ion a de m d in their 1 -Year Plan. 
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Focf/i Improvement Completion 

This factor has two d1mensi ns of impact on financ1al . uccess. The fir t is that lht> 
irnpr v ments m t be made as part of the proc ss of tr n ferring the buildings 
and site: the second i that the improvements mu t be mad at the pace t which 
the mark t can ab orb the pace. 

The market tudies have determined thac there i a mark t for the space ,. That 
market is \ illing Lo p· y ren ts that are at the bottom of the market. The m ·t 

import fact r affecting the viabi lity of r u e L the . uccess in accompli shing the 
neces ary impr vern nts t the buil ings and site in order that MMCIC (or th ir 
su e . or org niz. tion) can compete in th private market place The achie able 
rent levels do not support the capitalization ncces ary to finance thee_ timated $45 
tll 50 nullion in impro ·ments that are necessary to brin the buildings and Site to 
a level of code compliance, to install decentral ized heating anJ cooling :y tern~. to 
complete nect!! ·ary d ferred maintenance, and to construct limited improvements 
to the parking an other land 'Cape impr vements su h as r fore tation and 
storm water management that are nece sary to accommodate tenant interested i 
leasing th fa iliti • . Unle · th improv ment re c mpleted prior to the 
tran fer of Mound properties to MMCIC, there is no financi lly fea ible strategy 
for r u e of the Mound and f _r the creati n of j bs to replac tho lost because 
the d sing of th taciluy. 

The financial analysis of th Reuse Plan as ume these improvement are made 
over a 9- ar eriod beginnmg in I 9 7 and e ten i ng through Lh e timated DOE 
departure date f 2005. It i further a.s1.umed that the pha ing and phy 1ca[ 
organization of the D cle nup ontmctor's w rk will c mple!e Lh n ce sary 
leanup and rei ted building and site improvem ,nts m a sequ ~nee and physical 

c nf1~ r tion that is 1 gi ally rganiz d to permit group · of buildings and the 
related site Improvement to be mark ted together. The availabi lity o an 
indi idual building out of context with other r lated abutting or nearby buildings. 
and without th c rnpleti 1n of relat d roadway, parking, and site impr vements, 
wil l delay the mar retability of that building. Refer to the ectiun on Parcelization 
and Pha i g f r a de cription of the e critical r Iationships. 

Addit i nally. the finan ial analysi as umes that the building heating and cooling 
systems are d centralized incrementall beginnmg in 1998, nd ompleted by 
2000, after whi h tim utility ·o ts should be competitive with m rket rates rather 
than be d .ri ed fr m D operating co ts. Delay in the completi n of new 
'Y tt ms f r the buildings to be tramferred and leased in th ' market will in r a~e 
MM IC op rating co. L and d lay the point at which MM lC can take the 
fa ' il ities. 
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Without the impr vements to the building, site and uti li ty ystem . lbe buildings 
will not be able to be I a ed over a I nger tenn. Although interim leases are 
nccept.abl f r building that hav not been tram~ rred , MMCIC wil l not b able 

to accept the tr n fer the wnership r m DOE. Thi wil l re ult in MMCIC's 
fai lure t achiev sue es in th ir job goals and DOE's fai l re to achieve su cess 
in their transfer goal. 

Delay in the c mpleti n of improvem nt anJ the tran f r of a building will 
incre ·e the number f year over h1 h DOE mu t carry the buildings as well a.s 

increase the number ol ar v r which MMCIC operations u t be ub i izecl 
The criti al fi nancial relation hip r MMCIC i · the matching of the market w1th 
impr ved bui lding . The ·en •iti ity f the financial an ly i to delays in 
completing the building. site and uttlity improvement i di cus ·ed under Rate of 
A ·urptton below. 

Rate of Absorption 

The fmancial analy is f r the Reuse Plan project that through 19 7, I 7!S,OOc 
gr ·s quare fe t of pace are • orbed. Fr m J 99 through 200 I an addition 
350, 00 gro . quare feet can be ab orbed pnm:i ally indu tnal and R&D space}. 
Office pace, n t a ·sumed t be a ailable in qu ntity until DOE vacates the ·tte in 
20 5, i rojected t be ab orbed al a rate · f 2-,00 quare ~ et er year fte that. 
A total of 20 .00 gros square feet of office plus industrial and R&D space 1 

a umed to be ab~ rbed from 2005 through 20 l . 

Tn ad iti n to Lh ab · rpti n of existin~ buildings. th tnancial analy is assumes 
that eginning in 2002 MMCLC will be involved in the j >int enture development 
o the open land with n w ·pace being avai lable and leased 10 the market in 
increments of 5 acre ac omm dating 65. 00 square feet every two year.-, . 

The financial projection f r th Reuse PI· n estimate that the MMC[ can achieve 
a "break even'' tnancial . tatu t the p int at hich 00,0 0 gro square feet r 
450,000 net square feet are rented. TI1e projecti ns estimate thrn, base upon 

ropo ·ed perati.ng e pense le els, thi will happen by the en of the ear 2002. 

The fi cal or community impact pr jections con ervatively a sume that the space 
that IS leased i ccupied at an ' erage "den 1t " of 2 em I yee per I 000 net 
·quare feet. Thi • verage combine f t ~e use at 4 per 1000 squnr feet, R&D at 2 
per uare Fe t, and indu trial and 1.5 per I quare feet. The job · provided by 
this pri ate ector leasing and development r nge from 275 in 1997. and 7 ( m 
2 00, to 125 in 20 6 after DOE i gone). Tbese j b replace the g vemment 
jobs that drop from I ,2 to 3 over this same time fr me. 
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Any excessive delays in the rate of ab ·orpti n, e1Lher becau e f the market or the 
a ailabilit f pace, will delay the point at which lhe project be· mes profitable, 
thu r quiring m re years of ub.·1dy. Additionally, del y will redu e the number 
of pri ate sect r j obs and the related age and inc me tax benefits to th 
como unity. 

Annual financ ial planning b MMClC. and the related modifications to the 
proj ctions that are made to reflect actur I e ·perience, will provide an earl 
warning of negative impact and permit necessary planning and action t be taken. 
The absorption f spaL:e that i available but not rented can be accel rated through 
increased marketing activit (increasing c ts) or reduction in rent I v Is 
(decrea ing incom ). The alternative to mding a financially feastble adjustment 
to marketing co.- ts or ren i increa ed ub idies which will be requ ired if the 
cleanup is deb yed and/or DOE does n t make marketable spac avai lable tn 

ace rdance with the R use Plan fin ncial projection . 

Rent Levels 

The financial pr j ctions as um rent levels fo r each use that are near the b ttom 
f the market f r imilar fa ilities. ther facil ittes that are ailabl . in the market 

are better loc ted in rem1· of access and vistb il ity and do not share the same 
hist ry, i . . , the potential tigma of radiation contaminati n. Because the 
projected rents are at the bottom end of th marl,.et, there i- a go d ch· nee they can 
e achi ved. However, they should be monitored and neces ary adjustments made 

in the annual financial plan t r fleet actual rent ach ieved. lf rent!. dro helow 
the projection . acti n mu ·t be taken t re uce costs and/or identify a source of 
. ub id to carry the d v lopm nt until such time as it i well enough e tablished m 
the market to ennble it to rent at project d v lu or above. 

Operating Cost 

Operating c t include an alloc tion for admini tration, marketing, maintenance, 
profe sional services and tenant improvement allowanc s. h current perating 
cost r fle t a tran ition condition during which it i necc;ssary to focu staff und 
consultant effort on planning for the reuse of the Mound, negotiate with DOE to 

hie e an e nomicall viable reuse plan and market the special use facilit ies and 
equipm nt to a specifi market s gment. Also during this int rim p riod, MMC!C 
i leasing f cilities to tenants at rates that d not necessari ly reflect them rket 
Using a comm nl employed strategy, MMCIC has set lea e rates th t reflect a 
desire to attrac t startup bus in s f!l! and other t nant · wh<' an t e ad vantage of the 
quipment and begin the pro ess of stabli hing market momentum for the Mound 

via le private r earch and indu trial park. 
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During the transition period MMCJC is sub:; idized by funds from DOE in the 
amount of ~ 12 mill i n. l.J1 addition to am r etmg strategy, th" ~.:u rren t net lea e 
rate often mu t be lower than the market becau -e of the need to compen ate or 
e cessive "pas. through'' cots of utili ties which are estahli ~h d by DOE nd are 
not nece . arily retlective of the market. TI1is DOE . ub idy i · nece ary to cover 
the abo e market incremen t of uti li ty costs to tenants a. wel l a ccJver operating 
expen es and complete th ui lding improvement that are requ ired L 

accommodate Lenllll t need . 

Aft r tran fer and the departure of DOE fr m their owner hip position, tvtMCIC 
mu ·t operate the faci lities at o ts that are market competiti ve. Over the long 
teffil , MMCTC operating cost. should not ~xceed 6 t 65o/t of gr r venue. 
This ratio is ncces ary to be consistenr with competing properti~; in the area 
Cost, that are in xces f this es ti mate must be recovered th rough higher rents l.lr 

be covered via some fom1 of subsidy . If' the Mound were a for-p r fir busine s, 
banks ge.neral ly would look fo r operating costs to be no more than 45% of gross 
r venue in rder to provide suffi cient coverage fo r deb t service and pro tl . he 
recommended ratio for the Mound wt U permit the accumulation of capital reserves 
neces ury to iinance space improvem nt after the ini li · 1 irnpr vements are 
complete and after the tran fer of the Mound from DO to MMC1C. 

Although utilit costs will n t e a direLt op rat ing cost t MMClC after the 
buildings ha e decenLralized heating und coolmg ystem , they wi ll be a crit tca l 
cost to tenant A. noted elsewhere within thi · section, an underly ing as umplton 
f r succe sfu l reuse f the tv1ound IS that the central power plan t is replaced by 
dect:ntrahzeJ y te rns erv ing each bui lding or clu ' ter f bu iiJings . In tl e absence 
of ~ decentral ized heating and c olmg sy tem with market com etitive perating 
costs, it will be n ces ary for 1MCIC to reduce net rent to t:ep lot· 1 co t of 
spa e ompetittve Thi wi ll , in tu rn , change the reuse economic - andre. ult in the 
need for long tenn oper ting subs idies. 

Summary 

Five ··critical success faclor ·· ha e been de cri ed . . ~ ch rnu l be monitored, ut 
of equal imponance, the interrelati nsh ip of the factors must be monitored. 
Succes or fai lure u1 one wi ll certainly impact , .nother. The over-arching 
imperative ts that D . E and M1v1CIC work wgether to ompl te the cleanup as 

on , s possible and th at the code and marl-.et impr vements be accompli . hed in 
parallel with the cle nup. lf thi s i accomplished. the facili ties can e marketed at 
competi tive rents und can e operated at competitive co ·ts . It thi i · not 
accomphshed, the tran fe r will e delayed, DOE nd MMOC co. t will rai e. an 
the succe s of th Reuse Plan wil l be jeopardized. 
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Buildings Proposed for Reuse 

Building 
10 Description 

Test F1re b Explosives Testing 

Test Fire . 149 Timer Fabnca110n 

Test Fire 67 
!Energetic Matenal 
Supp __ 

Test Fire lao I 
JMagazane 

Test F1re 81 Magazine 

Test F1re 82 IMagaz1ne 

Test Fire 83 Magazine 

Test Fire 84 Magaz1ne 

Test Fire 85 Power Blend/Process 
I 

Test Fire 87 Explosives Testang 

Main H1ll 89 Detonator Storage 

Lower Area "8" 94 IMatertals Compatibilrty 

Mam Hill Is Adv Dev Inert Prod 

Main Hill II High EJCpl Prod 

! 
Lower Area "A" lu Warehouse 

Lower Area "A" i s1 Warehouse 

Test F1re 163 ,. Quality/Product Test 

Lower Area "A" J73 Gas Cylinder Storage 

Test F1re 1104 Test F1re Maantenance 
I 

SM-PP 105 Parts Machaning 
I 

Main Hill IG !Garage 
I 

Mam Hill 1GW Bonded Stores 

Maan Hill IM MachaneJEiect Shops 

I 
I 

Main Hill 40 I Printmg Shop 

Main Hill 99 Secunty Qps 

SM-PP · 100 Secunty Precinct 

Main Hill A I Adm1n1Strat1on 

Sasaki Assoc ate~ - 515!i9 C10 

Square 
Footage 
(X1,000) Proposed Reuse 

I I 
12.41eXpiOSIVe 

I 14.9 explOSIVe 

I I 
3.81 explosive 

I l 
O.Jfexplosrve 

I 0.3 explosive 

i 0 3 explosive 

! 
j 0.3 explosive 

i 0.3 explosive 

i 3.21 explosrve 

I 38 91expiOSIVe 

I 4 al explosive 

I 1 2 explosive 

27.7 explOSIVe 
I I 

25.7jexpiOSIVe 

I 1 ~4 11 explosJv e Total 

I 9. 1 [general industrial 

I 
I 

45.51 Generallndustria l 

! 

i 16.5!general industriaJ 

I 2.21General Industrial 

1.8 general mdustrial 

I 31 9 general Industrial 

, 'I,.,,,., ,.,,.,,, I 

_I 9.81general industnel 

I 56.0 general industnal 

I 180.3 general industrial Tota 
I 

12.2loffice I 
( -

11 .41office 

S tffi~ 
--

I 

I 55.6.office 
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Mtamtsburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Buildings Proposed for Reuse 

I I 
!Building 
ID !Description 

Ma1n Hill OSE lopns Supp (E) 

Main Hill . losw jOpns Supp (W) 

I ! 
Matn Hill 128 Ceramic Production 

Test Ftre 135 Neutron Radtography 

Main Hill )45 Health Physics 

Matn Hill !46 Welding Oev 

MaH' Htll -- 48 !surveillance 

Matn Htll ,so Ceramic Production 

Mam Htll Ieos Central Ops Supp 

Mam Htll IDS Oev. & Stds. Lab 

I 

Sasa· Associates • 51559 00 

I !Square 
Footage I 

i(X1,000) I Proposed Reuse 

90 1!office 
I 

54.3ioffice 

229.91 o ffice Total 

1 11 31R&O 

I 2.51R&O 
I 

9 s)R&O 

2 4tR&.O 

8 oiR&D 

I 
4 Or R&D 

64 71R&D 

47.8 R&D 

150 31R&D Total 

694.61Grand Total 
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M1am1sburg Mound Comprehens1ve Reuse Plan 

Infrastructure Building to be Reused 

I I 
jsuilding 

10 l o escnption 
Potable Water 

Lower Area "B" 24 Treatment 

Main H1ll . 56 Fire Pump 
I ISamtary Sewer 

lower Area "B'" 57 Treatment ---
Lower Area "A" 198 !central Fire Station 

I 

Lower Area "8" t110 
1
Fuel Storage Tanks 

I 

I 

San1tary 01sposal Sand I 
Lower Area ·a· 112 Filter I 

Sanitary Otsposal I l ower Area "B'' 113 Dewatenng 

Lower Area "B" lwH1 Well House I 
Lower Area "B" 1WH2 Well House 

Lower Area "B" 'WH3 Well House --- . -----
• 

Sasak1 AssoCJates 5 t 55 00 

I 

Square 

Footage 

(X1,000) Proposed Reuse 

0.8 Infrastructure 

0.6 infrastructure 

0.5 Infrastructure 

8.5 Infrastructure 

00 Infrastructure 

0.8 Infrastructure 

05 Infrastructure 

0.4 In frast ructu re 
I 

0.4!1nfrastructure 

0.111nfrastructure 

12.6 1 
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Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

SMPP Buildings 

I I Square 

Building Footage 

ID J Description I(X1 ,000) Proposed Reuse 

SM-PPN 14 l oos1metry 0.671 

I~M-PPN 30 IAdv Oev & Health Phys 0.7 

ISM-PPN 
I 

31 Contammated Waste 8.7 

b 3 
I 

SM-PPN 1SM Area Maintenance 1.3[ 

I 
IRTG Support 4.31 SM-PPN j36 I 

b 7 

I 
2.51 SM-PPN Adhes1ve Formulatron 

SM-PPN 138 Nuc Opns Pro2 & 0&0 1 443 

SM-PPN 139 Nudear Opns Suppon r 3.511nfrast!l.lcture 

SM-PPN 144 jCafetena 2.51 mfrast!l.lcture 

SM-PPN I so RGT Assembly & Test 14.8 

SM-PPN 53 Magazme 0.2 

SM-PPN 188 •RTG Adm111 Supp 7 2l 
'go 

Retort (Explos1ve 

0 71 SM·PPN Waste) 

SM-PPN 95 Utiht~es Operatrons-SM 2 

SM·PPN [101 IEngrg Supp 1.81 

SM-PPN [102 R TG Program j 111 
I 

0.241 SM·PPN IEG-2 ; Electrical Generator 
I 

SM·PPN IGP44 Clothong Issue 0.4 office 
Oemolrshed Nuclear 

i SM-PPN SM" Production Bulid1ng 0 
I 106 81 

Sasaki Assoc1ates • 51559 00 Page 1 ol 1 12/9/96 



Miamisburg Mound ComprehensiVe Reuse Plan 

Buildings to be Removed 

Building 
Square 
Footage 

10 Description (X1,000) Proposed Reuse 

I 
6 sl Lower Area "A" 29 Adv Dev PlastiCS 

-

3 sl Lower Area ~A .. 51 Development 
Flammable L1qu1d 

, . --r-
Lower Area "A" 71 Storage 

~1-- --
Lower Area ·a· 19 Salvage and Sales I 45 

' Lower Area "B" 34 Fire Training I 1 11 

I 
Lower A rea '"B" 55 Waste Mgmt 03 -

Hazardous Waste I I 

Lower Area ·s· 72 Storage I 2 41 

Lower Area "8" 120 Health PhySICS Storage r o osl -
! 

Marn H1ll 6 Magazine - - -~ 
Main Hill 7 Magazine 0 41 --
Marn H1ll 11 Magaz1ne 0 41 -- - I 

Mam H1ll 23 Waste Matenal Stag1ng 3 41 - .. 
I 

Mam Hill 25 Weather Station 
I 

04 ---- --
Ma1n Hill 147 ISecunty J 6. 

- - ·-

Ma1n H1H Iss tfllter Bank __ 66, ------
I 

Ma1n Hill 68 ID&O Stagrng Area 2 --- ---
Marn H1ll 79 W aste Mgmt Supp 1 7i - . -· I 

Ma1n Hill 9 1 Adm1n1Training 8 , , 
-

Marn H1il 92 !Prod Tra1n1ng 1 6, -
J Ma1n Hill 93 Standards Supp - -!Armored Veh1cle 
041 Ma1n Hill 96 , Shelter - -

9 031 Marn H1ll _+ Nitrogen Separation - -

Matn H1ll Records Storage __ 13 4, - -
29 al Ma1n H1ll E Adv Dev Produc!ion 

' 

Ma1n Hill E-Annex [offices I 181 -
I Electncal Gen:ra: 

I 
Marn Hill EG-1 0 .24. -- ~--- - -,..-- -
Ma1n H1ll EG-4 _jEiectncal Generate• ~A_ 

_- IEG-6 -_ 
. --- --- -· I ----

Ma1n H1il ;§~ctncal Generator 0 .241 - I - -
Main H1ll IGH , Employment 5.31 

Sas,l~• Associates · Sl569 00 

-
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Miamisburg Mound Comprehensi e Reuse Plan 

Buildings to be Removed 

I 
BUilding 

liD !Description 

jGI§_ I 
Mam Hill Guard Island -- --

1 
Ma•n Hill . jGP 1 Guard Post # 1 -- -
Main H11l H Laundry 

-·-

Square 
Footage 
(X1,000 ) Proposed Reuse 

I 02; 

• 

~-
- .. 

- - --
17.31 - --

.J I 

I Isotope Separation Main H11l tHH 15.3! 
- - ---- - . --

!Power House Main Hill I ' 
MamH111 p 15. 1, - -- - - ----- -- . 

Mam H1il IPH J Power House 0.646! Infrastructure ----- --
I 

Ma1n Hill •PS Paint Shop 23 ------ - · 

Mam H1ll IR Research Lab 55 -- -- - --Sanitary Treatment I 
Mam Hill SD (Not in Service) 1.61 

---· -

1 M~1n H1ll sw Tnt1um R&D 43 1 -- --- ---· -

Ma.n H1ll T Nuclear Operations 1731 
- - · - -- - - -

Ma111 Hill w J Maintenance Shops I 32.5, 
- -

~ ~adioactive Waste 
-

Mall' Hill WD Treatment 16 2' - -- - -
SM-PP 13 !Firing Shed I 0.05 - - -- ... 

SM-PP 21 1 Raw Matenal Storage 4 1 - -- --
I salt Storage 

' 
s -PP SST 06 

- - - --
Test F+re 1 IExpt Prod Supp I ,, 

- - -
Test F+ 2 1 Explosives Testing ( 63 -- - - - ---
Test Ftre 5 Magaztne I ~ - -- - -

Test F1re 8 Magazine 0 07 - --- I ---- - --

T sl Ftre 10 I Ma~aztne 0 07 
- - - I I 

Test Fire 20 !Magazine 0 3 - - --
Tes1 F1re 27 IAdv Dev Programs 5.3 

I High Expl Production i~ 
- - -

Test F1re 42 29 - ---- - - -
I 

Tesl F~re 43 'Thermite Developmenl I 1.5 
. - -- ---- -

I 

Test F1re 52 IMagazme I 0 08 ------ -· - . .. 

Test F1re 54 I Magaz~n_e_ 0 3 - - .. 
I 

Test F1re 59 Neutron Radiography I 07 -- - ----· - - .. 
I 

Test F~te 64 Magazme 0 07 

Sa!.ai.• ssoc1ates ~, 1 559 00 Page~ or l 12/9/96 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensrve Reuse Plan 

Buildings to be Removed 

Building 
ID Description 

Test F1re 174 Storage 

I 
Square I 

Footage 
(X1,000) :Proposed Reuse 

I 
04 

- - ---· --- - · 
I 

Test Fire IEG-7 Electncal Generato r _j_ o oa· -
' I 522.156 : 

Sas••• As"Socrates 515ii9 Qu ~age :l of 3 

-

-

1219196 



Date: 
T ime: 
Place: 

MOUND REUSE COMMITTEE COMMUNilY MEETING 

W ednesday, July 24 , 1996 
7:00p.m. 
Miamisburg Civic Center 

Attendan e: Cheryl Baxrer E onomi Research Associates) , Dann Bird (MMCIC), Michael 
Brooks (Dayt n Ch mber/SAM-SBDC), Ed Brown (URS Consult nts), Valryn Bush (D ycon 
Daily ews , Robert Chaffell, Dick Church, Sharon Cowdrey, Pat Carelli, Ria Davidson 
(Environmental T chnologies & C mmunicarions, Inc.) , George C. Donahue, Gary Dunbar, 
Hazel Eisile Ciry Council) , Bret Faulkner (Planning Commission), Allen R. Frederick, Mike 
Grauwdman (MM CIC), Jim Griffin, Marlin Heist, Rich Higgins (EG&G), David H irzel (Sas ki 
Associates, Inc. , Mike Jackman, Kei th Johnson (Ciry of Miamisburg) , John M aletta (MMCIC), 
Martha M C nnell (Environmental Technologi s & Comm uni ations, Inc.) , Thomas S. Norwalk, 
Mad Ransded, Aileen Ray, Bob Ray, Steve Sandlin (Miamisburg News), David Sanrez MRC , 
Robert D. 'chiffer M SRC), Sue miley (DOE - O hio Field O ffice) , Joe Stanton, Paul G. 
T repany (URS Con ul ranrs) , Mac Warson, John Weithofer (MRC), Debbie WlUre, Bernice 
Williams, Russ Williams, Sharon W illis, C harles M. \"Voods. 

CONVENING OF MEETING 

The: meeting was convened t 7;00 p.m. by John Weirhofer, Ch irmm of the MRC. 

ITEM 1- INTRODUCTION 

M r. Weithofer welcomed the attend es and expl ined char the MRC is an ad isory comminee 
f rmed to t as a conduit for cicizen input reg rding the red velopmenr of the Mound. T he 
MRC meers on the second Friday of each month at 10 a.m. in the conference ro m at me Civi 
Center, the public is invi ted to art nd. 

Mr. Weithofer introduced everal local individuals: 
Ri har Chur h Jr., Mayor of Miamisburg 
M ike Grauwdman, President of rh MM JC 
Ma Watson, M mber of rh Planning Commission 
Hazel Eisel , City Council Memb r at Large 
Sharon Cowdrey, ME Hand MRC 
Dave antez, Associate General Counsel for Mead Corporati n,' member M RC 

This was the second public forum. The goal of the meeting was co obtain public input on the 
development of rhe plan. T hree options will be discussed. Mr. W eir.hofer encouraged attendees 
to take an read the publication created by the consultants. 

Oann Bird, Planning Manager fo r the MMCIC, we.lcomed attendees on behal of the MMCIC. 
He st red that th proceedings were being videotaped, and would be broadcasr. on able. 
MMCIC is the economi development agency for the ciry, overseeing the exit plan for DoE and 
rhe entrance plan of the MM IC. Mr. Bird reviewed the agenda nd encouraged the attendee to 
sh re comments and questions. H introduced Dick Galeh use of Sasaki As ciates. 



ITEM 2: G O ALS AND METHODOLOGY 

Mr. Galehouse thanked attendees for coming. He exp ressed his undemanding of the significance 
of me Mound facili ty to rhe community. This reuse planning process has been happening in 
communities all over me counrry for decade . It is a complex ass ignment because of the physical 
and econom ic h H nges. T he team is mul ti-disciplinary, involving pi nners, architects, economic 
anal sts, and engineers . Mr. Galehouse inrroduced David Hirzel of Sasaki Associates, hcryl 
Baxt r of Econ m ic Research sociates, Ed Brown of UR Cons ultanrs, and Ria Davidson of 
etc. 

M r. Gale-house reviewed the plan devd opmenr process. D uring this meeting, the ream will report 
o n the developmenr and review of potencial options for rhe Mound, and obtain com ments and 
reactions. T hey will usc these ommenrs and reactions as input in developing a preferred 
direction. Based on this direction, rhey wi ll prepare a draft plan for review, and fi nally a finished 
d cum cnt. 

Mr. Galeho use reviewed the sires regional conrext: proxjmity to Dayton and highways and the 
rei tionship to th Miamisburg ommunity. Many corporations today make location decisions 
partly based on the community -- Miamisburg is a great communi ty, a great place to li e, with 
good h ools nd recre-ational facilicies. It i a very des irable community for a business. He 
explained rhe site's phy i 1 ssers in terms of usable areas, areas requiring cleanup, and buildings 
with reuse potential. 

M r. Galehouse explained cha r rhe team reviewed the sire from rhe perspective of a private 
developer, assessing rem p rential, quality of space , ere. T h ree parries need co come together ro 
develop the plan, and t he goals of each will d irectly affect rhe form and oncenr of rhe reuse plan 
and serve as assessment criteria for selection of rhe prefe rred al ternative. T hese groups are the 
comm uni ty, DoE, nd MMCIC. (Su attached slides for goals of each.) 

ITEM 3: ASSETS ~'ND LIABILITIES 

D avid Hirz.d reviewed rhe ass rs and liabili ties associated with the buildings and the sire. The 
is u s impacting the reus potential of the existi.ng buildings are rhe conditio n in rei cion to 
potential r use rn rkets, code complian e, and DoE demolition plans. W ith rhe site, the issues 
addres ed incl ude che amount f developable land, road conditions, padcing condi tions, nd 
gener I landscape chara reristi . 

U rili ries nd infrascructur are also an importan t factor impacting reuse p renrial . Mr. Hirz.el 
introduced Ed Brown of URS Consultants to review cur rent chin king abou t rhe ability ro reuse the 
basic infrasuucrure elemen ts: 
War r: Si te has irs own warer/wasrewacer treatment fa ili ries. Highest rower (beige) is 

approximately same elevation as town's water tower so will mesh well wirh the ~xisting system. 
Prop al to tie the two systems together, will be necsessary ro provide moderat upgrade to the 
water trearmenr plant to provide city water to the sire. 

W astewater: The treatmenr plant on-sire is adequ te to support intended uses, may need co be 
expanded with growth of si re . D~dopment of v cant land co rhe so urh will connect co the 
municipal sysrem. 

Electric: Provided to site by rh ree feeds wirh substations that feed buildings. Wili be necessary ro 
inst:J.ll ind ividual meters and trans fo rmers to sire. 

Natu ral glS: N eed to provide ro sire for a decentralized heati ng and coo ling system . 
Smrmwarer: Thore are many open channels ru nning ala n narrow roads, roads will have to be 

upgraded/widened, resulti ng in srormsewer work. May n ed larger decenri n ponds. 



Heating/cooling system: Proposing decencralized system. C urrent operating cos t for rhe 
powerhouse is h igh in rei rion to rhe reduced square footage to be seJ:Viced . 

Mr. Hirzel incrod u ed C heryl Ba:uer o f Economic Research Ass ciaces. Ms. Baxter reviewed the 
market alternatives . ERA looked ar the sire as if they were doing an assessmem for a p rivate 
property wner, ro determine the best use. Scarred out wi th list of potencial uses: o ffice/research 
and development, ind usrrial/lighr industrial, retail/emertainment, residential, and institutional. 
T he best use, considering the market and what's there already, is t c n tinue ro use th ire in a 
w y similar to how the D epartment of Energy has been using it: a business park. An economic 
assessment o f the office/industrial market in the Dayton area was cond ucted. 

T hree scenarios were developed: 
1. Industrial park 
2. Industrial and technology center 
3. Tech nology cent r (mo re research and development) 

ITEM 4: OPTIONS FOR REUSE 

M r. Hirzel gave an overview of the ire and revi wed the option~ fo r reuse: . 

' i 1. l ndu rrial Park: T his option requires the least investment to p roduce po tentially viable 
econom ic developm ent. This transfers the property ro rhe highest bidd r(s), and wo uld get the 
M M C IC out of the p rocess as early as possible. The only improvements made would b chose 
necessary co achieve complian e and make the site accessible and occupiable. 

2. Industrial and T .chno logi I Cenrer: T his seeks a higher value market. The development 
sr.raregy fo r this is for the l'vUvfCIC or irs successor public/privare operator to manage the property 
so as co ensure that work is d n , quality is created , and markets are taken advantage of. The 
investments in this are somewhat m re, so a higher value place is potentially created. 

3. Technology Center: This would be omperitor to the Miami V lley Research Park. T h is aims 
for even h igher value, seeks to be investment-grade piece of real estate. T he investment is 
nee ssarily considerably higher. This also br a.ks the open land in the south imo smal l parcels, 
where rhe o ther options ell rhe area in bulk. 

Ms. Ba..xter mad com parisons between the three scenarios, based o n the goals o ucl incd fo r each of 
che chree groups: the community, D oE, and MMCIC. See the attached slides for details of the 
comparisons. 

Mr. Hirz.el explained that options one and two were found to b<; financially feasible, bur option 
three is no r. T he relative advantages nd disadvantages of one and rwo are impacted by: 

1. The availability of space for the marker - success is time sensitive, so we need to work hard 
in th e next steps to ensur th r the transi tion can be accomplished in timely way 
2. T he extent to which the fa ility at rhe point of transfer is reusab le in the priv te 
marketplace. MMC IC must ' o rk with D oE to ensure that rhe u tili ty systems, b uildings, si re 
are all economicall usable. 

The more buildings that are corn down (within limits), rh more m oney can be potentially s ved 
in rh ·leanup process. Therefore we think option two is preferable to option one. Also more 
money is being spent o n making it a high r-qualiry place, and rh overall value o f rhe land 
abutting chis place and com m unity as a who! is affe red by u cess in creacing an amaccive, high­
qu liry use. 



O prion two i financially attractive to rhe communir:y because it produces the highest tax return to 
in rerms o f wage ta.xes. Also, the strategy it prop ses ensures contin ued involvement of some 
public/priv re body, maintaimng public control o f the process . 

The recom mendation is that option two be selected. T he sel ccion process involves the reviews 
we've been having today, the meeting tonight, and the meeting tomorrow with the MMCIC 
Boc rd. The process afrer sel ction of a preferred plan is to fina lize chis plan, coordinating with 
DoE and their closure strategy, to refine the imp lementation strategy, and tO come back in 
October wi th a plan op tion that will be recommended to the board fo r approval and 
implem marion. 

ITEM 5: QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

Q: I work t rh M ound - we hear about budget cuts all rhe time. Looks to me like rh plans 
wo n't go because of the budget cuts. H ow will the budget cuts affect the plans? 

A: Your observation is on target - the budget clearly affects what we' re trying to do here a t the 
M und. There is an e..xtreme sensitivir:y co rime schedules and rei ase schedules for when 
M M CIC c::tn make these facilities avail able to the private sector. W e are having discussions 
wi th 0 E ab ur ownership - dearly that would be affected by budget cuts. O ne reason we 
fed strongly about being involved in that process is rhat we believe that thro ugh 
im plemenrarion of rhis plan rhere may be some cost savings that could be idencified, help 
DoE m et rh ir schedule of leaving by zoo-. Whether that i chievabie or not is yet to be 
seen, whether our budget will go unscathed in th is budget-cutting climate that we have in 
Washington. C learly chat is our number one concern . Fortunately, the region is un ified in its 
support of rhis activity - one of the things we have going for us over ocher sites in the complex 
is rh t ir is one of th easier sites for them ro get out of, to show a victory, show success within 
the complex. In fact some of che ocher si res, have a rype of onraminarion char is hard co 
describe. They're not even sure what they have. So the big thing we have going for us here is 
char we have positive acrivi r:y going on. Through economic development w r: will have over 300 
new private secto r jobs on-si r by the end of this year, precluding any othd businesses coming 
onto the site. T hat's a posi tive environment, and politically that could gain support of our 
Congressio nal d legation, and DoE could porentiaUy cut some of their landlord costs here. 
That's why we're uying ro get momentum going and keep it going here. If we can ' t do that, 
it's very possible that the budget cuts will continue to come. But if we keep the positive events 
occurring h re, if w give DoE the opporrunir:y to get out and cut th ir losses here, as many 
corpo rations would do in a site like this, we might even get increased fund ing because the 
shorter the cime over whi h DoE is here, rhe more money they'll save in rhe long term. DoE 
wanes co dean up and get our. 

Comment: I agree wi th th ir d e cion, that optio n two is the best ~ r Mo und. 

Q : What is meant, under the evaluation of option one on rhe slide, by "DoE rapid e it goal is 
threatened" ? 

A: We me nr that the higher the feas ibilir:y and probabili r:y of uccess, the higher the feasibility 
and probability of DoE' rapid exit. o ch . comment L related to it having less o f an 
economic viabilir:y and a longer-term period over which success could be rea.lized . We are 
seeking common goals and common our omes - in our view, their success is aided by our 
success. DoE's goals are threatened in char this is less attractive opti .n . There is a subtle 
d ifference between on and rwo you may have missed - in one, there is single buyer or 
multiple buyers, bur m re is no continu ing involvement of J. _non-p ro fit o rg nization such as 
M M CIC. O ur instinct and our experience with this r:ype of property, is chat yo u may need an 



ongoing organi za tion such as c.hc M MCIC o r its equiva len t ch ar has commu nity in terest in 
mind, has jobs in mind , nd i in a positio n ro receive ederal n · stare grant as a non-profit 
for cere in k in ds of job development o r job traini ng. So the assessment is that there is less 
probab il ity f success wirh op tion o ne than with op tion rwo. 

Q: Have yo u looked at external costs such access, d rainage, etc. in the fin anci 1 • nalysis of the 
alternatives, nd were they diffe rent? 

A: T he o ff-s ite cos ts th t are in the p tions include any investment tha t is required in upgrading 
the amoum of w ter, o r conne tio ns in ro the sewer plant at the south nd o f the site. 
Roadway imp rovements are pa.rt o f the general co mmuni ty investment strategy and were 
rough ly equal fo r all th ree. Tho e are costs that don' t di ffi renriat o ne alte rnative fro m 
another. So the answer is that for those that are different, rhose are in there. Those rhat are 
not different fo r the op tions, or that a.re parr of the larger ci ic imp rove ment strategy, they :ue 
nor in thae. 

Q: T he r medi cion of rhe sire - wiU involve stagi ng, and accumulari n - from a release 
perspective, what will be rhe availabili ty of the site fo r the inrended use - d id you consider 
tha t? Yo u were tallcing abou t r e whole site, bur are you going to have to wait five years for 
this p ic:ce, seven years fo r that piece - is that also one of rhe co nsiderarions? 

A: DoE will release the pro perry in pieces. For example the south 40 is the first piece th at could 
be vaila ble 6 r a full r lease. The curr nt activity, all the new jobs, are going imo th space on 
a lease basis . The financial analysis does d irectly consider the relationsh ip between the release 
of che land and the bs rp tio n. ne o f th cavea ts, as C heryl was po inting out, is that if for 
any reason DoE's ability to release rhe p roperty is slowed down, this wo uld d ramaci ally affect 
the financial analysis that she has carried out. W e may need in o ur assessment ro separate a 
lictle bir the transirion period until 2005 from a model of 2005 in t rms o f understanding rhe 
financia l imp cs. 

Q: If it's going to be a lease seen rio in a phaseout, a question from the in fra.strucrur perspeccive, 
it sounds like there's a lot o f tran sition o f infras tructure design early o n, and cos ts associated 
wich the upgrad and imp rovement of that, wo uld then slow p rrions of th-: p roperty available 
for develop ment, really h igh carrying cost until the balance of ir can be released. Is th at a 
correct view? 

A: Th t is correct - there is a high carrying cost, primarily around water, sewer, power, he cing nd 
cool ing. here is a major issue wir.h the cen tralized system versus the decen tral ized system 

nd rhe high carrying cosrs of that operacio n until 2005. T here' a fixed am ount of cost d ere 
with the centralized s tern, and rhac is a point of d iscussion berween the MMCIC and DoE -
how can the two part ies red uce that fixed overhead and carrying osts. That discussion has 
been happening over the las r several days and will continue. 

Q: Where re you in your financ ial analysis? Is it publi hed yet? 
A: Cheryl h as done a 125 page n alysis in cl uding 25 of these complica.ced-look.ing cab les which 

effectively look at the financial results of the functio ns you've seen. We're nor anxious to 
release them because these are do ne under m ultiple sets of assump tion , ery mu h directed ro 
the three physical alte rnatives you see here. Over the last two days as we d iscussed the 
alternatives, we can see o the r optio ns, an d co mbinatio ns of options. Fo r exam ple, even though 
we chink tha t rwo is the strategic di rection to pursue, we indeed may choose ro rem ove more 
buildin gs, mo re like option three. And we don't h ave that fi nancial analysis w ith us . So we' re 
nor anxious to releas it. So all of ch t is inform ation that is in~ rming us in how to move co 
take the nexr steps . 



Q: When will you publish it? When will you puc it our so people can look t it? 
A: I think that cl arly when we come back with the preliminary draft plan we must show you all of 

the analysis, and that will be leoitimate. It would be misinformation fo r you ro see -5 
different fi nancial performances at th is rime. 

Q: So the goal of tonight's discussion is ro choose one of your options? 
A: Yes, we re recommending that we basically pursue what y u ee in number two nd I think 

you have quire a bit of the backup material in the handout. Refinement and negotiation and 
discussion around rhat di re ti n. 

Q: So the n t phase i how w hnance the chosen opcion? 
A: Ye . 

Q: All th ree op tions involve new construction, particularly on the south p roperty; is that driven by 
your earlier statement that it will be one of the fir t parcels available fo r lease? T here's a 
significant pri e tag co upgrading existing structures ro bring th em up ro code- there's also a 
price rag to build new tructures - I guess what's driving the new con truction? 

A: What you're seeing is a snapshot of a fuLly developed site under a set of assumpti ns. T hat 
pictur , l t's sa scenario rwo was real, you might not s e that until 20 l 0, 202 , a long ri me in 
the furure. The fact is that th south 40 under that scenario may be later phases of 
developmen t. In fact , we con emr te on existing buildings that can be easily reused and in 
f: ct if yo u look at the build ings that are being released for these 300 new jobs, mosc o f the 
buildings that have special equipmem are in good shape nd fit right into it. That's part of rhe 
scrategy to keep costs down. 

Q: In your plan, opcion two obviously is the one that you're leaning cow rd. Can au explain the 
impa t of build ing, in terms f zoning? 

A: W e have nor looked at the specifics of that relationship -we know rhac that's a simpatico kind 
of relationship, someone may be doin g some research related to manufacturing that is also 
being done on the sit . In fact, rhat was one of the pluses of the sire. From a community 
perspective we' re going to prob bly need a special zoning district, some special mult iple use 
zoning district th at will aLlow mix d use on the property nd perh ps some retail support uses 
consistent with contemporary multiple~use business and technology parks. But we would be 
I oking t ch r. 

Comment by David Hirzel: The word industrial in this case refers to research and development, 
nor co smokestack industrial. O n of the reasons or moving up from number one co number 
rwo is to seek rhe kind of light assembly of technology that's being researched elsewhere on 
che sire, th t's the go 1 fo r the investor we' r talking about, t:he clean, high- tech, smaLler scale 
industrial. In that context, there's a lo t of synergy and in face the new buildings as they're 
developed waul have th ability to be occupied for offices in wh ich R&D migh t be done and 
as embly wouid be out back. 

Q: Once the cost estimates are in lace, what are the expected ourc s of funding? 
A: you know, there was a grant made a a.i lable to th community which the MMCIC utilizes 

for its ongoing operatio ns and capital improvement . Th t's going c run out in few years. 
So there is major issue as to the source of funds. Parr of this process and part o the 
d iscussions with DoE is co explore sources of funds . Again, there is no answer ro that. The 
discussions, or e.xample, chat we' re having with DoE center around findi ng ways co reduce 
rheir costs. Is there a way that some of chose cost savings can be utilized ro bring buildings ro 
code compliance, or ro make rhe sire more feas ible for priv te reuse, which is also one of che 
DoE's goals? There is no whire knight that we can ee at this ti me. and there is the thre..at rh c 



we will run out of funding in a few years. T his privarizacjon. effo rt already is p rod ucing lease 
revenue - we are driving row rd a model in rh plan where r venue from the facilitie. o n the: 
site or the sale of this land will create a self-supporti. ng self -sustaining op ration. T he issue is 
how do you get th re? We don ' t know exactly how many hundreds of tho u , nds of square 
feet we have to lease yet, but we know rhat we're a long way from being there. 

Q: Under option two- can yo u explain how the D oE's cleanup costs cou ld be reduced? 
A: you may know, DoE has a derailed cleanup plan which has been casted. lr is called rhe 

I nregrated Comprehens ive Plan (ICP) . It incl udes their costS fo r cleanup, rheir carrying costs 
to 2005, it's all elabo r rely casted and laid o ut. How can we help DoE save m ney? That 
pi n , for example, assumes tha t rhey will remove abour 200,000 squar feet of existing space. 
You will nocice that all of our options propose removing twice or th ree rimes that. So instead 
of DoE having co bring a building up to code compliance or perhaps remo e hazardous 
material, we simpl rem ove the building, demol ish it. We can identify mu lri -m illion dollars 
worth of savings just in that ffo rc. T her may o r may n t be other ways we can save money. 
lf their clean up pl n and chis reuse plan become one and the same, very signi fican t cosr savings 
can be achieved. T his reduces their time frame as wd l as actual d Uars. 

Q: What role is the Ciry of M iamisburg going to play in monjroring th cleanup? 
A: T he ci ry will be very active in mo nito ring the cleanup. The approach we rake is very simple­

we work closely wi th the O EPA - rhere will be some technical expertise available both through 
the ciry and the M M CIC staff- we will util ize them in the process. W e intend to be a very 
a rive parmer in ch p rocess to understand cimel in c:, s hc:d ule, randards, and fun ding issues. 
W e will provide input fro m the city and the community th ro ugh the vario u mechanisms . It 
is critical, since the Mou nd does sit at the heart of the city, that we are very acrivc and 
interested in r,he process. 

Q: Is DoE going fO all w thac? 
A : D oE i very commitred to seeking ci ty and comm unity input, th rough M RC and the process. 

I've seen a very srrong, sin ere effort on the parr. of DoE, and I take the depamnen t at their 
word. 

Q: Does anyone know when th tape w i.ll ir? 
A: I'm not sure of the sched ule. C 11 the Cicy Manager at 847-6 56 to fi nd out. T here is also . n 

ad in the Miamisb urg News each week, o you co uld check thar. 

Q: Mr. Brown calked about the wa ter tower and irs connection with the dry's water tower; you 
losr me there. Can you e plain rh t again? 

A: T here are rwo water r rage tanks on the si te. One tank is close to the elevation of our medium 
service tank in the ciry system. Right now the ciry's medi um pressure disrrict comes right up 
ro Mound Aven ue. The opposite end of it is o ut by rhe F rd dealership where the water cower 
is. As the water comes over to th is end of the disrrict, pressure is lost d ue to line losses. Tying 
in the rowers will allow rh ciry to rake care of some of their· low pressure problems at chis end 
of the disuict. It wi ll also provide a source of parable water for rhe M ound. Right now the 
water is created adequac lyon-sire at the Mound, however a change in the use of the site wiU 
likely lead ro a change in water ueatmem standards. The ci ty is alre dy ec up to meet those 
standards through their present water treatment plant. So all we would do is expand that 
plane ro a l vel commensurate wi th the amount of water we need, approximately 150,000 
ga1lons per day. 



Q: So the water fro m the sire would be transferred to the ciry's water tre:ument plant? 
A: The wells rhar are currencly on ice at the Mound sire would not be used m provide water co 

the ciry. The cicy wells have an adequate water supply, they don't wane to co-rn.ingle those. 

Comment: I agree: wirh opc10n two. 

Q: If you sold the south 4 ou trigh t, how m uch wo uld you ape c co net? 
A: In one scenario , the south properry would ju t be sold off in bulk, in ano ther the new owner 

wo uld shar in the devdopmenr with the MMCIC, and in the las t the ownc:r would just 
dev-.lop it ourrighc. W e're figuring that righ t now that acreage with streets and with 
infrastructure ro ic wou ld sell fo r about $25,000 an acre. W e haven'~ figured o ut what a net 
would be, but tha t's about what that \'alue is. O bvious! , if you develop it, put some spec 
space on it, then the value increases and there's more potent ial to gee our of it. The $25,000 is 
per develop ble a re, nor for rhe whole piece. 
Q: Times 0 would be what, a million bucks? 
A: D on' t forger r.har's serviced land, some ne ha to pay th cost of water , sewer, and streets. 
Q: If ou n ed to raise mone , why not sell it o ff lock sta k and barrel? 
A: You're looking for a rural land value? Well, it's a farmland value given irs urrent access, 
very low value. o r good for cash generation. Yo u don't want co sell that land e rly in the 
process. I t valu is in the later phases. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. Weithofer thanked the a ttendees ~ r coming, invited them ro attend add irional public 
fo rums. M eerings will be announced publi ly nd n rices senr. 



D ate: 
Time: 
Place: 

MOUr D REUSE COMMITTEE COMM 

W ednesday, D ecember 11, 1996 
:30 p. m. 

Miam isburg ivic Center 

Attendance: Stan brahamson, O ann Bi rd (M { I ) , Th mas L. Chapman, Jack Clark, 
George C. Ounahue, Rich rd Gal house (Sasaki Associares , D avid H inel (Sasaki Associates), 
Nancy Johnson, Richard ovi ng, John Maleua, M arrha M cConneU (Environmenral Technologies 
& Commumc rio ns) , C hrisci m: itzk (Envi ronmental Technologies & Commun i ci ns), Brian 
Nickel O hi EPA) , Roberr 0. c~i ffc r, Alan C. Schwab , Sue Smiley. Bob Stanley, Ellen Sweer, 
H ard Sweet, Pau l G. T repany, D eb Turner, C idney B. V rh , Jolene Walker. 

NVENING O F MEETING 

The meecing was convened ar 7:30 p. m . by Dan n Bird, P lanning Man. ger r the L MCI -·. 

ITEM 1 - lNTRODU TION 

Ir. Bird welcomed che ttendees and expl ined chat che MRC is an · dvi ry commi m:e formed 
ro act as a c ndu.ic or c i "zen inpur regard ing the redevel pmen c o f che Mo und. T he 1 1RC 
welco mes qu ci ns and commen s r garding the pro ject. This is rl1e th ird in a series of pub lic 
meetings designed ro info rm and o btain in put from the communi ry. 

fr. Bir in rod uced MCIC and MRC members: 
Brian Nickel, fRC 
John M J na. M 1CIC 
Mike Grauwetman, President of the MMC[C 

fr. Btrd stated that the proceedings were being videotaped, and were bei ng broadcast on able. 
The meeting would onsisr o f a re iew of rhD plan , followed by rime or questions. T he: plan i.s che 
n:sulr of over n ine monrh. of wo rk. It wiU guide develo men t of the M iamisburg l lound sire. 

He exp lained char che c nsul tants wo uld be presenting a draft plan for the research/ indusrrial 
devdopmenr proposal. T he MRC will make . recomm enda tion to the Mr [CJC, who will p resem 
the plan ro Ciry Council. 

1 lr. Bir in troduced D avid Hi rzd of Sasak t fu. ~ ~,-ta t es. 

ITEM 2: INTRO DU TION T THE REUSE STRATEGY FOR T HEM UNO 

1 r. Hi rzel thanked .attendees for comjng, a J recognized his ream of consulrams. The reuse 
st:rategy fo r theM und looks t w rd a ten-year process of dea n- u p and development. The pb n is 
a framework in " hich n go ciarion can take place. and sh oul res ult in sue c.:ssful reuse of rhe s i ~ ·. 

Mr. Hirzel gave an overview ot the presenration ro be m e. This meering wi ll rc.:vic:w the: g.oals, 
mechodoiogy, assets and liabilities. op tions, pro posed reuse plan, and next sreps . 



The plann ing process has passed th rough feas ibility analysis , op tion de elopmenr, reuse plJ.n 
preparar·on, and arc now at the documentation phase. 

As discussed a t the last mmuni ty meeting, ea ·h stakeholder gr up has both shared and 
individ ual go ls. Shared o ls are an envi ronmentally clean site, and the success f1.1l transiti n of 
the M ound t a private res arch and industrial park. 

Individual goals include rhe community's fo us on job creation, conomic bene t t to rhe 
community, and making sure that the si te is a good neighbor. The MM ~IC's f cus is on 
develo ping fi nancial! .iablc site, and the DOE wants to dean up the ite r m inimal cost and 
m ve on. 

QUESTION from cidz.en: I thought we had the place cleaned up - why do you h:1ve t do 
mor~ dean-up? -

RES PON • E: This is a l rrger process; completion of the clean-up is planneJ For 2005 . There 
are a vanery f clean- up p ro jecc- underway, including the radioactive clean-ur that you are 
refe rr ing to. 

Q ESTION: .After o per ri n ce:u , what do you do' 

RES P NSE: O ur t n- ear program aims to clean the site and improve the buildings for 
reuse. There will be imerim le ses d uring this period of time. 

QUES ION: Ther :1re 1 
they get in? 

r 19 groups of people who wam co ger in to the site - when can 

RESP [ E: There are now 21 businesses located on the site, leasing space. Rtght now we .m: 
trying co leas the pr perry, as D E deans ir co a level where the MM 'IC can take 
ov nersh ip. 

Q ESTIO : W ill yo u let it out piecemeal? 

RE~P NSE: Right now, we re leasing property. Before caking ownership. che Ciry needs rh~ 
site ro be: d e. ned and impr ved to a level that supports industrial reuse. 

The M und has a lenarhy an dis tinguished history; it has been an imporrant conrriburor to our 
natio nal defense. The fu cure of the si te is p romising nd will be achieved b addressing budding 
o ndi tio ns, parking and :1ccess, and operating costs. 

The vis ion of the sire has everal key chara terist ics. 

Some M o und bu ilding will be retained and reused. Of the about 130 building· on the sire, 33 
are reusabl f r econo m i :1lly viable purposes (about 700.000 quare fee t) . The SMPP area is nor 
par r of rhe reuse p lan. T his ar a con tains ab ut l l builrung which ar no t included in he 
preceding numbers. Additiona lly. rhere are ten buildings housing ut ili ty ysrems such as che 
sewage plant r.ha t .ue not in luded in the 33 buildings. 

The pen space stem proposed under the reuse plan t kes positive advancage f a.rea.s that are 
economically undevelopable du to ste pness. Th open spa c: sy~ r m hdp, m anage erosi n, 
provide recre cion. lopponuni ties, and gtves the development a disrinni e haracrer. 



The spine road p rovides access from i\found Ave. ro rh · var ious pans of ch e ire. Iris mcluded in 
rhe p lan bee use nee rhe gare is o pened , the buildings will require access. In the long-rerm, rhc 
spine road will be extended furth er sourh to Benner Road. 

The pbn includes ices f r about 8 0,000 square feer of po tencial n w structures. H owever, che 
plan begins y reha bilita rtng existing su ucrures. Success .H marketing rhe existi ng properries wi ll 
create development opportun it ies fo r new buildings. 

ITEM 3: METHOD LOGY 

Because the ultimate success of the Mound will be dete rm ined in the private marker place, the 
plan was c reated from che perspective of a priv t developer. fr was necessary to und rst:md rhe 
market for space in the area, the buildings nd their ability to accom modate cht: in tended uses, 
rhe sire, the infrastructure, and rhe r lared operating costs for the Mound. 

T he decis io n- making process incl uded publjc meetings, DO nd MMCIC wo rk sessions, lnnJ 
use committee negotiations, and M 1C I and MRC works ssions. 

ITEM 4: ASSET AND LIABILITIES 

Th p lann ing p rocess h s determined che cap:tbi lity of the sire co uppon developmen t 
(understa nd ing f: to rs su h as . reep ness o f rtain areas.) T he I. n us possibilities fo r the sire 
were determined fo r rhe vario us areas: M ain H ill, MPP, T est Fire, Lower area "A", and the ourh 
parcel. Tht: roralland area of the sir is 306 acres, and o f rhar l ~ 5 . cres are developable. 

I mportanc ass rm prions were maJ e ab ur building reuse and demolition. T here is about l .3 
m illio n square feet o f e curren lyon rh sire. Abo ut 7 0,000 quare feet of th cis potential! ' 
reusa l . T be used, the build ings m use be improved to m et codes :tnd market co n irio n . 

Circula tion and parki ng capabilities were importan t consiJerati ns. ln rhe pa ·r, the sire had a 
gate, and employees parked where spa e was vailable and walked to their pi e o f work. Now, it 
is necessary ro upgr-ade: the roads and p rlcing to private standards . The roads n rhe site are 
bel w r nd .. lfd, and parking is not well located. 

The infras tructure (w ter, sewer, decrric, sco rm water, hearin , and co ling systems, is alsl an 
importan t facer f the ire. \~'a re r, sewer, gas, an d elecuiciry will be pr vid d by rhc local util irv. 
H eating and co . ling systems will be decenrr lized, 

We t ok derail d, careful look at che m rket; the sire m ust be eco no m ically vi bl fo r rhe reuse 
co be successful. W e looked at the offi e, rest:arch and development, <~.nd ind ustrial m rkecs . W e 
s rudi d che J.nnual m arket ab rpcion for these three markers. 

ITEM 5: REU E OPT IO S 

A c rh Ia · r communiry m ·ering, three pt1o n. wer d iscussed. Two new oprio n were: seriously 
considen.:d berwec::n then and now. 

O ne opci n wa.s to tal clearanc o f che sire . T his changed the a.ftcruse to re idt:nti I or opc::n spact·, 
wh ich signifi.cancly r. ises the cleanu p costs and ssenri. lly eliminat ~ jn s. 

n rha opr1 n was purch, sc: by single tenanr. nder th is option, one person o r group wo uld 
buy th{; enrir . ire. Altho ugh this would save s me m nt:y, ace r ina c a nacion .. d survey 



T he facilities have marv lous potencial, bur a lot of work remains to be do ne. We are encouraged 
as ro rhe potential of the sire and look forward to coming back i.n 10 or 20 years , nd seeing the 
vision in place. 

Mr. H irzel thank d people for com ing, and mviced quesrions rom the crowd. 

ITEM 6: Q TIONS 

Q: It appears that the co ·r per sq uare foot is roo h igh - no one bu r big com pan ies ca.n get in. Also,. 
yo u 'll have to privatize the he ring systems, or they won't work. You can't heat the w hole 
pia e with rhe power planr you have. T he water systems will cause problems, you'll have co 
have big pumps co get the water up rhar h igh. You're on ly using half of the area- why? Is 
there something wrong wi th the rest? 

A: In reference co the usage q uesrion, there are steep I pes hich are hard to build on. In rerms 
of e."Cis ' ng building , there is about 700,000 square feet of reusable space. The ire is very 
dense righ t n w: rhe newer development will be less impervious. The goal as far s ren tal rates 
is to loo k at competitors and others in t.he ar a. o rne investm nt in the s ite is n cessary for 
u cess. 

Q: Where is the money go ing to com fr m? The fed r. l governmen t? 

A: T he issue is th t the investment of additional money to make the sire economically viable in 
th is m ark t is necessary. If the investment is nor made, the community sho uld not rake rhe 
facility. o the conversio n must assum rhat money is to und ro make the · ire conomically 
viabl . T he ma ne can com fro m variety of sour s ar und the country, from federal, 
state, possibly lac 1 fund ing. T he opportunities there are worth pursuing to dose the gap. 

Q: What are the contingencies if the plan takes l nger than 10 years? 

A: In o ur xperience, 20 years is averag , believable fo r th se c mpli ted conversions. This ne is 
part.i ulad compli ared because we re coh bitating with DOE for the fi rst reo ears. We. 
do n't know exacdy h w sched ule chan ges or delays wo uld affect rh plan , bur we have 
subdi id d rhe site in uch a av a that rh areas of compli J. ted cleanup are independent of 
de el pmenr opportunities. 

Q: C n industries wait for the cleanup to happen? 

h are alread' there, c habita ring wi th DOE. Companies c n lease sp ce while the closurt: 
process !S gomg on. 21 businesses are currendy perating at che stre through lease 

rra ng menrs . 

Q: H o w i the dean-up ~chedule being integrated ? How long an ir go before rhe pl n unravels? 

A: The simple answer is chat we d n ' t know yet be ause the basel ine m rker is .1 2 05 departure. 
We haven't com lere a sensitivity pb.n, but we expecr it co uld tak longer. hat's why we've 
been ery conserv.u ive in co r, r re, and ab o rprion p rojections. W e have ro work together t 
determine the concingencies. \Y/e will need a coming ncy if ch funding gets stretched out. 
T he pb.n is ·ec up s rhat rhe biggest p rencia1 problem are the last· the phn is n c dependent 
on early a ri n in those are:1 . 



Q: Why is nothing planned for t e sou th area so n? 

A: W e wam to m .ke che mos t out of the land. The cur rent market is not good , but in ten yean 
when the ir i sue ess ful the land will be part of a success ful place and th refore worth more. 
We are not p rojecti ng ny land sales rhere for the next five ro seven years . 

Q: What about the: w ter system? H ow will thac work? Wh r abour site d rainage? 

A: W will tap inro Miamisbu rg's existi ng warer system . We es tim ce the demand co be 150,000 
gallons per day. Imp rovements are needed for onsire drainage managemem. T here will be no 
increase in offsire d rainage. 

Q: Has the analysis of the spine road been stretched out to indud chc im pact on the . urro unding 
communiry roads? 

A: We have looked at the capaciry of chose road and there are plans for e enrual improvem en t to 
rhem. We th ink char by opening addi tio nal entrances we will prevent p ressure from building 
up o n o ne m ain entrance. Also, th projected pop ulation rraveling in and our of the ne ts nor 
cxp cted ro be a nu i ance to abunc:rs . 

Mr. Bird thanked people for oming and invited them to call him with any further questions or 
comments. 
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Today's Presentation 

Recommended Reuse Plan Presentation 

• Goals 
• Methodology 
• Assets and Liabilities 
• Options 
• Proposed Reuse Plan 
• Next Steps 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Planning Process 

A. B. c. D. 

> "' > Feasibility Develop v Prepare Documenta-
Analysis Options Reuse Plan tion 

-

April to May May to October October to December December to January 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Goals 
Shared 

• Environmentally Clean Site 

• Successful Transition of the Mound to a 

Private Research and Industrial Park 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Goals 
Individual 

Community 

-Jobs, Salaries and Salary 
Tax Contribution 

MMCIC 

-Jobs and Economic 
Development 

- An Economic and Technological - Mitigate the Economic 
Asset for the Region Impact of Closure Upon 

Employees and Community 
- Pos itive Visual and Physica l 

Asset "A Good Neighbor 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

- Financially Viable Plan 

-Ach ieve Revenues Sufficient 
to Complete Transition 

DOE 

-Eliminate DOE's Landlord 
Responsibilities 

- Minimize Clean Up Costs 
to Taxpayers 

- Complete Clean Up and 
Transition by 2005 



The Place 

• A Distinguished History 

. A Promising Future 
• Building Condition 
• Access and Parking 
• Operating Costs 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Vision 

• Contemporary Research and Industrial Park 

• Buildings Improved to a Marketable Condition 

• Site and Infrastructure Improved to Support Buildings 
and their Tenants 

• Sites for Future Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Methodology 

A View from the Perspective of 
Private Development 

Miamisbu rg Mound Reuse Plan 



Methodology 

Determination of Assets and Liabilities 
• Market 
• Buildings 
• Site 
• Infrastructure 

Decision Making 
• Public Meetings 
• DOE & MMCIC Work Sessions 
• Land Use Committee Negotiations 
• MMCIC & MRC Work Sessions 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabi I ities 

Land Use 

• Main Hill 
• SMPP 
• Test Fire 
• Lower Area "A" 
• South Parcel 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Land Use 

• Total Land Area- 306 Acres 

• Developable Area - 155 Acres 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Building Use 

Issues: 
• Existing Square Footage- 1,300,000 
• Reusable Square Footage - 600,000 to 800,000 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• Buildings are improved to a code 

complianUmarketable condition 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Circulation and Parking 

Issues: 
• Roads Below Standard 
• Parking Poorly Located 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• Upgrade Roads to Local Standards 
• Relocate Parking to Serve Buildings 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Infrastructure 

• Water • Storm Water 
• Sewer • Heating 
• Electric • Cooling 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• Water, Sewer, Gas and Electricity 

are Provided by Local Utility 
• Heating and Cooling are Decentralized 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Market Potential 

• Office 
• Research and Development 
• Industrial 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• An Economically Viable Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Market Potential 

Annual Market Absorption 
• Office 
• Research and Development 
• Industrial 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

25,000 Net S.F. 
25,000 Net S.F. 
50,000 Net S.F. 



Options for Reuse 

Total Clearance of Site 

• Remove All Buildings and Infrastructure 

• Revise Future Use to Open Space and/or Residential 

Cost- an additional $750 to $1,200 Million 

Findings - Job loss and substantially more costly 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Purchase by a Single User 

• Revise Market Strategy to Seek a Single Tenant or Buyer 

Cost - Savings Potential of 15 percent 

Findings - Probability of Occurring is 5 percent 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Mixed Use Research and Industrial Park 

Building Use 
• Office 
• General Industry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosives 

229,900 S.F. 
180,300 S.F. 
150,300 S.F. 
134,100 S.F. 

Cost- Requires a $50 Million Investment in Improvements 

Findings - Success Requires Improvements to be Completed 
Prior to Transfer. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

A Strategy for Joint MMCIC and DOE 
Plan for Clean Up, Improvement, and 
Economically Viable Reuse 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

The Market 

Responding to a Regional Market for 
Low Rent Research, Industrial and 
Office Space 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

The Market 

Projected Annual Absorption 

• Research and Development 
• Industrial 
• Office 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

25,000 Net S.F. 
50,000 Net S.F. 
25,000 Net S.F. 



Proposed 

Land Use 
Parcels Name 

A Build ing 61 

B Lower Parking 
Area 

c Main Hill (front) 

0 Lower Area "A" 
E Test Fire 

F Bldgs 1 00 and 1 05 
G Overlook 

H Lower Area "8" 

I Main Hill (back) 
j "South 40" 

TOTAL 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Reuse Plan 

Use 

General Industria l 
Research and Dev. 

Office, R&D, Gen . Industry 
R&D, General Industrial 
Explosives 
Office & Gen. Industrial 

General Industrial 
Infrastructure 

Explosives 
General Industria l 

Building 
Reuse Area 

47,700 s.f. 
-0-

436,700 s.f. 
9,100 s.f. 

96,700 s.f. 
31,900 s.f. 

6.300 s.f. 
12,600 s.f. 

66,200 s.f. 
-0-

707,200 s.f. 

Potential New 
Bldg. Area 

-0-
200,000 s.f. 

100,000 s. f. 
40,000 s.f. 

-0-

60,000 s.f. 
150,000 s.f. 

-0-
-0-

290,000 s.f. 

840,000 s.f. 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

Land Use 

Use 

Office 
Research and Development 
Industrial 
Explosives 
Infrastructure 

Total 

Number of 
Buildings 

6 
8 
9 
14 
10 

Additional Development Potential 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Square Feet 

229,000 
150,300 
180,300 
134,100 

12,600 
707,200 

840,000 S.F. 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

Circulation and Parking 

A Spine Road Accessing All Parcels 

Roads which Meet Community Design Standards 

Parking in Proximity to Buildings 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

Open Space 

Permanent Protection of Open Space 

Reforestation of Steep Hillsides 

Campus Landscape Environment 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Pla n 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

Infrastructure 

Public Water and Sewer 

Storm Drainage 

Gas and Electric Service to Buildings 

Decentralized Heating and Cooling 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Next Steps 

• An Ongoing Long Term Process 

• A Joint MMCIC/DOE Plan 

• Closing the Financial "Gap" 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Next Steps 

• Monitor Critical Success Factors 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



• Clean Up Schedule 
• Facility Improvement Completion 
• Rate of Absorption 
• Rent Levels 
• Operating Cost 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Next Steps 

• Confirm Public Support 
• MMCIC and MRC Review and Approval 
• Final Plan Documentation 
• Ongoing MMCIC Work with DOE to 

Achieve Joint ICP/Reuse Plan 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Reuse Strategy 
for the 

Miamisburg Mound 

Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation 

with 

Sasaki Associates, Inc. 

URS Consultants, Inc 
Economics Research Associates, Inc 
Hamilton Rabinovits & Alschu ler 
Environmental Technologies, Inc. 



Today's Presentation 

Due Diligence 

• Site Opportunities and Constraints 

• Building Reuse Potential 

• Development Potential 

• Market for Reuse 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Site 
• Main Hill 

• SM-PP Area 

• Test Fire 

• Lower Area 

• South Parcel 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 
1. Regional Context 
2. Transportation 
3. Natural Resources 
4. Slopes 
5. Soils 
6. Areas of Clean-Up 
7. Developable Land 
8. Reusable Buildings 
9. Utilities and Infrastructure 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

1. Regional Context 

• Proximity to Dayton 

• Proximity to Highways 

• Miamisburg Community 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

2. ransportation 

• Mound Chosen for Isolation 

• Improved Access Required 

• Potential Connections 
Benner Road 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

SR 892 
Mound Avenue 
Cincinnati Pike 



Physical Assets 

5. Soils 

• Soils Constraining New Devei'opment 
(79o/o of the site 

• Correlates with Steep Slopes 

• Construction Premium Costs 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Physical Assets 

6 . Areas of Clean-Up 

• Areas of Clean-Up 

• Close Coordination of Clean-Up Requi red 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

8. Existing Building Inventory 

• 1,346,000 Gross Square Feet 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



I • 

Ph sical Assets 

8. Existing Building Inventory 

• Office I Administration Space 281,900 gsf 

• Lab I R&D I Production Space 898,800 gsf 

• Support I Service I Storage 165,800 gsf 

• Total Area 1,346,500 gsf 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

8. Building Reuse Potential 

• Office I Administration Space 252,000 gsf 

• Lab I R&D I Production Space 517,000 gsf 

• Support I Service I Storage 87,000 gsf 

• Total Area 856,000 gsf 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

8. Buildings to be Removed 

• Gross Square Footage of Buildings 
with No Reuse Potential 490,000 gsf 

(this includes the 173,000 gsf T Building) 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

8. DOE Building Removal Plans 
- -- - ~--~------------------

• Gross Square Footage of 
Buildings with No Reuse Potential 490,000gsf 

• Gross Square Footage of 
Buildings to be Removed by the DOE 282,200 gsf 

• Balance to be Determined 207,800 gsf 
(including 173,000 gsf in T Building) 

Miamisb rg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

9. Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Underground Utilities 

• Above Ground Utilities 

• Roads, Parking and Sidewalks 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

9. Underground Utilities 

• Wat r System 

• Sanitary Sewer System 

• Storm Sewer System 

• Electric Service 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

9. Above Ground Utilities 

• Stanchion Lines 
-Steam 
- Chilled Water 
- Natural Gas 
- Miscellaneous 

• E lectric Service 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

9. Roads, Parking and Sidewalks 

• Roads 

• Parking 

• Sidewalks 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Market for Reuse 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Due Diligence Summary 
• 1,346,500 gsf of Existing Space 

281,900 gsf of Office Space 
898,800 gsf of R&D Space 
165,800 gsf other uses 

• 856,100 gsf of Space with Potential for Reuse 
252,300 gsf of Office Space 
517,300 gsf of R&D Space 
86,500 gsf other uses 

• Site Utility Premiums 

• Market Competition 

Mianlisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Redevelopment Potential 
• outh Parcel 

• Lower Parking Area 

• SM-PP Area 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Next Steps 

• Prepare Land Use Alternatives 
• Refine Market Data 
• Develop Financial Feasibility Model 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Planning Process 

A. B. C. ·- D. 

C> Develop and 

""' [> Due Review v Prepare Documenta-

Diligence Alternatives Reuse Plan tion 

April to May .~ay to July July to Sept. Sept. to Oct. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
{(~ 
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SIOfa.gc./ Su~ot "I 
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Olf)ce 

l~fl l 
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Mt.J 1\'\'ioltcJ.OLt$.~ 

Olf<.o 
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l•b I !160 Il l !nO !'.><ellor.l 
atr.,.., 

l.•b I f1&D Ill IM 
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so ... .co 
o•r 
AdmdiiSUIIIIon 

OlfouJ 
A.d11 .iiii4JUon 

Ol!~el 

f\lltHI' tiMI""'I 

Gooa 

Gond 

p I 

Mf!,) f!N~••t~CJUsa 1 ab 1 H4U I t1 ltd t~~.u 'nt 
St0o1•9e I Su~>poll/ 

Olflco S.."'"'" t.>oocl 
l Jfil SIWI!l1a IS\"' loVII f 

MIIJ 1\-\ltt~hfho,•t.U P•.oeu 
II 

Buoldin!J 
ShuldoYwn 

I ' 

lc~ 

Yes 

Yoa 

Leas od to 
MMCIC 

Rcm• lntng 
Proj .. cled 

AGE (YRS) U~e lu l LJro 

22 ,. 
! & 

13 

16 

14 

14 

· ~ . ., 
12 

12 

12 

9 

9 

10 

12 

II 

II 

II 

10 

10 
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Construction 
Type 1997 

CAMP 
Rtlnlorc.t!U 

l: ... Co..ncrtJt 
l 4l PteftO\M()IJu.Lar 

Root 1997 CAMP HVAC 1!197 CAMP 

I e \1\o..d Fro <P•tl b l'typalon Elec He•l P>ck.lgo 
RcuoiOfced 

21 C<>nGt•te 

:::. Prefto,.oc:tul•f 
Site I 

26 F••mediP••f•ob 

23 WocxliModul•• 
Retnlotcetl 

5t Conc.rc&t 

R<lllnlotud 
1 COncH!Ie 

Re ·o,Ceo 
f,1 Conc.rele 

R:ll!:il'llotcec:t 

51 Conctelo 
R~orud 

51 Concrcne 
RJUnlorccd 

6l C~na•l• 
Rllfllo-rotd 

..,2 Conc,~~:~te 

3 P1e-lab~odu1Jt 
Re1o,orced 

29 Conct~le 

10 Modutar 

2 P1efiti/ModuLit 

GO PtofoWdooor 

........ , 

Hyp31"" 

M•tol 

Hyp01lo n 

Concre1e 

Concrete-

Concrete 

Concrela 

Conc1e\e 

C-1lnc.u!lte 
BUM ROOlMeuil 
c •• ~ .. 

SUM Roof A>p~an 

~J.elll 

ll;p11ton 

Mttlll 

Molol 

Contl1li Sreom.'"Ch,ne:i 
Walt I 

E!ec Heal P e AC 
C.iiifai'Sieilm -Pack.lgt> 
AC 

Central Stu."', Ch ed 
We rat 
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Bulldm!J Pl•nnmg 

10 D•~tnct 

100 
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cos 

E 
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fG·I 

EG 2 
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Tu!Ftte 

Lu~tt • "-• u 
M•111 h•M 
lu . • ,.., Atell e ... 

M••,tt 

SM PP 

M lfll! 

M .• Hnl! 1 

,~ ... I hi 
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Rd~JS 
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I' 

M 

u 
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A 

N 

R 

p 

0 

0 

f' 

p 

R 

F 

0 

II 

Jl 

" 

Oe~cnpflon 

eCUII•!f {jp' 

AT G Pt•.o '"" · 

Prt~d\.JC110tt Slot 

!tJitH;)I', 0 ~rc.·-·· S.lHO 

~ "' 
s .• n. .. ,.r1 D'W""....a• 
oe ...... l.(tl'~ 
t4•H n Sepcrahof'\ 
Ht! ~ l!fl F#hy~11.' ~ I 1,.91.: 

U.. . £ Sid l•O 

[•t'f1k;,11\l:fll 

,;.,,, . J l 'u I II 

Squ.,.rc 

t-u 1.1UU 

!Xl 000) 
Bw lding U>o 
rrom URS 

1 b Str.teo 

l8 PtaducJ•.,., 

0 2 SIOHhJe 

0 

lJ :.UI It Pl.tnl 

OVJ 
fJOS 

u ' SIOI19f 

4 7.8 lab<>,.IOty 

29 8 PooouctiOO 

0 .... 

0' . 

Bu>ldtng Use 
1997 Camp 

ou .. ~ 
lig~l 

Mig IW. •e~>c>u> e 

""• 
l'J~·· 

Mig Nla•rMt41te 
.l Itt 

E•l>lmy 

Bull dong U•~ 

on""'' 
.\IJ'ftfft!Slr»bOII 

once/ 
.AiJm.4MIU11IOI'\ 

Ortoe.et 
Ad.~t•o~H•H f1" 

O<foce/ 

Cor•tJ;IIon 
1997 C .. MP 

Adtnli'1•!1.1r.lllon EICt:t~nt 

Slotl~o I Svppoll I 
Stn-a E-•G.e-'t••l 

Ml9 t'\V•te l ~uJ-t Lib I R40 I U 1•-..:J t:'-cel\_.,1 
l 'yJ'II 
Mig Vorrtlouw Lib I I'I&U 1 Ll ln<l E <Co,..,nt 

SID<~g~ I Suppotll 

O~IC.e 

l'g~l 

Mfg (\""•te..Mul::: 

Ut: ••~ 

Sll..uaqe ~ S.;.~wP.t J 

Ofl•ce/ 
Admlnt!UliUrOn ~ 

l•b I R~O I I l o~ Good 

lab I P.&D Ill 10<1 F•" 

L•lb I R&D I L! ln<l fao~ 

Ub/ R&D •l l'-1 f 1 
5tcf "'iJtt t Support 1 

s .. "'u 
SIOHl2e I SupU-rl1 

Seovoee 
Sl~r.ag. I :lvppc11 J 

s """" 
S!OtlJge I Sv'-'?C" J 
Servre:e 
St01• e I Suppo<l I 

Sef'V.cc 
S101~e 1 Su!lpotll 

Mt~ 1Wt1rehOur.t" SeNate f>l•l 

0!1<0/ 
lJ/t 1\t)INn.l:sll.thOtt \..rOCMJ 

OIIQI 

Bu1ldmg 

Slluldown 
L ... ued to 
MMCIC 

Yes 

Yes 

ReiT!a, no ng 
Projected 

AGE (YRSI U~eful Lifo 

11 

II 

6 

41 

47 

41 

29 

41 

ConslrucliPn 
Type 1997 
CAMP 
Re.,<orud 

61 ol1(;f•le 
Re1nlore.c:o 

16) C011ua'• 

26Woo.:l f r•JN 

Rool 1997 CAMP HVAC 1997 CAMP 
CenloOt Sleam, Cliiiie<J 

BUM Root Coillar 

BUM Roof 

W~et 

I ..a.oge Heii.S M:. 
HOI W~er Ciii• o 

~5 Steel F•ame~ Mel I 
c.enu •• S!t~m c""lad 
Wiler, ElK Hul 

Sit: ttl ~t•rnd'G' Cat.l 
51 C , M~la l 

11oc w ..... ;, c,- lf.ed 
W~:~~ 

Muonty E;J.t" W•lls. 
2l/l<umWI""ow 

Cen1f11 Sttim. Ch.~ l r:n 
BUM Rool A>p,.., Wolel 
eu'M Roo! caa"" -a·-cenvol Slel"'. ct<ltlc>d 

2l M.I>OIIt'f E•l W•lls Calt>Oiooe W.-te' 

13 MJ.aorwy E.!J l Will~ BUI~ Roof Coortl.tt. 

Central Sto•m.Cn•1td­
w.~.~e r 

Central Stoom. c~~o e<f 
W~.e r 

Stetl f•.ame 8fK:k 

6' 'Yenee• 
-c:Tnir1) S ie lim. CluWMr 

BUM Root A>pJ\111 Woloo 
BUM Ro0t COiftif Cenlt~ l Stein\~~ 

15 MasClfV'/ E~t WIU' PH2-ME1 Waloo 
BUM R.oOi Coi'nM Ceouol Stoom.-Chli,;d 
PH2·MET Wa1o1 

2l Mu~""f E•l W•~• B\IM Rool Co_, C<nllal Sl .. m, Wm /41:; 
'cbtHIIJ -teamP~e 

tO Ma~ EAI Wo ' BUM R . I C II.IW liV/IC Uno!> 

10 Mo•~rv E.l ~'~• 
lfaN•10t(.Od 

(..or Uole Buck 

t• Ve"tf' 

B.UM lloolll>pl\111 Etec Htol, Wllld 1\C 
Cenhol Sloom. ~ 
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All Bu tld ings S CJnod by B utldiug 10 

eu,tdu>g Planning 
10 OIOitlct 

GP t• SM PP 

GW 
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"" 

M •nH 

M.WIII•II 

I ' ,, • 1141. 

~·II 

SSl Sl.l PP 

sw 

'NO 

I trw111 ~eJ U 

f 

I< 

p 

N 
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0 
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R 

0 

l o1UfiUIJ 

Re:.eo~tth l~ttJ 
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Ser • ..:e) 

Ot:n.-.,r.J f uOa•· 
Ptuduc\1 .,, 8u¥io-J 

'·~" ofllen .. •• ~ Sr p 
HJtl ·• ~~~ WJ\t~ 

t r .Umcll! 

W H tJouu 

Tolal 

~QIJ"'Ie 

Footage 

IX1.00DJ 

Bwldlng Use 
fr om URS 

04'rtr ~ 

98$101~ 

~~I I.JIMtt Plaut 

2 l S r ite 

0 & Stvr gr 

<l I loboroiDfY 

D ti Uhllti'Lonl 

1346.5 

Building USt! 
19S7 Camp 
l .... ,., 
Mig IN tel•oo .. e 

O!l<:a 

'"'hi 
~Hu tN;uehout;o 
ltgl\l 

."Yo ertrt~us~:: 

l ..... 
f,.f!J tttf\fiU" 

I.JgM 

E>tsllng 
Building Uu 
ShO:.tdgf: I SUJ•POrl I 

Condllioo 
1997 CAMP 

Set-.,.ce r ~·· 

l•DI R&OI ll lnd f•• 
Stet ge J Svp~f\ I 
Sarvce 

L•o r RA!Jili lnrJ Co 

Mtt) t.J~ret o ... u UbI AAO 1 l-t 1"'-1 G~ 

Utr•u· 
lig~l 

M'g _w,,er, ~e 
l~ht 

Mfo .AoViltehOuse: 
L'9hl 
Mfg N.Ja1 nou1e 

01• 

1\tJrt\lt•ltiUII II f, ~!nl 

OlhLC!I 
Auu HI!Jf'!lll!ll\ GO.OO 

IOt.tige ~ Suppo'1 I 
Scrv•c.e AGO Jilh: 

Soor •'1" I Su,_o I 
S&"'w:.e Ae1-t •Jote 
StDf~9e I SuPP')rt I 
~r ... -ce GOO<J 

l.,b ff4. OfL. I lfl\1 fo-arr 

SIOJ•ae I Supplln I 
Setvk# P0<1t 

ll I R&O/Ll ona 
torogo/ Supootll 
Sthr~ A.a~Uil!G" 

l +11J I Rt.D 1 L1 lua GDO 

l~nt 5!0•19"/ S"I'J'On I 
~.\lg M'tUt'kouU S 'C~ 

I •Jfll Stc-~ I Sur t~tl/ 

Stgi•ge ' SI/Pputt J 

5"1'1">'1, ser.o<L se"'""' Good 

Stoooon 1 Sup,.,,, 
Suppo~\ I ~r\'•Ct !n~Nitt 

Gooo 

r~ot. iS\MlJ•(lg ~M Yult IJI!Il~\lw:tl p•• , kJ CAIW1 tk.Cmeu• , 11 M uu "IJ Mou• d H~au\e tU··Iht~ 2U)OU Otf W sp:.;; 

,.. U 11\rJ tNdl,lHl~ IIU f'IOI beun C:oarotn.J It\ lhtl b mq ~en401'( 

_., ' -

Bulldtii!J 
Sr>vtdown 

Leased co 
MMC!C 

Remaining 
ProJected 

AGE fYRS) U elul Lila 

31 

., 

47 

47 

., 

22 

•• 
47 

• l 

41 

47 

35 

Cons,rucrioo 
Typ" 1997 
CAMP Ro<>( 1997 CAMP HIIAC 1997 CAMP 

7l MJ>oory E•t W . ' BUM Aool Coo •• 
BUM F!ool ,O.lp~l~ 

23 M•w~f')' e.t w .. h co..n•r 
Rc onla•ced BUM Roof CoallAI 

<l Coocrote M•t• t 
BUM Roof Coallar 

E>ec Heat Wind loC. 
Cenllll St• m, Cl1dled 
Water 

Ce~uat SteJm. C ""' 
Water 
C~tnll'llf Steom. Ch d 
W&!er 

· C.niral Sleom, Cto>liod 
e ,._.1atonf)' Eiof w.,~ Aspn~l' Rokfld Metll Wiler 

BUM I Coahor . Cantril! Ste• m Ch 
2) MUO<><Y E.. I \o'>IO"• NPh•ll 

Stec F'tiln"~ . B1 • 
.Wile! 
C•.crll scum, c 

6 t Vcntret, Alum W~ 

Ma•onry EJI Walls 
49,0.IumWind 

BUM Roof Caaltar Wa'et 
Cent till Slum; Ch•ltta 

BUt, Root Coolt•r Watu 
BUM F!ool C.rbohne Coni! at Steom, Pao ag 
Co•rtat AC. Wind AC 

ll M11onry E• t WJib BUM Root Co.111 01 1 CenlhilJ S leam 
Pref•b\MII AOdUI 

1:5 ir MDial Ce:n111i St~1m 

0 Conuett 

38 Wood FIIIJ'I\0 

16 Muonry bl Wi J 

Ret~110ftc.tl 

)) Concrete 

Cen raJ sieam. Cnrf~ 

W<J~ttH 

. Len!rJI SU~.im NG! 1i, 

u se 

None 
. BUM Roof CifQCiolrne -Centr~l Ste•m. en~ 
~sphutt Coarta' Watel 
SUM Rool C•tt>olone Cen11111 S!eam, Clliit,cs 
.As.ph• U Co.tltar 'Vtlor 
'&ui.-~-R'ooC coi•ai & 

Casbollt>e & A>pna• CeJ><r•l Steam. Cll<"red 
23 Muconty f•\ Wah a. Metat 

Cohcrota\Con ole BUM Rool :...Sph•Jt 
W411tt 

C"nt~i Stoom. C i"" 
Vl•let 23 BkK" Conc.tt'\e 

Etec Heat 

lee Heat 

'5 MUOill)' E" Wo•• BUM Root CoANor E .c Hut 
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All Burldlng5 Sorted by Butldmg 10 

l:luolding Pl•nnrng !lei••• • 
10 01~lnc1 13toc o~!;tnphon 
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II Mo~tuH.ll ... w .. g • .r.n• 

ll SMPP E f•"'il Sl~ 
Ma .,.z.,,c tOkllea<! ,. SM-PP F rne.tllf\9• 

16 M.,..,,t&a R SIOI~Qc 

\1 Ma,u1 Hili R W!Ar hOUJil 

19 lower Asthl tl ~Y ~•IJ• •roa 5. .. 

~n 'l t'1ot Ftre. Mlt!JiUtntt 
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~J "'""''' .. M D\hl M.at•u.-.1 5Ut1J;.!il 
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l~ lc.,_er A1U .,.,. "" Dot P\itht.-' 
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)I Ml'l' L1JII'l l 11 .•. w .. "a 
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Burl<liii!JS wolh Buoldlngs with Buoldono• lu~nlrlred B<llldtngs to be 

SoHitlin9"' woltr no ''Low Rcuoe ''HI!JI,.' Reuse lor Rous~ by Envttonrncn~l Removed by Reuse 

R u•e Polonlt•l PolNIIIill Pol roll, I MI\1CIC Concerns DOE Potent oat 

Ur1wtlllltlO b1 M.-.tr IC. Yes No 

UnwotHII!:iJ b) I~M I(; Uo 

F• , Sur-.•t 
Gt..teu 1 Heput1 v .. v .. 

loO.JcJ f10.11 ICF' Yu 

l!opuo 
R _ t:t)lt .. JII!'f\iLthDII te> ~0 

RopO'I 
ntteotTIIfll!ndJiton Yea No 
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!lope>~~ 

Recor,•••cncna''O'I! Yeo No 
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Un.,,,.,-..r-d~,.n.•vK:. Ye> ... 
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Adde~ hom ICP Yo 

Ult._.. ttted 11-, MMCfC No 

Un ... ;ttt~CLI b)' ,.,Mo\CIC 
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RoJ><>O 
11c.:CI)IItlt'~4\<J.lt.Qn Yes tlo 
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Repan _ _!es 

R•P<>O 
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Ur "•"led by MMCIC ' No 
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C ttoC.ItOtt Repoc1 v.- Yu 

lellllt A.:uaumorn 10$ I 1" .. 
Un-.NQnJt'\.1 Lit' MMCIC ., :> 

IM'IIIotJ11.UI".Ib1MJti(";K'; ,~ 

tr.,..,~,.·~u, 
\'es .r4o 

Yet No 

p 
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All Buildtngs Sorted by BoJolulng 10 

Buoidongs Woth auoldtngs wolh Buoldono~ ldentllo~u Buildings to be 

BuoloJong Pl~nnong Rel .. se Buoldongs wolh no "Ltow Reus11 "Hiylo" R"use lor Reu'e by Environmental Removed by Reuse 

10 Dtstrl<t Bloc~ Oe.scnptlon Rouse Pl)lenlo I Prot~ntl~l Potential MMCIC Con, ems ODE Potential 

J.< lO...,t:IJ ,C. rei •tr f t Ttolor 9 uw ..... nl d by r.u.l IG 1U tlo 

FaG>loy Suo •r 

]~ TnlFne c t4tiU,h1f1 fUOIOgr.Wht Correchon Rep6tt Yes HS 

]6 SM PI' F R1G Solj)IXI • Tft.-IU Au.eu~nl Yeo 

SM rP F AtJI'tc..,..,• FwJm••.il t~Vf" T etur• ""Y.Ut1le,,t Yes 

J8 SM PP ljv<: Opn• PIOQ & 0& 0 l'e~j'' Munmto\ 1•• NO 

lY SM PI' fh.t,.leou 0 11' Suppo1t UHW~ihlt'd by MMCIC 
NO 

40 M•llltl p Phntlng_ StH1!1 hlttf• A_u!••"•''l Y• y .. 

•l Ti!~t F~te c ;-I•Jh f•p.i Prooucuo~ U!!wllr6ed tty ~.4MC!C No 

•l Tul FH• c }fUJIJfl)lll! lJcYI:l~HCHI lil•na!llutJ I.Jf MMClC 
No 
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F ac.,w-y s~IVIty 
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., Miltt•Hilt () Set.udly f•um IUU:5o~menl fe' v .. 

•a Ma1n thll 0 Sut\1 ·u.mce Team Mwsstrttnl Y~• 
Yet 

Far.,tlly Sortcy 

•• Tott filii! c: l•rncr F -.bt.Ciihr;,n CunCC.II'm Rtt Gl1 y._ 'l'u 

)0 SM PP RG1 Au!!mblr ·~~· 
Tc:J•n "'uu.rr.enr Yu 

51 Lower Ar~ " r.h:~ lo~~r!l UnwJnl o b~ MMCIC No 

Roport 
Te11o1 Fire. c ~~ulne Recommend hon Y!!.__ . . ---·-~· 
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-

Sl SM-PP E M"9.tl1PoC Rewf'JYIWnd ar.on Yu No 

~· 
rut fwo 0 MO!JOll"" UnwJnluO "1 /~1CI~ Yo• No 

~pfgr 

-----
lnh.uoJ•uUutt: 
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lnbuuuau1e 

!>(, 
MI>O "" 

M F..., Pump tMMClC) Yc> 
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1ReJ'U'I 

!.a M••ntufl f1 Fltat B•N (l(:CGil•thjOd~l.on I Yeo No 
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I 's • ., .... , 
Uo.aWtll'''-"~u •. r 1~'-l r.-..di<l•oll•""'' '(r:.'), Yu 

• ! ~'"''0 
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All Building!> Sorted by Bullt.illly ID 

Bulldmgs wll/1 Build ings w11h BulltJings ldentlhod 

BuiltJiii!J Plonnong Releu <> BuoldiO!JS wol/1 no "Low Reuu "High" Ruu•e lor R.,u~e by Ert,•ltonmt~:nta1 

10 01&11•<1 Blu< r Oeuription Reu,;e Polcnll~l Polcnloal Potcnllol t.IMCIC Conccrros 

Bulldi ngs lo be 
Removed by Rtu>r 

DOE Potential 

Rtp 

•• h:s1 F11t M~ll.Jo'if fletO! •f'lle'tuJifiOA 

b~ Mam t1111 0 P•od~Oibfl Su .. .porl Uolwom oJ by MMCIC 

Ve '; r~o 

llo 

LO«ro• Jv~~ ~- \~ .. rrl'iO'II~t' Su~111 Uno~"• I t>t W,j<;.C 
No 

6/ r~" f·•u c EnergeHC fA "UeMI $1JPJ.' l)(lw~ntbd by ~ II.: 

(,8 Ma•n tl "' Ll&P !>1•9"'!1 '"'" UnwatU«!d b'f .IPI.CIC No 

-~ 
,,,;a.,,~"' c PtoduCJ.:ti1 Sllpp Uflwiln!C'd bf ~,._tCrC 

No 

10 M•"' 11111 0 f.Jillll~y SW~.tJi u .. ~nl ~ b 1.",\CIC 
,.. 

HJttL1h!illllc lllr.!Ul'J f-4cpon 

/1 La.,e_rAJ~ot A G SIO"'ll" FU-c:euntnertdc'Wn v .. Yes 

!; .. ..: .. JLI<t•l'SWJoUI.l R~potl 

I} ltt .... t• ·J·~ 1;f K 5101•9~ ~(e,•t.:.:()f1\.l)t(tnd01t~· 
No 

licp<>• l 

o'J l-YV•• t;'i ,.,.., .. ~. G 0111~ Cyt,..nda' Stcu••J~ tleGl!llmrne.ndDILOn 
(es 

,., rc!st F .. e- c Slorii.~e U rJ oY~nh'IJ Dy MMCIC Yo< t ~o 

Rep.atl 

/9 Mo~•nH.R M Wo>l~ Mgml Supp fwc.o!'N'n odDIIOI'l 
Yes No 

C.C.HP~d ts ,. Stoll 

lkl Te'l File c .oiQ:iiJift~ C1l)l 

Ocrup:t&d IJt Slil 

til Tct1 F•• c Mog:n>m> Colt 
Occ;upte(i' D)' St tf 

ij2 1 t:t.t f,,. c M~a.a ::tne C•ly 
Occ.o~ted by Stor 

1 Tt!r.t Fvc: c M.I•J.Iltnct Coiy 
Cktup•t!d b-f St•r 

&• Tt!'!i!l F111c c M 9o&lll;tne Co~ 

Yes Yu 

v .. Yes 

Ye> v •• 

~· .,. I'•• 

Yes Ye> 

8~ fest F•e c PU-il'f-rr 8 tetlt11Piooo.u. te101 A~susmcnl 
f••u ty -s ...... , 

81 Te•l ~•• c E...j•lo• nlr~t ~ ConectLe:.t'\ Report Yeo 

Yu 

Yu 

58 5-Mf'P Al G A.!m•• S~.~~>P le '" ., t$·o.l1~i'lt 
No 

a~ M•otJill M 0e1Lh10l0' S!I)H)~& feom As!I.U·:!n"M)nl y .. "l'es 

S< SMPP R1ton if,.p~t .. e- Wule) AI O(ly nemo~ 
N9 

Pt 11 

91 ,.. nt't N Adn1t•IITl•'()in•J ""' meM ''on 
Yer No 

1- · 

~2 .. ,,,. , .. , .. R Pf'O(S TJ~If"' • ...-4 u iolr.~eEJ to, '-.tM .tC ·~o 

9J MI•Uth 0 Siofl<l,jrll.> svw ~Jti'Vfllt."li(UIJ tM~' ·-= 1
No 

94 lCNo ' A• •HI 'I (, M-.tut•.il' Cuu'fl.l( I Teun1 A''u'~lt tvnt 
Yet 

y~ $MI'P Ul ~~~ Opet~I~·•·SM Un •• llt\le!l ~1 MMCIC 
No 

!lG Me-n INI 0 Nuu..~QII VL;hM.).o :.ihUf\i'f Un"'"' ' ltud Ly MMCtC 
Nn 

ll ... t1 "'" "",.''' 
'"' ali 



"-"'* n•~lH : ' ~ Mwn4 (. ·f'~lef~l ,lir~<t" ftt:uw- f'l•~· 

All 8udd•n!Js Sorted by ButlcJing 10 

Elutldtngs with Butldmgs w1th Bu•ldtngs ldonllf•otl Bulldmgs to be 

BuliOIIlg Ptatmtny Ret.: .. •~ Bulldmg• woth no "Low R•u!>o "Higlt' Rouse tor Reuoo bt Envlf<>rtmenUI Removed by Reuse 

tO Oistnt t 6f<;LI Dt~cllpUou Rt!U5C POibOh.i t Potential Poleull•l MMCIC Concerns DOE ·Potential 

99 Ma•n H111 p S euotl, Up> fea.rn N!a.umcnl Yes Yu 
Fac.t~r Survey 

IDol SM·PP 0 5f'CU411'1 P,C(.il\oi.l couota.on R~port Yes •• 
101 SMPI' Er"i)rg S4J&,~11 Uh.,.,.dOICc:l b)' MMC.IC. Ho 

101 SM·PP R l G p,c.gt••n T1ilm 1\l,~t:t~oSffHHi i v •• Yn 

FloOtty Surve, 

10~ Tett! F~t M Teta.l fll• M••n!Dtlllnc.e Conecbon fhtp.oll 
~· 

"t'es 

F X•Utyo S~fV01 

10~ SM·PP D PIH15 MIIIC}Ut\lf'IJ Cotrtc-ltOtt Rtttal1 Ye-o; v .. 
R-epotl 

106 fa~! F a t.: Pf""'Uthon S.lufi t!.la hecamtluutUiolht.t.'l No 

11 0 lowe, Ar•~) IJ f uu~ Stttf .tD• 1 .au~~ r\Ollet..l ''OrrliCI ' Ye s No 

~tep lot 

S~o~nMaty U11fHJl•H S;mJ lntunltua::lutr: 

II} LOV¥~, "r•l1 11 c F .. (MMCICJ Ye• 

ut>IOf 

Sl\il lJ'\P~,ill! lnftUitutlute 

Ill Lu .... •j Ai11.~ 13 c 0!-w~JfO'"'W (MMCIC) ~ ... 
II. M.unH I A f~~rogaH S.a.J)ChiUOII Adde:d tto•n ~~ l'U No 
,,,J Low _f AttJJ 0 HtiU" Pt t')IC\ SIO•Iil94" AQOOll h\ifl1 tCP ..... 
A Mitil tf+ll N AttfTWH~•••\.on ·rc:atttJ\J.)eUIJielt' 'fcs Yes 

F 11altty !.Olvey 

ll r.~a.n tiol R f'.dY Oav 1 f t F'tnd COfrt!CitOn Rep.Jt 1 Yes ...... 

c M .. •n Hdli p Rt.<WftJ~ SlVf.l>.JC un .... .:~nlt!1 b1 M•A.C1C Yes No 

I) Su..,.er 

lOS f,t,.ln h Ce.•,ll•ll Op~ Supp Cotte<.Hot~ Rupol\ .... Yu 

fo0114r su""~ 
llS M11•11th*l 0 o.. A s•~· L•o Cort•c.Jt01l Repo~J res Ye< 

fDah1y Sui\'-ey. 

E Moon Uot p .A .:I w De"-' PtOtl UC.IM.iltl CrMJecuoo fUpart Ye • ..... Ye ~ 

f.'i.iii•r :Su,..•r 
f·A.UI!C A M n thH " OlltCC'') CorruCJMJn n.epOII Vt:.'"i. Vos 1Yt!i 

E(;-1 Millm t~ F! E _(I riC"' I GI!II'Letlh:l( ,AQL1ed fromlf:J' Yu 'No 

EG-:' SM PP f t:J~IICill Genefiiii\Of Milrt<l ITamiCP v •• 
.,...- · 

EQ. . M •oPioll 0 E*=trJC.lt Ge.•lftr,ili.A 1\do>c<l t<OIIIICP Ye• No 

EC-6 M•lntt A .EE<IIIC1d ~l.etoiOJ A.lide~ from !CP Ye~ j!:l•_ 
EG 7 Te>t fKe Etcct• , G~t 'OIIiiOt A<Wod hu1n ICP Yu l tJo 

I 
c. M••• 111~ 0 Gru~IJ• ·r uom Anassmonf res IY•• 

fot ly So ., 
Gil M~lf'il ! I E1t'I~HI8tl VOftOCJIGfl f10f00ll 103 v •• 

t..tS M ... unll ,, 
u~~~u..t •~'.:~•-.• 

,,, •t•!tlldlrt Mf.' ;ft. No 

l.f I ,, ...... II GUilllt llfl~l •• IJt ilfJ•tlt.'•ll lo' ... flt.: . ... No 

•• \ 
P•90 0 •f I (I 



M. "•'""'"' Mo..Jruf C t pH.•t n •O I•• •1 
A ll 8U tldt 11ys orted hy 8uitd i11 9 It; 

Bw•ldtnq Planning 
10 Olslncl 

GP .. SM PP 

Gl 

HI! 0 

OS/. 

0 

p., c. 

I'S 0 

R A 

so M 

5MI'P 

SSl 

SW 

w 0 

r t ju~ 

Ut.wottf !;IOIU 

Pu"Ai·• t•.:;u ... e 

Bulldong• Willi 

8~i l dmg" wtlh no "Low Rcu~c 
R•u•c P<>lcntl•l Pol~llll~l 

f.3DWyS"' llf 

Cuni!'G.IKI'l Rc~t 

f<t:...•t''' L~o . un ... ;ullao oy .._H. ~ crr; 

:J.an• ar; f1••unert tt~ul 
11'1 Stuvtce} Ur . ...-~;nt~d ~ Mfl. ~~~; 
QcJTlO t tJ f<tU(.ktU 

.t~ooter~nc. ~ 91 
RillfO ·~t W.lite 

A~Uc<l hom iCP 

Unwonted biltt..,CIC 

we l•••""""' 

>/.1 I 

Will 

''"til i:lloMIC·•"D 5 ~~ ,...,u clt:tt htil pr 

.,. U\ln ltuA ~ ~h· net ba~ul:.lilt~ 

Total 

CICP fOt 
ll•h•tti\IOUft 
tMMCit:) 
Koeo ,.; 
II'!~• It lutc­

(MMCIC) 
KupiOt 
l~fta~ltUCI'-"~ 

. IMMCIC~ 

Bulldong~ wit" 
"Hog"'' Reu5o 
Po tonto~ ! 

Bulldtngs ldcrtltllud 
lor R~"~" b:f Erwtronmenl3l 
MMCIC Concerns 

y • 

Buildings to be 
Removed by Reuse 
DOE Potential 

Yes 

..... 
Yeo 

'fe"S 

...... 

No 

rio 

llo 

..... 
Yes 

ru 

Yn 

No 

No 

No 

Ye o 

No 

' ND 

Yu 
I -

tiD 

Yu 

lYe• 
I 
I 

l 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reus Plan 

Buildings with Potential for Reuse 

B uild ing P lan n ing Release 

ID District B lock Descriptio n 

-
22 Lower Area "A" c Warehouse 

61 Lower Area "A· G Warehouse 
Flammable Liquid 

71 Lower Area "A" G Storage 

73 Lower Area "A" G Gas Cylinder Storage 

98 Lower Area "A" F Centra l Fire Station 

L o w er Area ''A" Total 

19 Lower Area "8" K Salvage and Sates 

24 Lower Area "B" c Potable Water Treatment 

55 Lower Area "8" K Waste Mgmt 

Sanitary Sewer 
57 Lower Area "8" c Treatment 

94 Lower Area "B" c Matenals Comoat1btlity 

112. Lower Area "B" c 
lsan1tary Disposal Sand 
Filter -- I 

l san1tary Disposal 
113 Lower Area "8" c jo ewatering 
120 Lower Area "8'' F Health Phys1cs Storage 

WH1 Lower Area "8" I \Well House 

WH2 Lower Area "B" II lwen House 

I 
WH3 Lower Area "8" 1 \Well House 

Lower A rea "8" T o tal I 
28 Main Hill - lo Ceram1c Productton 

.tO !Main H1ll lp Pnnting Shop 

45 Main Hill I .L Health Physics 

46 Main Hill k Weldtng Dev. 
I I 

47 Main Hill Ia Security 
I 

48 Matn H11! 10 Surveillance 

56 Matn H1ll IM ·Fire Pump 

Square 

Footage Existing 

(X1,000) Building Use 
Storage I Support I 

9.1 Service 

45.5 Lab I R&D ILL lnd 
Storage I Support I 

0.8 Service 
Storage I Support I 

2.2 Service 
Storage I Support I 

8.5 Service 

66.1 

4.5 Lab I R&D I U . lnd 

Storage I Support I 
0.8 Service 

Storage I Support I 

0.3 Serv1ce 

Storage I Support I 

0.5 Service 

I 1.2 Lab I R&D ILL lnd 

Storage 1 Support I 
0.8 Service 

0 
Storage I Support I I 

5 Service I 
0.05 

Storage I Support I 

0.6 Service 

Storag I Support I 
0.6 Service 

I 
I 

Storage I Support I I 
0.6 Service 

I 1 0.4.S I 

11 3\Lab I R&D 1 Lt lnd I 
Office I 

12.2 Adm1n1stration 

2 8\Lab I R&D I Lt lnd 
I I 
I 2.41 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd I 

l !Office/ ; 

3 6IAdministra t10n I 
I I 

I 
I 

SiLab I R&O I Lt. lnd ' 

I 
1 Storage I Suppon I I 

I 

0 61Service I 

Sas;.,hi Assoc1at s - 1569 00 P ge 1 •Jf 3 
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Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Buildings w ith Potential fo r Reuse 

Building P l an n i ng Release 

lD District B lo ck Des criptio n 

60 Main Hill 0 Ceramic Production 
1-

89 Main Hill M Detonator Storage 

99 Main Hill p Security Ops 

A Mam Hill N Admintstration 

B Main Hill R Adv Dev Inert Prod 

cos Ma111 Hfll Q Central Ops Supp 

OS Main Hill 0 Dev. & Stds. Lab 

E Main Hil l p Adv Dev Production 

E-Annex Main Hil l p Offices 

G Main Hill 0 Garage 

GH Main Hill H Employment 

GW Main Hill 0 Bonded Stores 

I Mam Hill R High Expl Prod 

M ,Ma1n Hill p Machrne/Eiect Shops 

OSE Main Hill N Opns Supp (E) 

OSW Ma1n Hill IN Opns Supp 0N) 

p Main Hill Ia Power House Mai r~ Hill 

PH IMam H1ll lc Power House 
I 

w Main Hill !o Maintenance Shops 

Mai n Hill Total I 

4 SM-PP D !Dos1metry 

IE 
Magaz.ine (Old lead 

14 SM-PP meltmg) 

36 SM·PP 1F RTG Support 
37 SM-PP F Adhes1ve Formulalton 

44 SM-PP ,F Cafeteria 

so SM·PP .F l RGT Assembly & Test 

I 
100 SM·PP ,o I Secunty Precmct --· 
102 SM-PP F R.T G Program 

105 SM-PP 0 I Parts Machintng 

Sasakt ssoctates . 5 1569 00 

Square 

Footage Existing 

(X1,000) Building Use 

4 Lab I R&D I Ll lnd 

4.8 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

Office / 
11 .4 Administration 

Office I 
55.6 Admmistration 

27.7 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

64.7 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

47.8 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

2.9.8 lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

18 Lab I R&D I LL lnd 
Storage I Support I 

7 5 Service 
Office / 

5.3 Administration 

I 9.8 lab I R&D / Lt . lnd 1 

\ 

I I 25.7 Lab I R&D ILl lnd I 
I I 
I 56 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd I 
' Office/ 

I ' I 90 1 Admln1slrat1on 

1 54. 
Office / 

1 3 Admm1stration 

I Storage I Support 'I 
I 15. 1 Serv ice 

I Storage I Support I I I I 0.64 6 Service 

I I I storage I Support I I 
32.5 Service 1 

I 601 .6461 I 

I !Storage I Support 'J 
0 67 Serv1ce I I Storage I Support I 
0 OS Servtce I 

4 3\Lab I R&D I U lnd I 
I 2 SLLab I R&D I Lt lnd 

\Office 1 
2 5 Administration l 

14 akab I R&D I Lt lnd I 
' 

\Office I 
6 3 Admmistratton I 

Office/ 

I l 1 IAdmiOJstratlon l 

I 38kab I R&D I U lnd ' I 



Miam1sburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Buildings w tth Potential for Reuse 

Build ing Planning Release 

ID District B lock Descri ption 

EG-2 SM-PP F Electrical Generator 

SST SM-PP E Salt Storage 

SM-PP Total 

3 Test Fire c EEJiosives Testing 

27 Test Fire c Adv Dev Programs 

35 Test Fire c Neutron Radiography 

49 Test Fire c Timer Fabrication 

63 Test Fire c Quafity/Product Test 

80 Test Fire c Magazme 

81 Test F1re c Magaz.ine 

82 Test Fire c Magazme 

83 Test F1re c Magazine 

84 Test Fire c Magaz1ne 

85 Test F1re c I Power Blend/Process 

87 Test Fire c I Explosives Testing 

104 Test Fire M Test Fire Maintenance 

Tes t F ire Tota l 

I Total 

Sq uare 

Footage Exis ting 

(X1 ,000) Building Use 

Storage I Support I 
0.24 Service 

Storage I Support I 

0.6 Service 

80.96 

12.4 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

5.3 Lab I R&D I LL lnd 

2.5 Lab I R30 I LL lnd 

14.9 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

16 5 Lab I R&D I LL lnd 
Swrage I Support I 

0 .3 Service 
Storage I Support I 

0.3 Service 
Storage I Support I 

0. 3 Service 
Storage I Support I 

0.3 Service 

0.3 
Storage I Support I \ 
Serv1ce 

3. 2 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

38. 9 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 
Storage I Support I 

1.8 Ser-1ice 

97 

856.16 

Sasa i s-oe~at s 5 156 CO Page 3 f 3 
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Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Buildings with No Reuse Potential 

Building Planning Release 

ID District Block Description 

29 Lower Area "A'' F Adv Dev Plastics 

51 Lowe1 Area "A" F Development 

66 Lower Area "A" F Warehouse Support 
Lower Area "A" 

Total 

34 Lower Area "8" J Fire Traming 

Hazardous Waste 
72 Lower Area "8" K Storage 

110 Lower Area "8 " F Fuel Storage Tanks 
Lower Area "B" 
Total 

6 Main Hill - c Magazine 

7 Main Hill M I Magazine 

11 Mam Hill c Magazine 

16 Main Hill R Storage 

17 Main Hill IR Warehouse 

23 Main Hill IM Waste Material Staging 

25 Main Hill 0 Weather Station 

.25 Main Hill 
l 
Ia Maintenance Shop 

58 Main Hill R Filter Bank 
65 Ma1n Hill 0 Production Support 

68 Main Hill p D&D Staging Area 

69 Mam Hill Ia Production Supp 

70 Mam Hill Ia Quatity Supp 
I 

79 Mam Hill 1M Waste Mgmt Supp 

I 

91 Mam Hill iN AdminfTra1ning 

92 Mam Hill R Prod Tra1ning --
93 IMam Hill :a Standards Supp 

I 

Square 

Footage Exis ting B uild ings with no 

(X1,000) Building Use Reuse Potential 

6.6 Lab I R&D I Lt. tnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

3 .5 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

0.6 Lab I R&.D I Lt. lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

10.7 
Office/ 

1.1 Administration Unwanted by MMCIC 
Storage I Support I Report 

2.4 Serv1ce Recommendation 
Storage I Support I 

0 Service Added from ICP 

3 .5 
Storage 1 Support/ Report 

0 09 Service Recommendation 
Storage I Support I Report 

OA Service Recommendation 
Storage I Support f 

0.4 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 
Storage I Support/ 

0. 5 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 

1 1 k ab I R&D I U lnd I u nwanted by MMCIC 
Storage I Support I Report 

3.4 Service Recommendation 
Storage I Support I 

0 4 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 

~ Storage I Support/ 
0 B Serv1ce Unwanted by MMCIC 

5.tkab I R&D I Lt lnd 

Report 

Recommend~~ 

241Lab I R&D I U. tnd Unwanted by MMCIC 
Storage I Suppon f 

2 Serv1ce !Unwanted by MMCIC 
Office 1 I Unwanted by MMCIC 1 6IAdmimstration 
Office 1 

\unwanted by MMCIC 34 Admmistration 
Office I ;Report 

1. 7J Administration I Recommendation 

IOF.ice/ Repor 
8.1 Administration I Recommendation 

Office/ I 
1 si AdministratiOn !Unwanted by MMC_!E 

I Office 1 

2 9!Admlmstratlon 1 Unwanted by MMCIC 

96 Mam H1ll 0 Armored Vehicle Shelter 
!Storage I Suppon l I 

0 4)Serllce Unwanted by MMCIC 
1 14 Mam Hill R I Nitrogen Sepera.Hon 0 031 !Added from ICP 

!Records Storage 

I 

c Mam H1ll p 13 4\l..ab I R&D I U lnd !Unwanted by MMCIC ---
IMa1n Hill 

I I Electrical Generator 
I Storage I Support I 

EG- 1 IR I 0 241Servtc:e I Added from ICP 

- .:l ill. I A.ssoc:+ates • 5 569 00 Page 1 ~,) 5114196 



Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Buildings w ith No Reuse Potential 

Building Planning Release 

10 Distri c t B loc k Descriptio n 

EG-4 Main Hill a Electrical Generator ---
EG-6 Main Hill R Etectncal Generator 

GIS Main Hill H Guard Island 

GP1 Malo Hlll N Guard Post #1 

H Main Hill p Laundry 

HH Ma1n Hill Q Isotope Separation 

PS Main H1il 0 Paint Shop 

R Mam Hill R Research Lab 
Samtary Treatment (Not 

so Mam Hill M m Sarvrce) 

sw Main Hlll IR Tnhum R.&D 

T Main Hill Q Nudear Operations 

WD Main Hill M 
1Radioact1ve Waste 
Treatment 

Main Hill Total I I 
I i 13 SM-PP IE F1ring Shed 

2 1 SM-PP \e I Raw Matenal Storage 

IF 
I 

30 SM-PP l.o.ctv Dev & Health Phys 

31 SM-PP F lcontamrnated Waste 
I 

IF I 
33 ISM-PP _tSM Area Mamtenance 

I 
38 SM-PP F 1Nuc Opns Prog & 0&0 

I I 
39 SM-PP 'F , Nuclear Opns Support 

I 
53 SM-PP E [ Magazine 

88 SM-PP F RTG Adm1n Supp 

Square 

Footage Exist ing Bui ld fngs with no 

(X1 ,000) Bui ldi ng Use Reuse Potential 

Storage I Support I 
0.14 Service Added from ICP 

Storage I Support I 
024 Service Added from ICP 

Office I 
0.2 Administration Unwanted by MMCIC 

Storage I Support I 
7.8 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 

Storage I Support I Report 

17.3 Service Recommendation 

15.3 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Unwanted by MMCIC -
Storage I Support I 

2.3 Servtce Unwanted by MMCIC 

55 Lab I R&D I Ll . lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 
Storage I Support I 

1.6 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 

43.1 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

173 Lab I R&D I U . lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

Storage I Support I Report 
16.2 Serv1ce Recommen.clation 

383.14 
Storage I Support I 

0.0 5 Service Added from ICP 

Storage I Support I 
4. 1 Serv1ce U"wanted by MMCIC 

0.7 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Unwanted by MMCIC I Storage I Support I 
8.7 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 

Storage I Support I 
1 3 Service Unwanted by MMCtC 

44 3 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd 
T"m ~.e,.meot~~ 'Storage I Support I 

3.5 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 

Storage I Support I Report 

02 Service Recommendation 

Office/ 
7 2 Admin1stratJon Team Assessment 

Storage I Support I I ---

90 SM-PP 'E Retort (Explosive Waste) 0. 7 Service I Already Removed 

Storage I Support I I 
95 SM-PP F Utrlltres Operatrons-SM 2 Serv1ce I u nwanted by MMCIC 

101 lsM-PP F Engrg Supp 
\Office I 

1 8 Administration I unwanted by MMCl~ 
Storage I Support I 

GP44 SM-PP ,F ,Clothing Issue 04 Service Team Assessment -
I Demolished Nuclear 

I SM' JsM-PP F . Produc:t1on Bulldtng 0 Lab I R&D I lt lnd AddeO from ICP 

~M-PPTota l I 74.951 

est Fire tC Exol Prod Supp i 11Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd !unwanted by MMC :C 

S.:~saki ssoe,1a!es - - I 5- 00 Page::! ol 3 511~/96 



Ml misburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Buildings with No Reuse Potential 

Building Planning Release 
10 Distr ict Block Description 

2 Test Fire c Explusives Testing 

5 Test Fire 0 Magazine 

8 Test Fire R Magazine 

10 Test Fire c Magazine 

20 Test Fire c Magazine 

42 T est Fire c H1gh 8tpl Production 

43 Test Fire c Thermite Developme•lt 

52 Test Fire c Magazme 

54 Test Fire a Magazine 

59 Test Fire c Neutron Radiography 

!.)4 Test Fire c MagaZJne 

67 r est Fire c Energetic Material Supp 

74 r est Fire c Storage 

106 Test Fire c Production Storage 

EG-7 !Test Fire c Electncal Generator 

!Test Fire Total 

: I 

I Total 

Square 
Footage Existing Buildings with no 
(X1,000) Building Use Reuse Potentlal 

6.3 Lab I R&D I Lt lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

Storage I Support 1 Report 

0.3 Service Recommendation 
Storage I Support I Report 

0.07 Service Recommend ation 

Storage I Support I Report 
O.Q7 Service Recommendation 

Storage I Support I Report 

0.3 Service Recommendation 

2.9 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

1.5 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 
Storage I Support I Report 

0.08 Service Recommendation 

Storage I Support I 
0.3 Service Unwanted by MMCIC 

0. 71 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Unwanted by MMCIC 

I Storage I Support I Report 

0.07 Service Recommendation 

I 
l u nwaf"lted by MMCIC 3.8j l ab I R&D I Lt. lnd 

I Storage I Support I 
0.41 Serv ice Unwanted by MMCIC 

I Report 
0 21Lab I R&D I Lt . lnd !Recommendation 

I Storage I Support I \ 
0.081 Service ,Added from ICP 

18.07· I 
I 
I 

490.36 1 

• - Note • BUilding SM was demolished pnor o commencement of the M1am1sburg Mound Reuse Plan--lhe 2 i ,000 gsf of space 

within this building has not been carried in this building inventory I I 
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Miamisburg Mour'l<! Comprehensiv Reuse Plan 

Buildings w ith Potential for Reuse that are Scheduled to be Removed by the DOE 

S quare Bu i ldings to b e 

Bui lding PI nning Release Footage Existing Removed by Reus e 

ID Dist rict Block Descri~tion (X1 ,000) Building Use DOE Po tential 

E Main Hlll p Adv Dev Production 29.8 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Yes Yes 

E-Annex MaiO Hill p Offices 18 Lab I R&D I Lt. lnd Yes Yes 
Office / 

47 Main Hill 0 Security 3.6 Administration Yes Yes 
Flammable liquid Storage I Support 1 

71 Lower Area "A" G Storage 0.8 Service Yes Yes 

Storage I Support I 
55 Lower Area ''8" K Waste Mgmt 0.3 Service Yes Yes 

Storage I Support I 
eo Test Fire c Magazine 0 3 Serv1ce Yes Yes 

81 Test Fire c Magazine 
J Storage I Support I 

0.3 Serv ice Yes Yes -
82 Test Fire c Magazine 

!Storage I Support I 
0 3 Service Yes Yes 

I 
!Storage I Support i 

83 Test Fire c Magazine 0 3 Serv•ce Yes Yes 

1 
, Storage I Support I I Yes 84 Test Fire c Magaz1ne 0.3!Service Yes 

I 

Total I 54 I I 

sasak1 Ass ,,_,ate- · 51~ 9 00 P;oge I ot I 511 41C:5 
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1. INTRODUCTION/PROCESS 

v r the past five months, asaki Asso iat s, In ., in ass ciati n with E on mlc 
Research Associates; URS onsultan ; Hamilton, Rab inovitz an lschul r; and 
Envir nm ntal · echn I gies and Communication have been working with the 
Miami burg Mound C mrn uni Improvement Corp rati n (MMCIC , the ound 
Reuse omm itte . (M C ' nd the Dep rtment of Energy (DoE) t assess the 

opportun1ties and li mit t i ns that will influence future reuse of the Mi misburg 
M und Pbnt ound). This analys is has cxpl red at various levels of detail 
existino !an and bui lding uses on the property, c ndition f exi ling facilities. the 
capacity the site to accomm d e new deve lopment, th apacity and 
configuration f current infrastructure and the market potent1a l for office, 
in ustrial and resear h pace in th Dayton metr p titan rea. In addition, the 
pi nnin(1 team has worked with the MMCrC, MRC and DoE to articulate the g als 
and e. pecta tions for reus of the property. 

Bast!d on the in~ rrnati n collected, three development plions havt: been prep red 
wh ich illustrate sc narios ~ r reuse of the Mound. These plans establ ish a reuse 
strate y t facil itate the c n ersion of the Mound from a E fac ility into a 
pri ate and e~,;onomical ly viable complex of buildings within ' hi h jobs are 
cr at s th L. ::Lt a minimum. replace the number lost throu h closure f the faci lity. 

Given the character and use f the existing sire and bu ildings, the preferred uses 
for the land (as re ected in the zonin for rJ1e land) and th marh.et or space in the 
. fi misburg/Dayton area, th , fo us for the reuse options is range of technica l. 
R&D and light indtL'>lri I uses . With in this frameworh. the MM [ is considering 

series ofreu d ve l pment options that have been set to consider a range of 
marketing and d vel pm nt strategies. Rec gnizing that the options ar on a 
cont inuum rangi ng from ·'qui k, ine pensive and open to It interested tenants". lo 

··1 nger term. more investment and focused n a high value marker"', the ptions 
represent three "sn p shots" alona th t continuum. The fin, I selected option co du 
rest t other p 1ints alan th continuum and, in fact, a pl characteristics from 
any f the three ptions that are sen ed. 

The purpose of th is report i:; to sess th strengths and 'lea nc ses of each 
devel pment option. In th work sessions· nd ublic m eting in Miamisburg on 
July 2-+---6, 1996 the plann ing ream will work with th MMCI'"', R ' , F. and 
the cvmmuni ty to get feedback on the ariou development options and establish a 
direction fo r th r ferred plan . 

There are three components to this rep n: l ) identiticat1 n of Lilt: goals for rcu 
of th 1oun which need to be inc rporated into al l three optiOns; 2 a description 

Developm ent Options 



o the thr e development opt i ns inc\ud1nl! pr~\1 mina .t 
~valuation of the three o tions 

Developm ent Opt1ons 

MIJ 

Comprt 

st r <>. 



2. GOA LS AND OBJ ECTIVES 

Thro ugh meetings and intervi ws w ith mem bers f the MM IC, MR , DoE nd 
the commun ity, everal recurren t goals and objectives have been identi fied . hese 
goals have been organized around th ree predominam constituent groups: the 
Community, the DoE and the ftHCJ< . While the goals identified b low have 

been attri ut d to a spe ific constituent grou p, they may in act be shared by two 
r a ll three of th gr ups. 

Community 

• An en ironmental ! clean site. 

• A pos itiv communi ty phys ical and v1sual asset-a good neighbor. 

• Jobs, sa laries and salary tax. contribution. 

• Financi l!y iable and se l suffici nt dev<:lopmen t. 

• Ma; imize the Nat i n's pe cetime return on pub lt in !!Slm nts . 

• , n econ mic and technokw ic al lsset for the region. 

DoE 

• Transiti aci lity from Defens Pr grams t a commerctal site . 

• E li minate D E cnvironrnental \i bil ities. 

• Elimin te landlord responsibilities 

• Min imiz Cleanup cost to tax. payers. 

• Comp let cl anup ri nd transition by 2005. 

MMCIC 

• Jobs and economic de e lopment--mittgate the economic tmp· l: t t the closure 
up n the employees and commun i .. 

• Financially viable plan/proper balance between revenues, bs rptio n pace, 
inve:.tment and ope ti ng cost.s . 

• \ ch i 'Ve revenue-, su tc ient to complete successh l trans iti n 

Developmen t Options 2 i 



3. DESCRIPTI ON OF THE THREE DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 

F r each d elopmenl ption, the market strntegy is describeJ fi rst. This is 
f, I lowed by descr ipti n the evelopment strategy that i. r c mmended for 
that market. Next is ltsting of phy ical modific tions or improvemenLS thar are 
recommend d ~ r the parti ular m rket and trategy, foil wed by a related 
operation and manag ment strategy that is cons isten t with the alternative. 

Reuse Option 1: Industrial Park 

Under thi s option, cap ital inve tm ents are lim ited to those necessary to bring the 

pr p rty in to co mpliance with codes, city standard and other legal requirements 
to make it economica lly viable as private r a! estate. The changes suggested also 
repr sent a base line cond ition fo r the physica l facilities unde r all the option . Th is 
dev l pment strategy ill a llow the MMCI to rum over th property most 
quick l . 

Market Stra tegy 

• The ound i: identi fied as an industrial park (as opposed t a research and 
development p rk . Land and spa e are avatl ble to anyone interested nd for 
al l uses all wa le under zoning. 

• No efD rt is made ro create any spec ia l identity or amen ity. The focus is on 
sale or lease t the highest bidd r for the use ofh is/h r choice. The only 
condit i 111 is that bidders must take all of gi ven sect ion of land and/or 
build ings in a cor 'an e with a ' ·disposa l" pi n. o '"c herry picking" is 
llowed. 

• Jobs goals (salary anJ ski ll levels) are secondary to fi ndtng viable uses nd 
reducing MM l Limes hedule fo r conversion o the Mound to privat usc. 

Development Strategy 

• ppo rtunities that reduce the time o involvement fM MCIC are sought. 

• lnv stments req uir d to bring the site into compliance with codes and ciry. 
standards :lnd make ir ec nom icall. viable for private use are minimized 

• An outside util ity prov ides sewe r. water an e lectric s rvicc . Heat and 
cool ing is spe i fie to each bu ild ing or grou p o bu i !dings . 

• MMCIC operate:; as ·arelaker until tho:; ne v owner(s )/ p •rator( rakes over. 

Developm ent Op tions 3 l 



MIAMISBURG MOUND 

Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Physical 

• R ad network im provem nts are lim ite tc those n ce ury to bring roads up 

t i ) ·tty standards. 

• Build ings are br ughl up to an a cept ble level for code compliance. Beyond 
code-based upgrade, II existing build ings are to be u ed in "as is' condition 
unless (a ) D h uesignated it for demol ition; b MMCIC has indicated 
there i no potential ~ r reuse; or (c) demolition is necessary to provide 
parking for existing development areas. 

• Each building i gi ven a free-standing boiler nd chiller, or c mbined system 
where most econom ical, making use fexisting internal distnbution systems 
\· here they arc reusable. Sewer, water nd electric <>erv ices are provi d 

other ent ities for a u:e fee . 

• ·lverhead uti ltty structures are dem li hed but the stte is not th rwise 
1mpr ed . A utility corridor in them in road is constructed to service sites 
with g s and electric. 

• Site improvements are limited to basic cleanup and upgrade of the stormwnter 
m n< ement systems to an adeq uate level. 

• Bccaus the development's ind ustrial character, n inveslm nts in visual 
amen ities su h as special landscap , l ighting and signage are made. 

• L nd at. the south end of the site i sold in bulk ith no improvements . 

. ·1sting road frontage used for access. 

Operation and Management 

• & 1 osts br ught to a level commen. urate with competitiv pnvate 
Je dopment·. 

• ny speci I fe::~.ture, such as c rnrnon open pace are s that would result in 
management osts ar minimized. Focus is n disposition rather th:m l0ng 
term management. 

• 1 tMCIC rema ins in business until D E tran fers ownership, at which point 
the 1M IC becomes the "auvti neer'· to move the property t hmugh t1 

an th r wner( s). 

Development Op tions 3.2 
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Reuse Strategy 
for the 

Miamisburg Mound 

Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation 

with 

Sasaki AssociateG, Inc.. 

URS Consultants, Inc. 
Economics Rasearch Associates, Inc. 
Hamilton Rabinovlts & Alschuler 
Environmental Technologies, Inc. 

Today's Presentation 

Review Options 

o Goals 
o Methodology 
• Assets and Liabilities 
• Options for Reuse 
• Evaluation of Options 
• Selection of a Preferred Option 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Pian 



The Planning Process 

April to May May to July July to Sept. Sept. to Oct. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Goals 
1. Community 

o Environmentally Clean Site 

o Positive Visual and Physical Asset - A Good Neighbor 

o Jobs, Salaries and Salary Tax Contribution 

• Financially Viable and Sel1f Sufficient Development 

o Maximize the Peace Time Return on the Nation's Investment 

o An Economic and Technological Asset for the Region 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Goals 
2. Department of Energy 

• Transition the Site's Assets to the 
Commercial Marketplace 

• Eliminate DoE's Environmental Liabilities 

• Eliminate DoE's Land lord Responsibilities 

• Minimize Clean Up Costs to Tax Payers 

• Complete Clean Up and Transition by 2005 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Goals 
3. MMCIC 

• Jobs and Economic Development 

• Mitigate the Economic Impact of Closure Upon 
Employees and Community 

• Financially Viable Plan 

• Achieve Revenues Sufficient to Complete Transition 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Methodology 

A View from the Perspective of 
Private Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Methodology 

Determination of Assets and Liabil ities 

• Buildings 

• Infrastructure 

• Site 

• Market 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Buildings 

• Reuse 570,000 square feet to 800,000 square feet 

• Demolish 550,000 square feet to 780,000 square feet 

• Code Compliance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Assets and Liabilities 

Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Water 
• Sewer 
• Electric 
• Storm Water 
• Heating 
• Cooling 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Site 

o Roads 

o Parking 

o Landscape Improvements 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Assets and Liabilities 

Site 

o Additional Development Potential 

o 52 Acres in the South 40 

o lnfi ll Potential on 20+ Acres 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Market 

• Office I Research and Development 

• Industrial / Light Industrial 

• Retail/ Entertamment 

• Residential 

• Institutional 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Options for Reuse 

Option 1: Industrial Park 

• Market 

• Development Strategy 

• Physical lmprovements 

• Operation and Maintenance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Option 1: Industrial Park 

Building Use 

• Office 
• Generallndustry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosive 
• Infrastructure 
Total Reuse 

• New Construction 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Options for Reuse 

253,000 s.f. 
240,000 s.f 
150,000 s.f. 
140,000 s.f 

13.000 s.f. 
796,000 s.f. 

565,000 s. f. 

Option 2: Industrial and Technology Center 

• Market 

• Development Strategy 

• Physical Improvements 

• Operation and Maintenance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Option 2: Industrial and Technology Center 

Building Use 

• Office 
• General lndustry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosive 
• Infrastructure 
Total Reuse 

• New CCri "' lt~ction 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Options for Reuse 

Option 3: Technology Center 

• Market 

• Development Strategy 

• Physical Improvements 

• Operation and Maintenance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

235,000 s.f 
178,000 s.f. 
150,000 s.f. 
131,000 s.f. 

13,000 s.f. 
707,000 s.f. 

71 5' 000 s .f. 



Options for Reuse 

Option 3: Research Park 

Building Use 

• Office 
• General Industry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosive 
• Infrastructure 
Total Reuse 

• New Construction 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Evaluation of Options 

Community Goals 

• Environmentally Clean Site 

235,000 s. f. 
122,000 s.f. 
138,000 s. f. 

70,000 s.f. 
4 000 s.f. 

569,000 s.f. 

800,000 s.f. 

• Positive Visual and Physical Asset- A Good Neighbor 

• Jobs, Salaries and Salary Tax Contribution 

• Financially Viable and Self Sufficient Development 

• Maximize the Peace Time Return on the Nat~nn's lnvestmen 

• An Economic and Technological Asset for the Region 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Evaluation of Options 

Department of Energy Goals 

• Transition the Site's Assets to the Commercial Marketplace 

• Eliminate DoE's Environmental Liabili ties 

• Eliminate DoE's Landlord Responsibili ties 

• Min imize Clean Up Costs to Tax Payers 

• Complete Clean Up and Transition by 2005 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Evaluation of Options 

MMCIC Goals 

• Jobs and Economic Development 

• Mitigate the Economic Impact of Closure Upon 
Employees and Community 

• Financially Viable Plan 

• Achieve Revenues Sufficient to Complete Transition 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plar1 



Selection of a Preferred Option 

• MMCIC and MRC Review of Options 

• Public Review and Comment 

• Board Review and Selection 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Next Steps 

• Final ize Land Use Plan 

• Coordination with DoE Closure Strategy 

• Refine Implementation Strategy 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

Buildings are Transferred 
in a Code Compliant Condition 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

Utilities are Provided at Rates 
Competitive witl1 the Market 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 
~------------------~------~ 

Planning Assumption: 

Improvements are Made to the Site 
Including Upgrading Roadways to Local 
Standards and an Adequate Storm 
Drainage System 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

An Economically Viable Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

Options Seek Opportunities for 
Potential Cost Avoidance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

• Reduced Facility Dispos ition Costs 

• Reduced Surveillance & Maintenance Costs 

• Reduced Decontamination and Decommissioning Costs 

Reduced Safe Shutdown Casts 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Evaluation of Options 1 

Community 
·An environmentally safe closure is assumed. 

•While environmentally safe, the lack of investment in 
amenities will limit the extent to whrch is will be seen as a 
physical ly attractive community asset. 

• Salaries and tax contributions are lower than 2 and 3. 
·While financially feasible, it is physically less attractive 
than 2. 

•Given the goal of rapid exit by MMCIC and related 
community involvement, the community is more 
vulnerable to loss of control over the outcome of the 
conversion. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

DoE 
·Less economically attractive than other options. 

·DoE's rapid exit goa l is threatened . 

MMCIC 
· Risk to MMCIC will be reduced . 

• A quick MMCIC exit will likely reduce the potential value 
of the transaction to MMCIC and , in turn , DoE. 

• Transfer of the property to a private developer will reduce 
the ability for MMCIC to selectively market the property 
toward specific ends such as maximization of quality jobs . 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Evaluation of Options 2 

Community 
•An envi ronmentally safe cleanup is assumed. 

•Increased investment in site and building improvements, 
increases the quality of the Mound as a private neighbor. 

·Produces the highest number of high paying jobs, over 
the shortest penod of time. 

·Maximizes tax revenue . 

•Success reduces risk and the potential of additional 
inves~ment required of the community 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

DoE 
·Will have potentially less cleanup costs under this option, 
while enjoying the potential for a more rapid transition to a 
financially feasible development. 

MMCIC 
• This is the most financially feasib'i.:! option. 

·Jobs and economic benefits are maximized. 

• The feasibility of keeping jobs and prov.iding economic 
benefit to the community as a first priority is improved. 

·There is a need for a successor public/private operator. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Evaluation of Options 3 

Community 
·An envi ronmentally safe conversion is assumed. 

•The most attractive to the community as an asset 

·The highest paying JObs. 

· Significantly longer absorption period 

· Reduced potential for financial success 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

DoE 
• DoE cleanup costs potentially reduced under this option. 

• The protracted absorption pace of this option increases 
the potential for MMCIC failure and the necessity for a 
continuing role for DoE. 

MMCIC 
· Not financially feasib le because of a limiteq market. 

·Results in a greatly extended time frame for 
implementation. 

• Produces the most high paying jobs. 

· Unable to create an "investment grade" property in wh ich 
private developers will be interested in investing. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

M OUND REUSE COMMITTEE COMMUNITY MEETING 

May 1 ' , 1 96 
7:00p.m. 
Miamisburg Civic Center 

Attendance: C heryl Baxter (Economic Research Associares , D nn Bird (MM 1CIC) , Dick 
Bbuvelt (B DM Feder l) , M ik Brooks ( AM-S BDC at Mound) , Ed Brown CURS Co nsultanc ), 
Bryan C hoi Architects Associated), Jack L. C La rk Qacobs Engineering) , Dick C hurch , Randy 
D niel (S . M rro C hamber), Ria D vidson (Environmental T echnologies & Communica tions, 
Inc.) , George C. Dunahue, Marcia D unahue, Ri chard Fliterap, hades Friedman (S lentec), 
Debbie Gill , J hn G ill , Mike Grauwelman, D vid Hirzel (Sasaki Associates, Inc.) , Gordon S. 
H rn, Keith Johnson (City of Miami burg), Arr Kleinrath (DO E), John Maletta, Mike M Cabe, 
Peggie M e abe, Martha McConnell (Environ mental Technologies & C mmunicarions, Inc. ) , 
Brian N iuh d ( hio EPA), Mady Randsdee (City Council , M iami burg), Ro bert h iffer, Carl 
Simmons, J e ranron (T eledyne), G retchen Wahl Qacobs Engineering) , John W eir:hofer (MRC , 
Debbie White, Sheila Willis, Ji m Zahora. 

CONVENING OF MEETING 

Th m ering was convened at 7:00 p.m. by John Wei rhofer, Chairman of the Mo und Reuse 
C ommittee (MRC . 

ITEM 1 - INTRODUCTION & G OALS 

M r. W eithofe r welcomed the attendees and exp lained that rh M RC is seeking in pur and 
involvemem from che communi ty reg rding the reuse of rhe Mound faciliry. H e described th e 
involvement process: 
• th MRC wiU hold a series of public forum m etings (this was the fi rs t) 
• the MRC meers on th second Friday of each month ac 10 a. m. in rhe conference room at the 

Civic Cent r, individuals may c II 847-6456 co be on the mailing list 
• rhc purpose o f ronighr's mee ting is ro info rm cirizens, share information about the prOJt Ct 

goals. process, and timetab le for the reuse plan. 

O ann Bird welco med arrendees on behalf of th M iamisburg Mound Communi ty lmprovemenc 
Corporation, and explained that MM IC is rh lead econo mic develo pment organizatio n for 
determi ning M ound's opti ns for reuse. Mr. Bird explained the group's goal of completing the 
reuse plan in what is usually a 12-1 5 month process within 7 months. M r. Bird in trod uced S-saki 
Associates and provided an overview of the agenda. 

David Hirzel of Sasaki Associates expressed his plea 'Ure at k1 king off the reus plan proc ss, <t nd 
introd uced the ceam members. 

• Ed Brown, U RS Consulcants 
• C heryl Ba.xter, E a nomie Research Associates 
• Ria Davidson, M artha 1 fcC nne!!, Environmental Technologies & Communic nons 

Mr. H irzel pr vided a summ ary o f the proj ect ti mel ine: 
• at chis meeting wh r is known about the site, buildings , developmenc potential, i ~ ues involved , 

and market fo r reuse at this point in time will be discussed 
• the next phase ill invo lve dec rmination of options 



• ano ther public meeri ng will be held the third week in J uly to review those optio ns 
• fa ll wing rhe decision about the prefe rred direction of reuse for the faciliry, the r u,e plan will 

be prepared for fu rther review 
• by Sep tember/Occober, there will be a completed reuse plan representing the M RC's , the 

MMCIC's, and the com municy's plan for the reuse 

ITEM 2: ITE OPPORTUNITIES & CO NSTRAINTS, BUILDING REUSE PO TENTIAL, 
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (See attached presentation) 

Mr. Hirzel described the site: M ain Hill , SM-PP area, T est Fire, Lower area (A & B), Sourh Parcel 
(south 40), total sire area is 300 acres. 

Mr. Hirz I reviewed the regional context: 
• Site is part of Dayton area; location plays a role in determining sire opportunities 
• ire is not on or visible from the main highway co rridor (I-75) that is generating a I t of the 

economic development in the region. Improved access to rhe ire LS necessary 
• Want to be sure that Mound is good neigh bor to the M iamisburg communi ry 

Mr. Hirzel reviewed the natur I resources on the site: 
• L rge underwater aqui fer underl ies development - not constraint to developmenr 
• M inor wetlands t low poin r.s thro ugh lower area of site - not constraint co developm nt 
• D ue ro the hundred-year flood plain, can' t build where fi rs t floors are below flood level 
• Vegetation - trees , fields - open sp ce opportuni ti around hill 
• Slopes are an issue - land chat is at a lope of 15% or great r is d ifficulr and expensive to 

develop. 42% of the site has signi ficant slope consrrain t 
• Soils (the fa t that bedrock is just below the sur face) furth r complic te slope issue -- 79% of 

sire has soils that co nstrain new development 

Mr. H irzel indicated rhar an issue affecting the riming of development is the clean-up operation 
going on as D O E vacates rhe sice. The buildings are the fo cus of rhe clean-up; completion of the 
dean- up and build ing demoli ri n is scheduled for 2005. 

Mr. H irzel explained the breakdown of the si te: 
• net usable land rea is 159 of the 300 acres 
• about 1.3 mi ll ion square feet of buUdings currently exis t on si re 
• about 850,000 square feet could have reuse potential 
• DOE has already commi tted ro removing many of un usable build ings 

Ed Brown, URS Consultants, Inc ., described the sire util ities and infrast ructure; 
U nderground uti liti s: 
• W acer ·ys tem - 3 wells, 3 water towers, 2 water systems (domestic .1nd fi re) on sire. Generally 

in good condition, build ings are nor individually metered 
• Sanitary sewer sysrem -- wastewater sent co ons ice treatment plane. In good con irian 
• Storm sewer system is made up of pipes, channels, and culverts. eeds orne improvement 
• G roundwater contamination is being cleaned up - invol es volatile o rgan ic ompounds 
• Electric service - amount coming in is abo ut rwi e what they use - h ve 100% ba kup co 

provide consta nt source of power. Buildings are nor individually metered· 
Abovegrou nd utilities: 
• 2 boilers p rovide steam -- when buildings taken our, boiler will be less effic ien t - cost of facilicy 

may become proh ibi ri e as cost per square foot goes up 
• C hilled water is provided through two sources . Chillers range i age from '70s co 1985 -

trernend us stri des made in chi lle r techno logy over last 10 years, new nes more efficient. 



• Stanchio n lines - steam lines originate in power house, provide heat to who l f: cilicy. C hillt!d 
warer li nes serve most of the facilities 

• Natur 1 gas line runs aboveground - high-p ressure gas line feeds bo ilers nd pow rho use 
• Stanchion lines also have lines used for nitrogen gas, heli um, electric L cond uits, compressed 

atr system 
Roads . parkin g, sidewalks: 
• Mai n parking area in pret ty good shape. Smaller parki ng area structurally sound . Larger 

parking areas on south side in poor condition. 
• Ro ds throughout site in fair condition, but need upgrading to community tandards 

Mr. Hi rzel p rovided a p rev iew of development potential: 
• Three m ost inter s ting piec s of vacant land are the south parcel, lower parking area, and parts 

f the SM-PP 
• T op of the hill - a lo r of buildings go away - must make the to p of a hill fun crion as a pia e 

where peo ple can park next co their bui ldings 
• Exisring roads and fron tage offer best early ac ti n opportunities because they a id having to 

wait until 2005 when cleanup is do ne 

ITEM 3: MARKET FOR REUSE 

C heryl Baxter, Economic Research fuso iates, indicated that the challenge is ro find our what 
bu iness opportunities exist for the sic . DOE has been running a business operation there fo r 50 
years - man ufa turi ng, research and development, labs, offices, administration. Challenge is to 

fi nd a fi t be tween exis ting facili ties nd businesses/ market opportunities . 

M s. Baxter ind icated th:H the approach r ken was to look at the current economy and real es tate 
market, an d al r technology. She descri bed the results of che resear h : 
• Local economy is heaJrhy, growing, new busi nesses entering area 
• Area is growi ng; growth is faster on north 'ide of Dayton, but south is experien ing growth 
• Lo acion is critical- while the site is convenie.nc to Dayto n, businesses want to be loca ted on 

rhe highway 
• Office market is heavily co ncentrated in dowm wn. Offi e market is not strong righ t now­

may not be criti al because offi ce space at M o und won't be available until 2005. 
• T here will be market fo r various cypes of industrial uses at Mound. M. 1CI has been 

success fu l so far ac attracting businesses and crearing jobs. O ver period of rime, DOE will 
vacate buildings and businesses can move in. 

• Key to making ch is work, because o f buildi ngs, lack of visabilicy, and access fro m I-75, is low 
rent. 

ITEM 4: Q UESTIONS/COMMENTS 

Q: Reference ro base in Illinois that shut down, where residents were allowed to move onco base, 
irline company uses hangars, government also still uses facilities. 

A: W e want to understand the nature of the assets on Mound- f ciliti s, equipment, build ings, 
ski lls o f peo ple, rake advantage of what's unique abo u t chis place and suggest reuse strategy. 
Th only generalizatio n I would like to make is that I have yet co see reuse achieved by a 
magi buller - it's always achieved by a lo r of hard work one small rep at a time, group like 
the C IC wo rking to take care of all the details and make it happen. It's nor easy. Bur there are 
su c ss srories. No bod is guaranteei ng it here, bur we' r working o n ir. 



Comment: There were problems in the past with the steam lines . 
Response: We are looking at th e viability of that distribution system remaining in place as part of 

the develop ment. 

Q: I have a questio n for Ed - he state.d that one of the water st rage ranks was in good shape -
what about the other m ree? 

A: T here are three to tal; the other r:wo, the powerhouse tank is in fair shape. T he problem wi th the 
third tank whi h has the largest volume, is the fi re ran k, is it's precry low, it is underu rilized. 

Q: That's the red and wh ite o ne? 
A: Ye , it 's a matter o f pumping out there, and the costs associated wirh that. T he tank that is in 

the best conditio n is the beige tank, they just paint d it last year, d id an excellenc job o f 
painting, and it 's ar the highest elevation so you get the biggest bang for yo ur bu k out of that 
cower . 

Q: H ow do yo u expect D O E to respond co yo ur recommendations? 
A: My e.xpt:rience is rhar this is a road not walked by any m:, the air force, r:he arm , the navy, this 

is new territo ry fo r the D epan menr of Energy. No ne of these organizations were in business 
co close down m eir faciliri s, so it's unfamiliar turf; everybody is learning as they go. So I 
an' t nswer that directly ex epr to ay that from our e perience they are very engaged in rh 

process, mey are listening, they are interested in what we' re interested in, we' re in terested in 
whar rhey' r interested in, and I think the relationship is good . W e had a briefing wi th D O E 
officials and EG&G officials rh is afternoon and I th ink ir's a fair statemenr to say that it is 
fa irly well r ceived in regard to the direction that we are going here. It cam to light tha t we 
are p roba bly off about 272,000 square feet in rerms o f what rhey see as fa ilities that m ay not 
be demol ished and what we ee as facil ities that may be demolished. And 170,000 of tha t is 
probably the T-building. T he o ther activities in terms of what dire tion we're going, we 
inrend to keep very close with the D OE and I chink it:'s a fai r statem ent rhat it's f.Urly well 
recei ed in terms of our reuse plan beco ming the framework for the implementation of their 
exi t pi n . That's o ur goal. That's where we want to end up, on the same track. We're very 
much believers in coming ro the table undersranding the in terests of each o f rhe parries 
involved in this ki nd o f activity . We have every reason to believe that will be part of the 
process in rhi ca e. 

Q: I heard DOE was p roposing use of the T-building ... 
A: O n o ne graphic we indicated that 489,000 square fee t that was not in the reuse category and 

there was a figure of 272,000 that was rill up in the air. T hey' re looking at che T -building 
issue right now . So char's still to be decided. 

Q: H ave you or wi ll you provide an invenrory of all the equi pment char's in this facili ty that's 
pocenriall transferable to the private sector? 

A: We have looked ar me equi pmen t fr m a r~chn ical standpo int co determine market value and 
make recommendations. If you give us a call, we can provide you with a copy of the list. It's 
quire com prehensive - there are boxes and boxes in rooms and rooms. 

Comment: The facility was supposed to be the most permanen t structure in the U ni red States 
after the war was over. T hat' wh re we made the fuses fo r the atomic bo mb. 

Response: T he T-build ing is an underground facility with an open ing here and here. Ir has th ick 
walls and eilings, and was used for production. As I understan d it, the craregy is 
no r demolition but co fi ll and seal- the sruff char's in there (tritium) has relat ively 
short half-life as compared to other materials, so it doesn' t seem like an unreasonable 
straregy from layp rson 's standpoint to seal it up and forget it. 



Q: l r s ems ro me that you are very strongly analyzing but e mially there will be omeone from 
rhe o utside, some major corporation (as in Canada) to rake great advantage of the rese rch 
facili ties. I do n' r see anyone using this major marketing approach. Why not use a more 
aggres i-ve marketing approach rather than the conservative soluri n process? M arketing major 
domestic and international major big impact to relocate to the sire? 

A: W e do have a proactive marketing approa h that has been develope . nforrunately, to rhe lay 
public, it's not obvious all the groundw rk that h s to be laid in order ro get to th se facilities 
and the ap bilities that are here. Iniriall , th re was no l gislation in place that permitted us 
ro even lease facilities here. At rhe same time, we are habirating on the site wirh an existing 
contractor whi h is still conducting activi ties her . So it's not the same as a DOD rype of 
function where the department of defense simply shuts the gates and turns over the base's 
facilirie to the community. In chi case, what th CIC is aiming to do i. to m rket from a 
technological st ndpoint rhe capabilities that reside here and they reside in rhe equipmenr and 
the people. Unfortunately in the process, DOE expedited the closing process by 16 months 
and that closed rh window of opportuniry on us v ry q uickly r garding th human 
component. Ini tially the department was inter ced in raking equipment from rhe sire and 
repositio ning it within the DO E complex itself, so we're consistently in a struggle: with the 
DOE over those sire assets. At rh same time, we're trying to get legislatio n passed ro even 
get tO those assets. At the time, the ere had no organizational Structure itself, had no 
employees, physic lly did not e ist. Ultimately, with regard to rhe marketing component, 
what had ro be done was ro determine what we had there. U ndersrand that this w s super­
secret site, and it was almost like trying to marker something that was behind closed do rs. In 
fact, EG &G in a very appropriate move, or so it appeared at the time, tried to swing open the 
doors t the sit ini tially with what they ailed busines and indu c.ry day in which they 
invir d hundreds f people to rh site; this was the first opportunity for the general public to 

get a look at the facilities here. That was the first marketing effo rt taken. It was done to 

begin to expose the site. Unforrunarely, there were no ehicles in place to move on with the 
ervice, so we had ro go back to the drawing board at that point to create rhe vehicles to be 

able to open the site up. S curi ry was another constraint; ro get into the site, everyon had to 
be badged and a mpanied by individuals who had gone through securiry. Many barriers 
existed to getting onto .the sire, leave alone go out and proactively market. U nfortunately, the 
horsepower ro deal with all of th is culrur , th is super-secret environment, plowing new ground, 
is very time-consuming, s marketing was nor the number one priority at the rime. Even 
roday, we still are habi tating with EG&G there. I compare it to t\' o familie living in one 
hou es. W e're con randy stepping on one another's feet. So it's n t as if you can look at the 
sire coda and say well there's a million square feet that can be used - there are still about 1200 
employe s of EG&G that are operating on the sire. So only certain cap bilities have come out 
of the system thus far. And we' re trying to market those and the capabilities char reside here. 
The major marketing of rhe sire will rake. place afr r the reuse plan is in place, after EG&G 
and D OE pha e out. You can wait a long rime for one big investor - the probab ili ty o f "'erring 
one big investor is small. You should make sure you' re available ro the Fed xes, but also need 
ro g after small mves rors . 

Q: It is obvious from th presencation rh:H it will take a major investment to transi tion the ice for 
reuse. As fa r as dealing with that issue, the cost, the funding, the responsibil iri s of the various 
parries you said something about the future basis fo r that? 

A: We will begin w understand what those number look like, what che alternative strategies are 
for creating assets and investments. It's not unusual for this rype of pr jects to need an 
infusion that wasn't anticipated at the firsr look. Remember that the government is seeking to 

get out o f rhi. as quickly and s cheaply a.s they can . That' the general goal, and in doing so, 
th y will speak encouragingly bout the opportunities this placer presents. Our role is to 



u nders rand whar are the oppo rtunities of th is place, and to p resent this to rhe co mm uni ty and 
the ere fo r their negotiations wi th the D O E as this process contin ues. 

Q: O ann mentio ned earlier creating a campus-like environment on the site; you also calked abo ut 
strategies ro hel p blend this into rhe community. It seems like a fon: ress now. W hen will 
these strategies be generated ? 

A: At the next stage - the lid that showed the li r of potential developm n ts, begin to re tru ture 
the entry, begin to open, begin to connect M ound Avenue thro ugh, begin to look at how this 
framework, a road here, maybe there could be a recon nection over to the turnpike, now we can 
begin to open this place up in a way that it is part of a roadway ne twork, an open space 
neTWork, begin to functio n m ore com fo rtably as part of a system. T he to pography mitigates 
so mewhat some o f rhe connections - i['s so steep that you're not going ro have ease o f access. 

Q: If yo u look at the acrual transportation on the si te, you have bas ically two roadways that look 
Like liule tiny roads; will there be some recom mendations as far as timing? 

A: We will m ake reco mmendations for roadway network with access to the sire. Which will 
depend on what ki nd of traffic is anticipated o n those ro ads to service this site. W e don't 
want to propose development fo r which the roadways that service the facil ity are w o narr w. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. Weith ofer rh:1nked the attendees fo r coming, invited them to attend addi rto nal pu blic 
forums. M eetings will be nnounced publicly and notices sent. 
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,ys ical Assets 

1. Regional Context 

• Pro imity to Dayton 

• Proximity to Highways 

• Miamisburg Community 
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Physical Assets 

3. Natural Resources 

• 100 Year Flood Plain 

• Deep Water Aquifer 

• Minor Wetlands 

• Vegetation 
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Physical Assets 

2. Transportation 

• Mound Chosen for Isolation 

• Improved Access Req uired 

• Potential Connections 
Benner Road 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

SR 892 
Mound Avenue 
Cincinna ti Pike 

Physical Assets 

4. Slopes 

Significant Steep Slope Constraint 
(42% of the si te) 
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Physical Assets 

, $ oils 

• Soils Constraining New Development 
(79% of the site) 

• Correlates with Steep Slopes 

• Construction Premium Costs 

Miamis urg Mound Reuse Plan 

Physical Assets 

7. Net Usable Land Area 

• Developable Land Area = 159 Acres 

• Initial Focus on Parcels with Access 
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Physical Assets 

6. Areas of Clean-Up 

• Areas of Clean-Up 

• Close Coordination of Clean-Up Required 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Physical Assets 

8. Existing Build ing Inventory 

· 1,346,000 Gross Square Feel 

M1amisburg ound Reuse Plan 
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p·~ysical Assets 

8. Existing Building Inventory 

Office I Administration Space 281,900 gsf 

Lab I R&D I Production Space 898,800 gsf 

Support/ Service I Storage 165,800 gsf 

• Total Area 1,346,500 gsf 

1am1sburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Physical Assets 

8. Buildings to be Removed 

• Gross Square Footage of Buildings 
with No Reuse Potential 490,000 gsf 

(!his Includes lhe 173.000 gsl T Building) 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Physical Assets 

8. Building Reuse Potential 

Off1ce I Administration Space 252,000 gsf 

Lab I R&D I Production Space 517,000 gsf 

Support I Service I Storage 87,000 gsf 

Total Area 856,000 gsl 

~iam isburg Mound Reuse P!an 

Physical Assets 

8. DOE Building Removal Plans 

Gross Square Footage of 
Buildings with No Reuse Polenliat 490,000gsf 

• Gross quare Footage of 
Buildings to be Rem ved by the DOE 282,200 gsf 

Balance to be Determined 207,800 gsf 
(including 173.000 gsf m T Building 

Miamisburg Moun Reuse Plan 



Physical Assets 

9. Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Underground Utilities 

·• Above Ground Utilities 

• Roads, Parking and Sidewalks 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Physical Assets 

9. Above Ground Utilities 

Stanchion Lines 
-Steam 
- Chilled Water 
- Natural Gas 
- Miscellaneous 

• Electric Service 
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Physical Assets 

9. Underground Utilities 

• Water System 

• Sanitary Sewer System 

• Storm Sewer System 

• Electric Service 

Miamisourg Mound Reuse Plan 

Physical Assets 

9. Roads, Parking and Sidewalks 

Roads 

• Parking 

• Sidewalks 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



r 1rket for Reuse 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Redevelopment Potential 
• South Parcel 

• Lower Parking Area 

• SM-PP Area 

Miamisburg ound Reuse Plan 

Due Diligence Summary 
1,346,500 gsf of Ex1sting Space 

281,900 gsf of Office Space 
898,800 gsf of R&D Space 
165,800 gsf other uses 

• 856,100 gsf of Space with Potential for Reuse 
252,300 gsr of Office Space 
517,300 gsf of R&D Space 
86,500 gsf other uses 

Si e Utility Premiums 

Market Competit ion 

M amisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Next Steps 

• Prepare Land Use Alternatives 
• Refine Market Data 
• Develop Financial Feasibility Model 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



T'-~ Planning Process 

A. B. c. D. 
Develop and 

Due Review Prepare Documenta-
Dil igence Alternatives Reuse Plan tion 

April to May May Ia July July to Sept. Sept. to Oct. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Today's Presentation 

Review Options 

• Goals 
• Methodology 
• Assets and Liabilities 
• Options for Reuse 
• Evaluation of Options 
• Selection of a Preferred Option 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Planning Process 

A. B. C. D. 

> Develop and "" [> Due Review v Prepare Documenta-
Diligence Options Reuse Plan tion 

April to May May to July July to Sept. Sept. to Oct. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Physical Assets 

1. Regional Context 

• Proximity to Dayton 

• Proximity to Highways 

• Miamisburg Community 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Site 
• Main Hill 

• SM-PP Area 

• Test Fire 

• Lower Area 

• South Parcel 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Goals 
1. Community 

• Environmentally Clean Site 

• Positive Visual and Physical Asset -A Good Neighbor 

• Jobs, Salaries and Salary Tax Contribution 

• Financially Viable and Self Sufficient Development 

• Maximize the Peace Time Return on the Nation's Investment 

• An Economic and Technological Asset for the Region 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Goals 
2. Department of Energy 

• Transition the Site's Assets to the 
Commercial Marketplace 

• Eliminate DoE's Environmental Liabilities 

• Eliminate DoE's Landlord Responsibilities 

• Minimize Clean Up Costs to Tax Payers 

• Complete Clean Up and Transition by 2005 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Goals 
3. MMCIC 

• Jobs and Economic Development 

• Mitigate the Economic Impact of Closure Upon 
Employees and Community 

• Financially Viable Plan 

• · Achieve Revenues Sufficient to Complete Transition 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Methodology 

A View from the Perspective of 
Private Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Methodology 

Determination of Assets and Liabilities 

• Buildings 

• Infrastructure 

• Site 

• Market 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Buildings 

• Reuse 570,000 square feet to 800,000 square feet 

• Demolish 550,000 square feet to 780,000 square feet 

• Code Compliance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

Buildings are Transferred 
in a Code Compliant Condition 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Utilities and Infrastructure 

• Water 
• Sewer 
• Electric 
• Storm Water 
• Heating 
• Cooling 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

Utilities are Provided at Rates 
Competitive with the M~rket 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Site 

• Roads 

• Parking 

• Landscape Improvements 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

Improvements are Made to the Site 
Including Upgrading Roadways to Local 
Standards and an Adequate Storm 
Drainage System 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Site 

• Additional Development Potential 

• 52 Acres in the South 40 

• lnfill Potential on 20+ Acres 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Ptan 
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Assets and Liabilities 

Market 

• Office I Research and Development 

• Industrial I Light Industrial 

• Retail I Entertainment 

• Residential 

• Institutional 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

An Economically Viable Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Assets and Liabilities 

Planning Assumption: 

Options Seek Opportunities for 
Potential Cost Avoidance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



• Reduced Facility Disposition Costs 

• Reduced Surveillance & Maintenance Costs 

• Reduced Decontamination and Decommissioning Costs 

• Reduced Safe Shutdown Costs 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Option 1: Industrial Park 

• Market 

• Development Strategy 

• Physical Improvements 

• Operation and Maintenance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Option 1: Industrial Park 

Building Use 

• Office 
• General Industry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosive 
• Infrastructure 
Total Reuse 

• New Construction 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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253,000 s.f. 
240,000 s.f. 
150,000 s.f. 
140,000 s.f. 

13,000 s.f. 
796,000 s.f. 

565,000 s.f. 



Options for Reuse 

Option 2: Industrial and Technology Center 

• Market 

• Development Strategy 

• Physical Improvements 

• Operation and Maintenance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Option 2: Industrial and Technology Center 

Building Use 

• Office 
• General Industry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosive 
• Infrastructure 
Total Reuse 

• New Construction 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

235,000 s.f. 
178,000 s.f. 
150,000 s.f. 
131,000 s.f. 

13,000 s.f. 
707,000 s.f. 

715,000 s.f. 
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Options for Reuse 

Option 3: Technology Center 

• Market 

• Development Strategy 

• Physical Improvements 

• Operation and Maintenance 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Option 3: Research Park 

Building Use 

• Office 
• General Industry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosive 
• Infrastructure 
Total Reuse 

• New Construction 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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235,000 s.f. 
122,000 s.f. 
138,000 s.f. 

70,000 s.f. 
4,000 s.f. 

569,000 s.f. 

800,000 s.f. 



Evaluation of Options 1 

Community 
•An environmentally safe closure is assumed. 

•While environmentally safe, the lack of investment in 
amenities will limit the extent to which is will be seen as a 
physically attractive community asset. 

·Salaries and tax contributions are lower than 2 and 3. 
·While financially feasible, it is physically less attractive 
than 2. 

•Given the goal of rapid exit by MMCIC and related 
community involvement, the community is more 
vulnerable to loss of control over the outcome of the 
convers1on. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



DoE 
• Less economically attractive than other options. 

• DoE's rapid exit goal is threatened. 

MMCIC 
• Risk to MMCIC will be reduced. 

•A quick MMCIC exit will likely reduce the potential value 
of the transaction to MMCIC and, in turn, DoE. 

_ • Transfer of the property to a private developer will reduce 
the ability for MMCIC to selectively market the property 
toward specific ends such as maximization of quality jobs. 

------------------------------------------------------------------
Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Evaluation of Options 2 

Community 
•An environmentally safe cleanup is assumed. 

•Increased investment in site and building improvements, 
increases the quality of the Mound as a private neighbor. 

• Produces the highest number of high paying jobs, over 
the shortest period of time. 

• Maximizes tax revenue. 

• Success reduces risk and the potential of additional 
investment required of the community. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



DoE 
• Will have potentially less cleanup costs under this option, 
while enjoying the potential for a more rapid transition to a 
financially feasible development. 

MMCIC 
• This is the most financially feasible option. 

•Jobs and economic benefits are maximized. 

·The feasibility of keeping jobs and providing economic 
benefit to the community as a first priority is improved. 

·There is a need for a successor public/private operator. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Evaluation of Options 3 

Community 
•An environmentally safe conversion is assumed. 

·The most attractive to the community as an asset. 

• The highest paying jobs. 

• Significantly longer absorption period. 

• Reduced potential for financial success. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



DoE 
·DoE cleanup costs potentially reduced under this option. 

·The protracted absorption pace of this option increases 
the potential for MMCIC failure and the necessity for a 
continuing role for DoE. 

MMCIC 
·Not financially feasible because of a limited market. 

• Results in a greatly extended time frame for 
implementation. 

• Produces the most high paying jobs. 

• Unable to create an "investment grade" property in which 
private developers will be interested in investing. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Selection of a Preferred Option 

• MMCIC and MRC Review of Options 

• Public Review and Comment 

• Board Review and Selection 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Next Steps 

• Finalize Land Use Plan 

• Coordination with DoE Closure Strategy 

• Refine Implementation Strategy 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Development Options for Mound 

A working document prepared in conjunction with 
the Mound Comprehensive R euse Plan 



Miamisburg Mound omrounity Improvement Corporation 

This document has been prepared by 
the Miamisburg Mound Community 
Improvement Corporation to share 
with the community and other 
interested stakeholders information 
about the important choices being 
considered for the future of Mound. 
This publication's goal is co provide a 
common f rame of reference for 
discussions and decisions leading co 
chose choices -- choices chat will 
become the foundation for the Mound 
Comprehensi've Reuse Plan. The 
MMCIC's inc nt is co encourage 
widespread and well-informed 
participation in order to arrive at a 
plan that accurately reflects the 
community's vision for the 
tremendous assets of MouncL 



Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation 

Why a (_ Jmprehensive 
Reuse Plan? 

The omprehensive reus plan 
being created for Mound will guide 
the continued redevelopment of the 
site in its transition from a defense 
weapons research, development and 
production facility to a privately 
owned busin s park. The plan will 
pr vide framework for decisions 
regarding future business 
development requests, identify 
marketing strategies and address 
physical features of the site, 
including buildings, utilities, 
roadways, signage and lighting. 

As the lead organization for 
economic development at the 
Mound, the Miamisburg M und 
Community Improvement 
Corpor tion (MMCIC) is 
spearheading the comprehensive 
reuse planning proc ss. 

The MMCIC is working closely 
with the Mound Reuse Committee 
(MRC), an ad isory committee of 
12 citizens representing various 
community interests and 
stakeholder groups. The MRC is 
the conduit for citizen input 
regarding future land uses and 
environmental cleanup standards at 
Mound. 

The MMCIC nd the MRC re 
being assisted in the preparation of 
the c mprehensive reuse plan by a 
multi- is iplined consulting team 
led by Sasaki Associates, Inc. of 
Watertown, Massachusetts. 
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Evaluating the Choices 

T he community's visio n for 
Mound is to convert it from a 
Department of Energy defense 
weapons produ tion plant into a 
private, economically viable entity 
where new employment parallels 
that lost through the closure of the 
facility . There are a number of 
ways to approach that vision, and 
this document identifies three 
strategies - or development options 
- to consider. 

An organized and logi al approach 
has been created to assess the merits 
of each of the three options 
presented. Fundamental to that 
approach are the points of view of 
the community, DOE and the 
MMCIC. The process is based on 
measuring the potential of each 
option against the goals of the three 
entities identified. 

Community goals 

.. An en ironmemally d ean 
stte. 

2 

A posiriv communit asset 
physically and visually - a 
good neighbor. 
Jobs, salaries and income tax 
contribution. 
A financially viable and self­
sufficient development. 

., Uses that maximize the 
nation's peacetime retu rn on 
public investments. 
An economic and 
technologi al asset for the 
r gwn. 

DOE goals 

.. 

Transition of faciJjry from 
defense programs to 
commercial uses. 
Elimination of DOE 
environmental liabilities. 
Elimination of landlord 
res po nsi b il.ities. 
Lowest possible cleanup 
costs to taxpayers. 
Completed cleanup an d 
transition by 2005. 

MA1CIC goals 

Job creation and economic 
development compensatin g 
for the economic impact of 
the closure upon employees 
an d e ommunity. 
Financially viable plan that 
balances revenues, 
ab o rpcion pace, investment 
and operating costs. 
Revenues adequate to 
complete successful 
transttJon. 
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A Range of Options 

As presented here, the development 
options fall into a continuum. At 
one end, the development strategy 
might be to create a co nventional 
light industri 1 park made up of a 
number of unrelated businesses. 
The focus would be on quick 
disposal and minimal investment in 
site modificat ions. At the other end 
of the development continuum is 
the technology center, which, like a 
research park, focuses on attracting 
high-value, technology-based 
businesses. T he center would 
present a unified image and require 
significant site enhancements to 
achieve that im age. 

T he options presented in this 
publication describe three discreet 
points along the continuum. The 
final selected option could rest at 
other points along the continuum 
and even adopt charact ristics from 
any of the other options. 

For each development option, the 
market strategy is described first. 
This is followed by a description of 
the development strategy 
recommended for that market. 
Next is a listing of physical 
improvements recommended for 
the market and the strategy, 
followed by an operation and 
management strategy appropnate 
to the alternative. 

3 



REUSE OPTION 1: 
Industrial Park 

U nder this option, capital 
investments are limited to those 

necessary to bring the property 
into co mpliance with odes, city 
standards and other legal 
requirements and to make it 
economically viable as private real 
estate. The changes suggested also 
represent a baseline condition for 
the physical facilities under all the 
options. This development strategy 
will allow the MMCIC to turn over 
the property most quickly. 

Market strategy 

" Mound is identified as an 
industrial park (as opposed 
to a research and 
development park). Land 
and space is available to 

anyone interested and for all 
uses allowable under zoning. 

4 

N o effo rt i made to create 
any special identity or 

amenity. The focus is on 
S<J.le or lease to the highest 
bidder for the use of his/her 
choice. The only condition 
is that bidders must take all 
of a given section of land 
and/ or buildings in 
acco rdance with a "disposal" 

plan. No "cherry pi king" is 
allowed. 

Jobs goals (salary and kill 
levels) are secondary to 

finding viable uses and 
reducing MMCIC time 
schedule for conver ion of 
the Mound to private use . 

Development Strategy 

" Opportunities that reduce 
the time of involvement of 
MMCIC are sought. 

Investments required to 
bring the ire into 
ompliance with odes and 

city standards and make it 
economically viabl fo r 
private reuse are minimized. 

An outside utility provides 
sewer, water and electric 
services. Heat and cooling is 
specific to each building or 
group of buildings. 

MMCIC operates as 
caretaker unti l the new 
owner(s)/ operato r(s) takes 
over. 
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Physical 

.. 

.. 

Road network 
improvements are limited to 

those ne essary to bring 
ro ds up to city standards. 

Buildings are brought up to 

an acceptable level for code 
compliance. Beyond code­
based upgrade, all existing 
buildings are to be used in 
"as is" ondition, unless: a) 

D O E has designated it fo r 
demolition; b) MMCIC has 
indicated there is no 
potential for reuse; or c) 
demolition is necessary to 

provide park ing for existing 
development areas. 

Each building is given a free­
standing boiler and chiller -­
or ombined systems where 
most economical-- making 
use of existing internal 
distri bution systems where 
they are reusable. Sewer, 
water, and electri services 
are provided by other 
entities for a use fee. 

.. Overhead utility structures 
are demolished, but the site 
is not otherwise improved. 
A uti lity corridor in the 
main ro d is constructed to 

service sites with gas and 
electric. 

5 

.. 

.. 

Site improvements are 

limited to basic cleanup and 
upgrade of t he storm water 

management systems to an 
adequate le el. 

Because of the 
development's industrial 
park character, no 
investments in visual 
amenities such as special 
landscape, lighting and 
signage are made. 

Land t the south end of the 
site is sold in bulk with no 
improvements. Existing 
road fro nt:ag used for 
access. 
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Operation and Management 

0 & M costs brought to a 

level ommensurate with 
competitive pn vate 

developments. 

Any special features such as 

common open space areas 
that would result in 

management costs are 
minimized. Focus is on 

di position rather than long 
term management. 

"' MMCTC remains in business 
until DOE transfers 
ownership, at which point, 
the MMCIC becomes the 
"auctioneer" to move the 

property through to another 

own r(s). 
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REUSE OPTION 2: 
Industrial and Technology Center 

This option requires sire 
investments and building 
improvements to attract a high­
value, diversified market and affect 
rapid-as-possible absorption of 
buildings and land. It assumes that 
some public/private 
developer/ operator will stay 
involved indefinitely to manage the 
operation in the interest of job 
creation. This entity's non-profit 
status would enable the operator to 
continue receiving federal and state 
funding. 

Market Strategy 

7 

Marketing strategy focuses 
on attracting the greatest 
number of jobs, at the 
highest rates of pay, over the 
shortest time. 

Available space is marketed 
to below-market, startup, 
technology business tenants. 
Emphasis is on firms dealing 
with technology-sensitive 
products, those providing 
diagnostic and analytical 
services and others that can 
take dvantage of existing 
equipment while supporting 
and complementing existing 
capabilities. T hese 

businesses should be able to 

work within the physical 
characteristi s of the site and 
be comfortable with the 
relatively poor visibility of 
and accessibility to the site. 

Undeveloped land is 
marketed to technology­
based or light-industrial 
users with no specific effort 
to a hieve ffini ty with 
ex1stmg tartup businesses 
on stte. 

T o increase its value, vacant 
land is marketed after it is 
demonstrated that existing 
Mound facilities can be 
sue essfully transferr d to 

the private sector. 

Development Strategy 

Investments in 
infrastructure and amenities 
go beyond code compliance, 
but only to the extent 
necessary to attr ct the 
desired market, at the 
desired rate of bsorption. 



A broad mix of R&D, flex Physical 
space, light manufacturing, 

and office users re sought ... Maximum reuse of existing 

to accelerate absorption of roadways is emphasized, 

land and buildings and with sele ted upgrading to 

minimize the closure impact achieve a more marketable 

on the community. standard. 

... Amenities on the site are A common space is 

created possibly including established - probably 

support retail, food service, within in an existing 

banking, gas, dry cleaning, building - where cleri al 

recreation, and day care, duplication and other 
among others. services, as well as 

conference rooms, can be 
... MMCIC operates the site provided to startUp 

through the planning and businesses. 

transfer stages, setting up an 
administrative entity to ... E. isting buildings are reused 

provide for long-term unless: a) demolition is 

operation of the physical neces ary for parking; b) the 

plant. Responsibilities are feasibility of finding a user is 
likely to include leasing; limited because the building 

building, road and open- is too specialized; o r c) the 
space maintenance; central reconfiguration of the 

shipping and receiving for building for a potential user 

main development areas; is not feasible. 
and operation of the utility 
systems if public operation All ret ined buildings rely 
is not feasible. on their own heating nd 

chiller systems, except 
... Undeveloped land is sold where connected bu ildings 

fo r development by others. sugg st the economy of a 

ombined system. 

... \Xt' at r. sewer, electric nd 
gas services to individual 
buildings are provided by 
outside operators. 

8 
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... 

... 

... 

... 
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Investments are made in 
some limited amenity 
development around 
buildings, including small 
open spaces, improved 
lighting, paving and 
landscaping. 

Existing open space is 
cleaned up on a limited basis 
to Improve appearance. 

The srorm water 
management system -
in luding retention areas -
are expanded. 

Parking facilities are well 
located and improved with 
paving, lighting and limited 
landscaping. 

Raw land is sold or leased in 
bulk, and Mound Avenue is 
e. tended ro improve access 
to the raw land. 

Operation nd Managemerzt 

"' A public/private operator 
succeeds MMCIC and 
remains the key player in 
the ongoing management of 
Mound properties. Raw 
land can be sold, but the 
existing facilities- marketed 
below rate - would be leas d 
with a primary goal of job 
creation. As a publici 
supported body, the 
public/ private successor to 
MMCIC can operate at no 
profit, or be a conduit for 
federal and state funding 
while managing the asset ro 
rna imize job ere rion. A 
joint venture (for fee) m y 
be a way of bringing 
management expertise to the 
project but the 'break even" 
goal will preclude a for­
profit partner. 

"' All site amenities and 
services provided by the 
operator are evaluated on a 
cost/benefit basis and 
provided to MA TC 
businesses at no less than 
cost. 
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REUSE OPTION 3: 
Technology Center 

T his is the "high-investment" 
option focused more exclusively on 
the technology market. 
Infrastructure and other 
improvements are made to bring 
the property to a level attractive to 
i.nvesf;jrs and the higher-value 
market segment. MMCIC could 
remam an operator or a partner 
with a investor! operator, or could 
sell the property to an 
in estor/ operator. 

Market Strategy: 

.. 

10 

Focus is on highest paying 
jobs, potentially increasing 
the length of time over 
which the space can be 
absorbed. 

The historical advanced 
technology character of the 
site is promoted and 
emphasis on the core 
technologies is continued. 

The effort is made to attract 
firms specializ ing in 
technolog -based produces, 
diagnostics and analytical 
services, complementing the 
existing capabilities of the 
stte. 

On-sire retail and 
commercial services are 
provided. 

The MA TC seeks to be 
competitive with other 
projects of a simil r market 
profile in the Dayton­
Cincinnati ar a. 

Development Strategy 

" T he developm nt strategy t 

long term. 

.. 

.. 

The strategy is focused on a 

high-value market segment 
that supports regional 
economic development 
efforts, 

Mound is developed as an 
"investment-grade' 
property. 

The image of an advanced 
technology center is created 
by modifying, improving or 
replacing facili ties and 
infr structure through long­
term mvestment. 
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MMCIC ontmues to 
operate the center until it 
reaches an agreement with 
DOE that satisfactorily 
provides for the transfer of 
an asset which is financially 
sound and competitive in 
the technology market. At 
that point, MMCIC an 
identify a real estate 
manager/ developer who 
eventually will become 
owner/ developer. 

Physical 

11 

Technology center is 
campus-like in character. 
Landscaped open space are 
part of each development 
zone. 

Only quality buildings with 
reuse potential for office, 
R&D, technology 
manufacturing are kept -
consistent with the image of 
higher-market-value speci 1 
technologies. 

All buildings have their own 
boilers and chillers. Budget 
for office and R&D users' 
leasehold improvements 
goes beyond code 
compliance and is focused 
on tnvestments necessary to 
attract higher-value uses. 

... 

N ew roads are built to 
provide ac ess to the main 
development po rtion of the 
site and connect Mound 
A enue to Benner Road. All 
roads are upgraded in width 
an d qualit . Street trees in 
selected locations and 
parking with landscape 
improvements are included. 

Existing open space is 
improved, with le rin g and 
replanting wher nece ·sary. 

Raw land is developed with 
roads and infr structure to 
create 5- to 10-acre 
individual sites for lease or 
sale. 

Design guidelines are 
establi hed to provide 
standards for building 
coverage, open spa e, 
landscape, building 
placement and general 
architecture. 
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Operation and Management 

12 

Because the technology 

center 1s an mvestment­
grade option, the 
assumption is that, in the 
relatively short term, a 
developer would be 
interested in acquiring the 
property . MMCIC may 
choose whether it will 
participate as part of a joint 

venture to operate and own 
the propertv. Through the 
leasing and development 
stage the MMCIC would 
select, through a 
compeuuve process, a 
partner and phase om its 
own participation in the 
project. The strategy is to 

seek a university, industry 
or developer to purchase 
and/ or assume property 
own rship. 

Cost-effective site services 
beneficial to MA TC 
businesses, are organized 
and provided. 

T he main development 
portion of the site is 
operated as a single-owner 
property, as are the other 
groupings of buildings that 
cannot be economically 
subdivided because of access 
lot size, parking and other 
site features. 

The open space is developed 
to a condition where 

individual lots can be leased 
or sold. 
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THE NEXT STEP 

These development options for 
Mound will be evaluated bas d on 
public comments, market and 
financial feasibility, fiscal and 
environmental impacts and quality· 
of-life considerations. This analysis 
will re ult in the lection of a 
preferred option, which then will 
be detailed in a site plan and 
implementation program. The 
detailed plan will be presented for 
the review and comment by the 
community and other stakeholders 
in a public meeting in October. 

13 
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For mor infonnaciorz, contact: 

Miamisburg Mound Community 
Improvement Corporation 

P .O . Box 232 

Miamisburg, O hio 45343-0232 

513 865-4462 

513 865-4431 fax 

Located within the Mound Advanced 
Technology Center. 

14 
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Environmental Technologies. Inc. 



Today's Presentation 

Recommended Reuse Plan Presentation 

• Goals 
• Methodology 
• Assets and Liabilities 
• Options 
• Proposed Reuse Plan 
• Next Steps 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Planning Process 

A. B. c. D. I 

Feasibility t> Develop [> Prepare > Documenta-
Analysis Options Reuse Plan I tion 

I 

April to May May to October October to December December to January 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Goals 
Shared 

• Environmentally Clean Site 

• Successful Transition of the Mound to a 

Private Research and Industrial Park 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan · 



Goals 
Individual 

Community 

-Jobs, Salaries and Salary 
Tax Contribution 

MMCIC 

- Jobs and Economic 
Development 

-An Economic and Technolog ical -Mitigate the Economic 
Asset for the Region Impact of Closure Upon 

Employees and Commun ity 
· ( ositive Visual and Physical 

Asset "A Good Neighbor 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

- Financially Viable Plan 

-Achieve Revenues Sufficient 
to Complete Transition 

DOE 

- Eliminate DOE's Landlord 
Responsibilities 

- M inimize Clean Up Costs 
to Taxpayers 

- Complete Clean Up and 
Transition by 2005 



- · 

The Place 

• A Distinguished History 

. A Promising Future 
• Building Condition 
• Access and Parking 
• Operating Costs 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



The Vision 

• Contemporary Research and Industrial Park 

• Buildings Improved to a Marketable Condition 

• Site and Infrastructure Improved to Support Buildings 
and their Tenants 

• Sites for Future Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Methodology 

A View from the Perspective of 
Private Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Methodology 

Determination of Assets and Liabilities 
• Market 
• Buildings 
• Site 
• Infrastructure 

Decision Making 
• Public Meetings 
• DOE & MMCIC Work Sessions 
• Land Use Committee Negotiations 
• MMCIC & MRC Work Sessions 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan · 



Assets and Liabilities 

Land Use 

• Main Hill 
• SMPP 
• Test Fire 
• Lower Area "A" 
• South Parcel 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Land Use 

• Total Land Area- 306 Acres 

• Developable Area - 155 Acres 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Building Use 

Issues: 
• Existing Square Footage- 1,300,000 
• Reusable Square Footage - 600,000 to 800,000 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• Buildings are improved to a code 

compliant/marketable condition 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Circulation and Parking 

Issues: 
• Roads Below Standard 
• Parking Poorly Located 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• Upgrade Roads to Local Standards 
• Relocate Parking to Serve Buildings 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Infrastructure 

• Water • Storm Water 
• Sewer • Heating 
• Electric • Cooling 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• Water, Sewer, Gas and Electricity 

are Provided by Local Utility 
• Heating and Cooling are Decentralized 

Miamisburg Mound 1-~euse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Total Clearance of Site 

• Remove All Buildings and Infrastructure 

• Revise Future Use to Open Space and/or Residential 

Cost- an additional $750 to $1,200 Million 

Findings - Job loss and substantially more costly 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Assets and Liabilities 

Market Potential 

• Office 
• Research and Development 
• Industrial 

Assumptions for the Plan: 
• An Economically Viable Development 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Assets and Liabilities 

Market Potential 

Annual Market Absorption 
• Office 
• Research and Development 
• Industrial 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

25,000 Net S.F. 
25,000 Net S.F. 
50,000 Net S.F. 



Options for Reuse 

Purchase by a Single User 

• Revise Market Strategy to Seek a Single Tenant or Buyer 

Cost - Savings Potential of 15 percent 

Findings~ Probability of Occurring is 5 percent 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Options for Reuse 

Mixed Use Research and Industrial Park 

Building Use 
• Office 
• General Industry 
• Research and Development 
• Explosives 

229,900 S.F. 
180,300 S.F. 
150,300 S.F. 
134,100 S.F. 

Cost- Requires a $50 Million Investment in Improvements 

Findings.- Success Requires Improvements to be Completed 
Prior to Transfer. 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

A Strategy for Joint MMCIC and DOE 
Plan for Clean Up, Improvement, and 
Economically Viable Reuse 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

The Market 

Responding to a Regional Market for 
Low Rent Research, Industrial and 
Office Space 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

The Market 

Projected Annual Absorption 

• Research and Development 
• Industrial 
• Office 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

25,000 Net S.F. 
50,000 Net S.F. 
25,000 Net S.F. 



Proposed 

Land Use 
Parcels Name 

A Building 61 

8 Lower Parking 
Area 

c Main Hill (front) 

D Lower Area "A" 

E Test Fire 

F Bldgs 1 00 and 105 

G Overlook 

H Lower Area "8" 

I Main Hill (back) 

J "South 40" 

TOTAL 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Reuse Plan 

Use 

General Industrial 

Research and Dev. 

Office, R&D, Gen. Industry 

R&D, General Industrial 

Explosives 

Office & Gen. Industrial 

General Industrial 

Infrastructure 

Explosives 

General Industrial 

Building 
Reuse Area 

47,700 s.f. 

-0-

436,700 s. f. 

9,100 s.f. 

96 ,700 s.f. 

31 ,900 s.f. 

6.300 s.f. 

12,600 s.f. 

66 ,200 s.f. 

-0-

707,200 s.f. 

Potential New 
Bldg. Area 

-0-

200,000 s.f. 

100,000 s.f. 

40,000 s.f. 
-0-

60,000 s.f. 

150,000 s.f. 
-0-

-0-

290,000 s.f. 

840,000 s.f. 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

Land Use 

Use 

Office 
Research and Development 
Industrial 
Explosives 
Infrastructure 

Total 

Number of 
Buildings 

6 
8 
9 
14 
10 

Additional Development Potential 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 

Square Feet 

229,000 
150,300 
180,300 
134,100 

12,600 
707,200 

840,000 S.F. 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

Circulation and Parking 

A Spine Road Accessing All Parcels 

Roads which Meet Community Design Standards 

Parking in Proximity to Buildings 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Proposed Reuse Plan 

Open Space 

Permanent Protection of Open Space 

Reforestation of Steep Hillsides 

Campus Landscape Environment 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Next Steps 

• An Ongoing Long Term Process 

• A Joint MMCIC/DOE Plan 

• Closing the Financial "Gap" 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan . 



Next Steps 

• Monitor Critical Success Factors 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



• Clean Up Schedule 
• Facility Improvement Completion 
• Rate of Absorption 
• Rent Levels 
• Operating Cost 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 



Next Steps 

• Confirm Public Support 
• MMCIC and MRC Review and Approval 
• Final Plan Documentation 
• Ongoing MMCIC Work with DOE to 

Achieve Joint ICP/Reuse Plan 

Miamisburg Mound Reuse Plan 
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Overview 

MIAMISBURG MOUND COMPREHENSIVE REUSE PLAN 
ADDENDUM 
August 1999 

The Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan (CRP) was adopted by the 
community in 1997 to guide the redevelopment of the Mound Facility from a former 
nuclear weapons con1ponent research and production facility to a privately owned 
research and technology industrial park. During the intervening time period to the 
present, three activities related to the site have res'l,llted in refinements to the Plan. These 
activities include the following: 

• Completion of the Preliminary Engineering for site infrastructure 
improvements. 

• Rebaselining of cleanup activities by the US Department of Energy's site 
contractor, Babcock and Wilcox of Ohio. 

• Completion of the Final Engineering for the East Boundary Improvement 
Proje t. 

vVhile the Goals and Objectives of the Plan remain the same, refinements have been 
made in the roadway layout and buildings to be retained and demolished as a result of the 
activities noted. 

R euse Plan Refinements 

Refinements to the Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan (CRP) contained, in 
thi s Addendum to the CRP consist of two types. First there are adj ustments to the road 
alignments from those il lustrated in the CRP . The second type ofrefinernent to the CRP 
consists of the conceptual configuration of buildings including buildings to remain onsite, 
buildings to b e demolished and the location of new build ings. The refinements to road 
alignments and building configurations are shown on the accompanying map of th e 
Vision Plan dated August 1999. 

Road Alignment Refinements 

Adjustments to road alignments from the CRP include the Spine Road, Mound Road, 
Cul-de-sac Road and the M ain Hill Access & Loop Roads. The refinements to the road 
system serving the site were made to further integrate access to existing and proposed 
buildings and to enhance the ingress and egress locations ofthe site. The following 
describes the adjustments made to the road system. 



( 

Spine Road 

The location of the Spine Road which is the principal thoroughfare passing through the 
site and connecting the siteto the larger Miamisburg area was adjusted to change its 
alignment internal to the site and at its intersections with exiting public streets. The 
intersection of the Spine Road. with Mound Road has been moved to the north to 
accommodate the realignment of Mound Road as part of the East Boundary Improvement . 
Project. This change also acconunodates additional development along Mound Road 
North of Building 61. 

At the southern end of the Spine Road, access to the site has been change from Benner . 
Road to Dayton- Cincinnati Road (Old US 25). This change will provide a direct access 
to the site from a major thoroughfare and provide a more direct access to the proposed SR 
892 beltway connection to Interstate 75 and 70. 

The location of the Spine Road internal to the site was changed to follow an alignment 
that takes the road north across the location of an existing pond that will be filled; then 
east ofthe existing ftre station parking lot and east ofBuilding 22; then north and west of 
the Test Fire Area and then south and west to intersect with Dayton- Cincinnati Road. 
This alignment will improve access to existing building locations and proposed 
development sites and provides for traffic circulation through the site. 

Mound Road 

Mound Road adjacent to the site has been incorporated into the CRP because of the 
strategic importance of the road in providing access to the eastern portion of the site. 
Extensive improvements are being made to Mound Road as part of the East Boundary 
Improvement Project. Mound Road will be widened to three lanes with curbs, sidewalks, 
storm Se'Ners and streetlights. The upgrading of Mound Road wil: improve access to the 
site and enhance direct access to xisting and proposed buildings plarmed for the eastern 
portion of the site. i 

Cul-de-sac Road 

The location and configuration of the new Cul-de-sac Road extending off o f Mound Road 
has been refined from the CRP to provide for the expansion of the MATC businesses 
located in the area. The Cul-de-sac Road is part of the East Boundary Improvement 
Project and will include the construction of a new road with curbs, sidewalks, storm 
sewers and streetlights. The configuration of the Cul-de-sac will improve access to 
existing businesses and provide for access to proposed building sites. 

Main Hill Access & Loop Roads 

The configuration of the road system on the Main Hil l portion of the site has been 
modified to provide a second direct connection to the Spine Road. The revised layout 
will result in a looped system that will provide a more integrated roadway network tying 
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the Main Hill access not only to the northern portion of the site; but also to access from 
the south. The concept envisions the extension·ofthe Main Hill Access Road to the south 
to tie into the Spine Road on the west side of the site. A secondary Main Hill looped 
system would be created by connecting the extended Main Hill Access Road with th e 
existing roadway system that passes by COS Building and extends up the hill in a north 
westerly direction to tie back into the Main Hill Access Road. The revised configuration 
from the CRP will improve access to the main Hill and provide for direct access to 
existing and proposed buildings. 

Building Configurations 

Adjustments to the building configurations from the CRP· included buildings to remain on 
site, buildings to be demolished and the location ofnew buildings. The areas of the site 
where modifications to building configurations were made include the Main Entry, Main 
Hill, SM-PP, Test Fire and South Property areas. The adjustments were made to 
capitalize on the potenti'al development sites created by roadway realignments, util ize 
some existing buildings on an interim basis, demolish buildings with high renovation 
costs and provide facilities that reflect anticipated market demand. The following 
describes the adjustments made to building configurations by area of the site. 

Main Entrv Area 

Modif1cations were made to the building configuration in the Main Entry area adjacent to 
Building 61 in order to provide a prominent location for a new building. The new 
building is envisioned to be a two to four story signature building designed to fi t the 
topography of the new Main Entry location. The building configuration to the west of the 
Main Entry where the main parking lot for the site is currently located has also been 
modified to reflect the new entry. The design of the proposed building for this s ite is 
anticipated to be the same as that of the Main Entry building. 

Main Hi ll Area 

The modifications to the building configurations in the Main Hill Area from the CRP 
consist of retaining certain buildings previously indicated as be!.ng demolished, 
demolishing ·certain building previously indicated as being ret-uned and adj ustment to the 
location ofnew buildings. The following describes the modified building configuration~ 

Buildings Retained 

Buildings being retained that were indicated in the CRP as being demolished include GH, 
GP-1, GW and W . These buildings are located in the northwest potion ofthe Main Hill 
Area and were determined to be of leaseable value, at least in the near term. The CRP 
called for these b uildings to be demolished and a new bui lding. with parking to be built in 
this area 
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Buildings To Be Demolished 

Buildings M, I, B and 89 were indicated as being retained in the CR.P. These buildings 
are now being indicated as being demolished based on the cost of rehabilitating the 
buildings and their leaseahility. Buildings M and B are areas where additional parking 
will be provided. Building I is an area where a new building is proposed. Building 89 
will likely remain for storage but will be removed and the area will be made part of the 
open space system for the site. 

Location of New Buildings 

As noted, the area where Building I is currently located will be the location of a new 
bui~ding. The development scheme would have the new building serve as the western 
anchor to the development of a courtyard with parking located in the courtYard area. The 
building proposed in the CRP for the northwest portion of the Main Hill Area may be 
worth considering for redevelopment over the long term after Buildings GH, GP-1, GW 
and W have outlived their useful life. 

SM-:PP Area 

The SM-PP Area of the site frontina on Mound Road was not part of the CRP. This area 
has been added to the plan in recognition that the RTG program will remain on site. 
While the program wi1l continue to operate in existing buildings in the near future, a 
building configuration for new buildings has been added to the p lan to accommodate 
future development. 

Test Fire Area 

The b uilding configuration in the Test Fire Area has been modified to eliminate Building 
67. The bLtilding was changed from retain to demolish because of i s location relative to 
the realigned Spine Road. 
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South Property Area 

The building configuration of new buildings in the South Property Area was modifted to 
reflect the realignment of the Spine R oad. 

CRP & Addendum Cost Comparison 

Costs to implement the revised reuse plan contained in the Addendum were studied for 
site and building related improvements. Cost estimates were developed for the 
improvements reflected in the revis d reuse plan and a comparison was prepared between 
the CRP and the Addendum to the Plan. The results of the cost comparison are shown on 
Attachment A. The estimated cost for improvements contained in the Addendum to the 
reuse plan are $42.7 million compared to an estimated cost of $48.3 million or the initial 
CRP. 
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Summary 

The Re~se Plan Refinements dealing with the roadway adjustments and building 
configurations described in this Addendum to the CRP and including the map illustrating 
the changes represent the evolution of the plan. As noted in the introduction, this 
modification to the CRP is ba.Sed on knowledge obtained from the completion of the site 
preliminary engineering study, rebaseline of cleanup activities and information from final . 
engineering for the East Boundary Improvement Project. The objective of the reuse plan 
to create a privately owned industrial technology park remains the same. 

5 



28,432,812 
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( MAIMISBURG MOUND C011PREHENSIVE REUSE PLAN 
ADDENDUM 

SEPTE?vffiER 2001 

Over-View 

The Miamisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan (CRP) was adopted by the 
community in 1997 ·to guide there redevelopment of the Mound Facility from a former 
nuclear weapon component research and production facility to a private owned research 
and technology industrial park. In August 1999, The CRP was revised to include 
Roadway Alignment Refinements, adjustments to the building configuration and 
associated updates to the costs. Since August 1999, the following activities have 
occurred that impact the CRP. These activities include: 

• Completion of the East Boundary Improvement Project 

• Completion of the Engineering Design and Construction of the Upper H ill Project 

• Completion of the Engineering Design for the South Spine Road Project 

• Completion of the Engineering Study for the routing options for the 
Communications Duct-Bank System 

• Completion ofWater Studies by the City of Miamisburg and MMCIC, whi h 
recommended needed improvements both on-site and off-site for incorporation of 
the site water system into the municipal water service. 

While the basic Goals and Objectives of the Plan remain the same, refinements to the 
plan have been made based on the above studies and projects. 

Reuse Plan Refinements 

Refinements to the CRP contained in this Addendum consist ofthree typ s. F irst there 
is the addition of the communication duct-bank and the second is the revisions to the 
water supply system based upon the two water studies that we conducted. The fi nal 
adjustments in this addendum were based on evaluations of existing facilities and 
updating the costs associated with activities to get the facilities up to building code 
requirements. The modifications for the communication duct-bank and the w ater system 
are shown on the accompanying maps. 

Communications Duct-Bank 

D uring the past year, it has become clear that in order for the further development and 
marketability of the site, lvfMCIC must exploit the existing communication system on 
and around the site and prepare current and future buildings for high-speed 
communications. To meet this end) an engineering study was conducted to determine 

uu:t printed l /4/02 8:06AM S:\CRP\Maimisburg Mound Comprehensive Reuse Plan 200l.doe 



where communications duct-banks should be located, how many ducts were needed and 
how they would connect with the existing systems on site. This study also included a 
cost estimate for completion of this work. These cost are based on site estimates received 
from General Contractors from the Upper Hill Project, the South Spine Road Project and 
the engineering firm that conducted the evaluation. The communication duct-bank 
system will be a looped system to provide for reliability and redundancy on the site. An 
access junction man~ole is located along Mound Road, South of the Main Entrance and 
at the intersection of Vanguard Boulevard (Spine Road) and Dayton-Cincinnati Pike. 
This will also allow the service providers to provide sonnet-ring service to the site. 
Based upon our installation of these conduits, M:MCIC will be able to provide multiple 
communication options to future clients while at the same time, recovering the cost of the 
installation of the conduits. This will either be via teaming arrangements or leasin·g of the 
duct-bank system. It is felt that this will give the Mound Advance Technology Center 
(MATC) a marketing advantage. 

Water Supply System 

The assumptions in the original Sasaki plan were: 

• The existing SMJPP water tower would continue to be used and connected to the 
City's water distribution system. 

• A new water line would be dded to serve the south end of the site and connected 
to the existing 12-inch water main 

• The Mound water wells. could be used to provide water for fire protection. The 
pumps and storage tank for ftre protection would be maintained. 

Based upon a more detailed evaluation of the water system, the assumptions have 
changed due to flaws in these assu mptions. The SMIPP tower could not be effectively 
tied into the city's water distribution system. They are at different elevations. In 
addition, in viewing the types of piping on site, we have found that a lot of the piping has 
reached its useful life, having been installed in the 1940's, and is beginning to leak and 
deteriorate. 

The 12-inch main on the South end of the site is part of the City's low-pressure system. 
Based upon the water study conducted, in order to meet the necessary fire flow 
requirements a looped system is needed in order for M:MCIC to develop the site. 

The assumption that the existing Mound pumps and storage tank could be maintained has 
also proven to be a problem. The existing ground storage tank is in need of major repairs 
and would cost several thousand dollars to repair or replace. If the existing fire system 
were retained, it would have to be operated and maintained by .M:MCIC, which would add 
signification costs to operations of the site. These costs would have to be passed on to · 
the tenants, which would have a negative impact on lease rates and redevelopment of the 
site. 
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The City ofMiamisburg conducted an Engineering study to determine options and 
needed improvements that would be needed to meet the water (both domestic and fi re 
flows) needs of the MATC area. This study showed that if the M ATCwere connected to 
the City's system, it would be on two pressure .zones. The two hills (Main Hill and 
SMIPP Hill) areas would be on the City's medium pressure zone and the valley between 
the hills and the south property would be on the low-pressure system. This study 
recommended that 8;.12" low-pressure loop be connected on site from Mound Road to 
Dayton-Cincinnati Road. The most economical route is to follow the proposed alignment 
of Vanguard Boulevard. For the medium pressure system, the City will need to complete 
some off-site improvements to its system. They are in process of working on these 
activities. In addition, M:MCIC conducted a more detailed study ofthe water system 
needs on the site. This study was conducted using the base study that was completed by 
the City but narrowing the focus to the MATC. The study should the same results for the 
low-pressure system with recommendation for some internal site loops and connects at 
the building/parcel level. For the medium pressure system, the study showed that the 12" 
lines installed during the East Boundary Project along Mound Road and the U pper Hill 
Projects were correct. It was determined that on Main Hill, some ofthe existing 8" water 
lines could be used to complete the loop around the hill. On SM/PP Hill, the 8" water 
1 ine that runs along the cul-de-sac will be extended to the south to Benner Road and then 
east to the 1v1MCIC property line. At that point it will need to be connected to a future, ' 
planned line that will need to be installed by the City. The City would need to connect 
this line to the water line that is being installed by a developer at the intersect ion of 
Mound Avenue and Benner Road. By completing this loop, adequate volume and 
pressure would be available to meet the needs in this area. Another recommendation 
would be to provide a secondary tie to the Main Hil l area from the SM/PP Hill. B ased on 
current information, the existing 8" line between the two hills could be connected to the 
new system, with proper connections, testing and valving, that would meet the needs of 
the areas in case of a pipeline break. 

Building M odifications and Code 

1vfMCIC has evaluated ertai n transition buildings, reviewed the costs of the buildings 
already transferred and adjusted the cost figures for this addendum for certain buildings 
based on this knowledge. The buildings evaluated in this review were: 3, 48 60, 61, 63, 
89, 100, 105, COS, GH, and GP~ l. The evaluation showed that the original estimates 
where highenhan what is needed to be expended to bring the buildings up to Code. 
Based on this evaluation MMCIC staff updated the Building Modification and Code 
estimates for the above mentioned buildings. In the future, we will be reviewing the 
balance of the transition buildings and updating this category for those facilities. 

CRP & Addendum Cost Comparison 

Th"" costs to implement the revised plan elements were evaluated based on indust ry 
standards and past history and bids from projects on the site. Cost estimates were 
developed for the improvements and a comparison was prepared between the August 
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1999 Addendum and this revision. The results ofthis cost comparison are shown in 
Attachment k The Estimated Cost for completion of the CRP based on this Addendum 
is $49.3 million compared to $49.6 million estimate in the August 1999 Addendum. 

Summary 

This Comprehensive Reuse Plan Addendum i.s a further refinement of the original plan. 
This Addendum updates the plans for the water system, the communications duct-bank 
and getting the buildings up to code. The attached mapping shows the updated water and 
communication plans. . This Addendum is based on the knowledge gained by 
implementing several projects on site, detailed studies of the water and communications 
systems and discussions with on-site personnel and Utility providers. Even with these 
adjustments, the objective of the reuse plan to create a privately owned industrial . 
technology park remains the same. This addendum refines the goal and updates the 
financial liabilities to completethe project. 
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CRPADDENDUM-ATTACHMENTA 

SASAKI COMPARISON CRP & ADDENDUMS 

ITEM Sasaki Cost Addendum1 Addendum2 
Site Related Costs 

Water/Waste water 1,289,063 1,289,063 2;775,738 

Gas/Electric/Communications . 2,968,750 2,968,750 3,096,957 

Stormwater Sewer/Detention 2,554,687 2,554,687 2,554,687 

Road Improvements 1,720,313 5,799,758 5,799,758 

Road Ughting 362,500 362,500 362,500 

Parking 1,415,625 1,415,625 1,415,625 

Parking/Stte Lighting 623,437 623,437 . 623,437 

Stanchion Unes/Fence Removal 625,000 625,000 625,000 

. Formal Landscape Areas 1 ,981 ,250 1,981,250 1,981 ,250 

Natural Landscape Areas 2,148 ,437 2,148,237 2.148 ,237 

Subtotal 15,689,062 19,768,307 21,383,1 89 

Building Related Costs 

Cost to Bring Buildings Up to Code 11,790,625 11 ,335,775 9,491 ,15l 

Plumbing/Electrical Upgrades 525,000 642,170 642,170 

HVAC Improvements 8,918,750 5,906,347 5,906,~47 

Deferred Maintenance 5,312,500 4 ,485,400 4,485 ,400 

Building Demolition 1,885,937 3,042,937 3,042,937 

Subtotal 28,432,812 25,412,629 23,568,007 

Tenant Improvements $4,173,000 4,411,380 4,411,380 

TOTAL COSTS $48,294,87 4 49,592,316 49,362,576 
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Comprehens ive Reuse P lan fo r Miamisburg Moun d 

Financial Analysis 

Introduction 

The level of success achieved in creati ng a viabl e reuse st r3. tegy fo r the 
Miamisburg Moun d is a func ion of physical and e a nomie fac tors. It has a lready 
been emphasized that the Mound site is handicapped by a variety of phys ical 
prob lems, in luding fun ctional obsol escence, inefficient utilit ies. poor parking 
arrangement , s we ll as radioactive and chemical contamination. Foliowing the 
dictates of federal law, DoE is fundin g environmental remediation for the Mound; 
additional DoE-e rmarked federal dollars are covering a portion of infrastrucrure 
refit and operations co t for the Mound redevelopment effort. However, 
pr liminary cost estimates for necessary infrastructu re improvement may greatly 
exceed current DoE financial corrunitments. It must be empha ized that, in order 
for the site and facilities to be marketable to the pri vate sector, both infras tructu re 
improvement and environ men tal remediation are absolutely necessary . 

In an effort to d fi ne the red e lopment potenti al of the Mound facil ity, 
th ree alt mative development options were created by MMC1 . The opti ns 
identify three concepts or redeve lopment: a simple industri al park, a hybrid real 
estate development with both indu strial and R&D functi ons, and a pure research 
and testing faci lity. Although the fmanci I and market analyses treat each 
redeve lopment concept as a separate and distinct option. ac tual redevelopment of 
the Mound could occur in a hybrid fashion, incorporating e lemen ts of one or m re 
of th ex isting opt ions . Each alternative incorporates a ariety of land use types, 
deve lopment densities, and infrastruc ture requirements, with diffe rent mixes of 
ex isti11g pace and new construction. The alternatives are defined as follows: 

• The Industrial Park Option calls for a wide range of indus trial deve l pment, 
allowing both new construction wh ile prese rving ex. isring tructures . 

!though building des ign and land use codes would be fl ex..ible, the wide 
range of uses and building designs may or may no t be complementary . This 
option assumes that existi ng mfrastructure and improvemen ts would be reused 

s much as possi ble; that vacant land wi ll be soid 1n bu lk , that fac ili ties on the 
ce ntr ! utility sys tem will be converted to indi idual systems , an d th t new 
buildings will have individual HV AC systems . The scenario als assu mes that 
a ll space is brought up to code, and le ased in "as is" condition. 

• The Industrial and Technology Center Option envisions a combination of 
industrial, office, and tec hnol o()"y act iv iti es , utili zing e, is ting mound facilit ies 
where p ssible. Demolition of some fac ilities wi ll cu r. allowing for a 
c lus t r sty le of dev lopment to emerge. with a busi ness techno! gy enter 
c luster on "the hill " . and light industrial u es e lse whe re on the Site. Certain 
clus t rs would h:.t ve higher building design standards, o as to attract a more 
d iverse tenant bas Thi s scenario assumes that existing infrastructure and 
impro vements will be maintained as much as possible; that the "main hi ll'' 
will ret m its general character, albeit with better parking, organ ization, and 



Compre hens ive Reuse Plan for Miam isburg Mound 

more open space ; land de velopment will occur on frontage propert ies , th rough 
a joi nt vent ure arrangement with a local develope r; al l bu ild ings will be 
brought up to code, and additional ten nt improvement allowances will be 
prov id l"'d by MMCIC to further refi t existing facil ities. 

• The Technol gy .enter Option envisions the development of a campus-style 
center incorp ora ting R&D, tes ting, trai ning, and some manu facturing, based 
on exis tin g techno logies at the Mound. The scenario incorporates a lower­
density pattern of de velopment, with more demoli tion of exist ing 
improvements an d al teration of road alignments, and more strict building 
dest gn standards. The plan assumes land sales in smaller increments, 3-5 

res per year. Buildin £S wil l have ind ividual HV AC systems and improved 
parkin g arrangements. The th ird option would result in a park which is 
roughl y comparab le to the Miami Valley Research Park, in tenns ot densi ty 
nd use. The plan also assumes that ex is ting facili ties wil l be brought up to 

current building and life/safety codes , wi th additional al lowan es fo r tenant 
Improvements. 

For each option, ERJ'\ has fo recast revenue streams based on achievable 
land values and rents for each space. category . The re venue projections al o 
incorpora te space and land absorption rates which are defined by the market 
dic tates of each option. The an lysi .. also ut ilizes projections f r oper ting 
expenses nd tenant pass-through costs which were derived from data su ppli ed by 
Mlv1CIC offic ials. In the financial proJecUons, ERA used financ;al, engineering, 
and planning data from a variety of sources, including MMCTC, DoE. Sasaki 
As ociates, and URS Consull.ants. Cost estimates for buj\d ing code upgrades, SHe 

imp rovement costs, and HV AC refit were gener ted by URS Consul tan and 
Sasaki A soct' tes . 

The analysis also incorporates previous conclusions regarding growth 
potentt I for industria l secLOrs in the Dayton area that may have need for the 
advanced testing and manufacturing equipmen t and fac ilities at the Mound . 
Trends at other R · rD busi ness park faci l1ties in th Midwest were also revi wed, 
in order to evaluate the natu re of operating expenditures for busmess park/R&D 
facili ties in general. The section concludes wi th a et it r tive financial pro 
fo rmas for each option, which lest the sensi ti vity of :MMCIC cash flo w to po sibie 
changes in absorption , operati ng expenses. and infrastructure cost respons ibil ity . 
Rewlls of the pro forma analysis are then used to generate projections of likely 
economic impacts, includm g both jobs and taxes. that are likely to accrue w the 
City of Miamisburg , i the Mound is redeveloped . 
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Fore ·as t Pro Form a A sumptions 

The Mound redevelopment altern ati ves incorporate a range of 
assumptions concerning absorption & lease rates. DoE subsid ies, land value, 
operati ng costs, tenan t improvement allowances, and othe r factors . ln the majomy 
of cases, su pport for assumptions is based on either mark t information or 
MMCIC di recti ves; in the few situations where an assumption cannot be based on 
quantifiable factors, due to future uncertainty or la k of data, or example ERA 
has noted it. The following discussion outlines assumptions wh ich are app licable 
for redev I pme nt alterna tives I , 2, and 3. Additional as. umptions re lating co 
each individual option will be dis'-ussed when rei ' V nt. 

Lease Rate Es tilJlates 

Re ntal income is assumed to be the primary source of consist ·nt MMCIC 
revenue in th fu ru re. The leasable property types , includ ing warehouse, general 
industrial , research and d velopment (R&D). office, as well as spec ific use space 
for ex plo ives. will b vacated by DoE graduall y through the year 2005. Three 
general assumpt.ions shaped the deterT!"llnat ion of net rents for Mound space : 

• First, it is assu med th at the Mound will offer le se rates at the lower end or 
belo v Dayton market, in order to attract tenants. 

• Second, that all ex i. ting bui ldings must be brought up to cu rrent building, 
hea lth, and safety odes in order to be marketable, 

• Third, as util ity costs a soc iated with the existing Mound HVAC system are 
curr nt ly above industry standards, it is assumed that 1MCIC will absorb the 
above-market increme nt of utili ty costs which cannot be passed-through to 
tenants during the HVAC chan ge-over process to indi vidual HV AC ysrerns . 
The above-market Increment of ut ility costs is a bu rden to MMCIC ; 
determination of a m .thad to reduce this c st burden shou ld be part of the 
negotia tiOn process with DoE. 

A range of net lease rates w re identi fi ed for eac h property type based on 
the dicta tes of each scenario, in line wilh market rents in the Dayton area. For the 
fi rst scenario, th industrial park, all existing buildings would be brought t code 
and le, sed on an "as is" basis . The second and third scenario would !low fo r 
tenant improvement allowances, fun ded by MM CTC, beyond basic code 
improvements. As these options will offer a better-qual iry produ t, ERA is 
ass uming that space in the second and lh ird scenarios will command ligh tly 
higher rent I els. compared to the first cenari . 
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Office Rent L vels 

For ffice r nt c mp rabies, ERA looked at older existing sp ce alon.:o 
Dorothy Lane and South Dixie Drive, in Ketterino, just east of I-75 and Route 
7 I. Rent le vels m this area are typically in the $9 . to $12.00 peHqu re-f ol 
range. full servic . with utili ties and operatmg costs accounting for r ugh! $4 .00 
per square-f t of the total. 0 ICe pac in thi ar wa typicall bu ilt during 
two periods. 19 7 to 1966 and 1980 to 1992. The majori ty of space was 
d v I p d by 1966, rough \y 2 4, 00 square feet. 19 5 vacancy for this increment 
of space\ s roughly 7%. Older office pa e in the are is typically low-rise, two­
or thr e-story brick construction with older and out-dated window fenestration, as 
well a sm ller and infl e ible floor-plates. Several of the lder buildings h e 
been full renovat d, and now achieve rents in the 11 per square-foot range. fu ll 

rv1 e . 

ERA considers th older spac along the South Dixi Drive corridor to be 
rough ly comparable to the Mound in terms of ag , condi tion, an likely users. 
The maj m y f space pro imate to the Mound was butl t more recently, b tween 
19 5 and I 991 , is in up rior condi tion, and off r superior locations in the 
mark t. Asking rems for newer office space in the Mi misburg are range from 
S l 0 to 14 per square-foot (net), with operatmg ex pen es f between $4 and S6 
per quare-foot. Leases for older offi e sp ce ar pical ly strucrured on a gross 
basis, incorporating uti! ities and oper ting costs in th rent payment. . lrh ugh 
Joe I bro ·ers w re unable to provide a specifi breakdown of utility cos as a 
percentage of the tota l lease rate for older space, one bro ·er estimated that uul ities 
amount d to between $1.25 nd $ 1.75 per square-foot. 

Office s ce at the ound would rent at a i count due to incre ed 
distan e from I-75, as well as hicrher operating osts and functional obsolescence. 
ERA would stimate that Mound office rents o betw en $4 and $5 per square foot 
(net) r chievable, with Option 1 upport ing a rent of 4, ption 2 supporting 
rent of $-U O. and ption 3 supporting a rent of $5 . It should be noted that the 
maJ rit · of offic spa at the Mound, more than 20 ,000 quare feet, wi ll not be 
released by DoE umi l 20 5. Assuming that office sp es at the M un are 
prop rly maimaine by DoE through 2005, nd th l tenant perating cost pass­
throughs ;.~ re m inrained at market rates, the forementioned lease rates should be 
achtev ble. DoE cu rrently charges MMCI a f1 t rate fo r untities which is 
ubstanti II , bo e market rates ; if the op rating expanse pass-through for util ities 

is not subsidized, eff ctive n t rents would need to be lower. Detailed discussi n 
of a .. sumpti ns for utilities ccurs in an upc ming ection. 

Industrial Rent Levels 

For indu trial rent camp rable, ER e.x.amined a rancre o industria l 
developments in th a ton area. with ·peci fi1... mph as is on older warehou e and 
general industrial sp ce in Kettering, Mianusburg. and Morai ne, as well as new 
con .. truction in Springboro . Rent l vels for industn l space in the southern market 
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are ti ed to se veral factors, including the percentage of office build-out as well as 
property location. Property age and condition is al so a factor, in as much as it 

separates investment-grade space from older property. The an alys is found that 
recently built, investment-grade industrial space was achieving ren ts of between 

$3 .50 and $4.50 per square foot (net), with operating expenses accounting for an 

additional $3 00 to $4.00 per square-foot. Rents for industrial space in the 
Spnngboro area, southeast of Miamisburg, are at the h igh end-of-the-range, 

around $4.15 per square-foot (net) plus expenses. 

Rents for industrial space in the Springboro area are slightly higher by 
comparison, due to the investment-grade nature of construction and proximate 
inte rsta te access. A sample of older industrial space product in the southern 
submarket (roughly 40,000 square feet) is located near the GM manufac turi.ng 
fac ili ty in Moraine on Encrete Road, east of 1-75 and north of Miarru sburg; space 
in this area was built between ~ 959 and 1967 and is achieving net rents of be tween 
$3.00 and $3 .50 per square-foot, net. 

Expense pass-throughs for utilities vary considerably fo r indus tri al uses; 
an E RA survey of utility costs for industrial space indicated that utiliti ~s can run 
anywhere between $0.80 and $1.50 per square foot. Warehouse space typically 
has the lowest utility costs, while manufacturing has higher u tility costs. 

For tenants who do not require the high clear-ceiling heights, su pe rior 
amenities, and greater efficiency provided by mvestment-grade industrial or flex 
space, older industrial space product remains an attractive alternati ve, particu larly 
if building HV AC systems and layout are functional. Cu rrently , industrial space 
at the Mound is tied to an inefficient central utility syste m, and has generally 
inflexible floor-layo uts, particularly for private-sector tenants. ivlound refi t and 

renovation plans are designed to minimize these deficiencies. 

Once brought up to code, ERA estimates that gene ral in du strial rents of 

between $? and $4 per square-foot (net) are achievable. In the pro forma anal ys is, 
industrial space in Option 1 would rent at $3 per square foot (ne t) . Option 2 at 
$3.50 per square foot (net), and Option 3 a t $4.00 per square foot (net) . 
Explosive; space at the Mound would command slightly higher rents , due to the 
existence of ~pecialized testing and analys is equipmen t fo r explosives testin g and 
production. ERA would e::timate that explosives space would achie ve rents of 
betwee n $4 and S5 per square foot, with Option I achiev mg the $4 /square foot 
rem level, Op tion 2 achiev mg a $4.50 /square foot rate, and Option 3 achie ving a 
$ - /square foo t rate. Warehouse space ;hould achieve rents bet ween $ 2 and 5 3 

per square foot. with spac ~· in Option l leasin g at $2/square fo ot, space in Option 2 
leas ing at $2 .5 0/square foot. and space in option 3 leas tng a t $ ~ .00/square fo ot . 

Rece nt ly built flex office/warehouse/R&D space , wh tc h incorpo rates a 

larger office buil d-out along with investment-grade qua li ties, gene rall y achieves 
higher net rents, in the range of $8 to $9 per square foot, ne t. Recent fl ex space 
deve lopment has occu rred at the Newmark Cente r, located east of I-75 and south 
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of th D yt n Mall. The Miami !ley Research Park h, s emerged s a center of 
offi e and fl ex spa e development, particularly fo r R&D activities ; the park has a 
total inventory of roughly 71 5,000 quar feet, whi h has been built since 19 5. 
The re!:learch park, 1 cated in Kettering and Beavercreek, charges between $ 15 and 
$17 per square-f ot for office and flex space, fu ll-service; ope ting expenses 
account for about $4.50 per square-foot. Research park offici Is indi ated that 
rent levels in the park are targeted b tween "% and 10% b low pr vai ling rates in 
the Wright-Patterson Air Force Ba e market area. 

Determination of net lease rates for Mound R&D space i rna difficult 
by the fac t that Mound lab spaces were built over lona rime period for a variery 
of uses; as a result, there will be considerable variability in achiev ble lease rates 
fo r this sp ce . Assuming that all R&D space on th.e Mound is brought up to code, 
ERA would es timate that rents for R&D space could fall in the $4 to $5 per square 
foot range, wi th Al ternative 1 achieving the $4/square foot rent level, Al ternative 
2 achieving a $4.50/square foot rate, and ltemative 3 achieving a $5/square foot 
rate. ERA is assuming that rents for specialized space wi lt be omparable 1.0 rencs 
fo r R&D lab fa ili ties . Although th specialized space is generally improved with 
extra equipment. ERA is as ·uming that, while the existence of such equipmem 

ill s rve as an in emive to attract new tenants, no dditional rental income will 
be deri ed fr m use of such equipment. Table 1 highlights the range of rent levels 
used in the an l y s i~ . 

Table 1: Forecast Net Lease Rates 

Lease Rates Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

R&D Space ~4.00 $4.50 $5.00 

Warehouse Space $2.00 $2.50 $3.00 

Office Space $4.00 $450 $5 .00 

General lndusllial $3.00 $3.50 $4.00 

Explos1ves $4.00 $4.50 $5.00 

!Note. Ail rates re net, per square-foot or space 

Ren tE ·cal tion 

Achievable Mound rents will need to remain constant for at least the n 
three year- . This conclu. io n is bas don the foi l wine evidence 

• First. as MMCIC d es not ha the option of complete!. shutting d wn the 
Mound for ive l ten years to fully renovat d clean-up Lh facil ity t once. 
they must gradua!l phas in the improvements, while r ntina space to cover 
oper::ning costS Comp nies which rent space duri ng the redevelopment period 
wil l have to deal with the range of ph S1cal problems, as well as construcrion. 
at the Mound. In order to attract finns during the renovation. M, 1CIC will 
need l discount rents. r gardless of the le el o build-out. 
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• The Mt iCIC is cu rrently pass in g through a full range of expenses , includ ing 
ulilities, insurance, payment in li eu of taxes, g neral ma intenance. property 
management, pest control , and trash removal, to market-rent tenan ts. Uti lities, 
in particular, are passed th rough at rough ly 50% to 100% a ove market rates . 
In th e local market, util ities average between $0.80 nd $ 1.50 per square foot; 
Mound ten3. nts urrent ly pay $2.84 per squ are-foot In order to attract tenanls 
to the Mound , the MMCIC wil l need to reduce pass-through charges to 
compensate fo r abo ve -market utilities. A1 so, since Mound spaces are not 
individually metered for ut ili ties, those t nanls which have mini mal ut ili ty 
consumption are effectively subsidizing hi gher-u sage tenants, since all tenants 
pay util ity costs on a per square-foot basis . 

• Particularly fo r the R&D campus scenario, the Mound would compete ag inst 
the already establi shed Miami Valley Research Park for R&D tenan ts. The 
!vl iami Valley Research Park has a tenant base which is largely tied to Wright­
Patterson Air Force Bas e (about 60%). Since 1985, the ex ist ing R&D park 
has a eraged about 65,000 square feet of absorp ti on per year; the park has 
enough vacan t land for a 40-year build-out. The Mound wou ld be competing 
fo r R&D tenants against an establ ished park in the DaylOn market, where the 
majority of demand is created by government, where !'!rOwth potenti 1 is 
mimmal. Although the Mound does have R&D tesling nd production 
t>qui pment which may attract tenants, the long-te rm viabi.l ity of this equipment 
has not yet been established. 

The pro forma analysis assumes th at Mound rents can begi n to esca late 
after 2000 at a rate of roughly 2% annually, whi h IS roughly equi a!emto current 
infl ation rates . 

DoE Subsid ies 

According to MMClC, DoE a
0

reed to provide a $ 12 mill ion subsidy to 
MM IC to cover cos ts of operating the facili ty during conversion. ER.J\ 
discussions with MMCIC offi cials indicated that a. port ion of this money has 
already been spent. MM IC official s indicated that roughly $7.9 mi llion would 
remain after 1996. ERA. anal ys is of MMCIC financial data indicated that, si nce 
L996 usage of the subsid y was budgeted but not yet entir ly spent , n would be 
poss ible to sa e a larger portion of the su bsidy for 1997 and beyond. As such. 
ERA is assuming th at $ million of the su bsidy will be available m 1997. 

Market-Rate Absorption Assumptions 

The maJo m , of mcome potential will be generated by lease income from 
ex iSting faci liti es : thus . ra res of absorpti on fo r th is pa .e are cri tica l. 
Determi na(ion of ab orpc ion rates for each scenario was based on our conclus ions 
concerning the co rnpetl tive position that the Mound can achieve in each scenari o; 
tha t is, the impl1c tions of target markers, investment leve ls, income goals, and the 
imp ct of rents on leas ing. Based on our marke t study, which evalu ted overall 
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demand for office, tndustr ia l, and R& space in lhe Dayton area, ERA generated 
demand and sales forecasts for Option 1, wh ich are shown below. 

• Industrial space absorp tion of 40,000 square feet annually. 
• R&D space absorption of 20 ,000 square feet annu ally. 
• Office absorption of 5,000 squ are feet nnually between 19 7 - 2004 . 
• ffice absorption of 25,000 squ are feet ann uall y between :was-20 10 

• Bul • ale of "South 40" tract to pri va te d velope r in 2002. 

Whil the first opt ion would allo w a potenti ally more diverse array of uses 
and tenants compared to the other alternati ves. it would not incorporate any tenant 
Improvement tl owances fo r build-out beyond c de omp li an e for indus tri al, 
R&D, or offi ce uses . ERA's analys is of the Dayton market hows that most 
industri a.! users do not xpect to receive an allowance fo r space which is code 
compl iant; how ·er, offi ce and R&D users would expect such an allow nee . As a 
re ult , Option 1 shows minimal office absorpt ion activity 5,000 square fee t 
annually), and reduced R&D space absorpt ion, omp red to Options 1 and 3. 
Also. a a proportion of existing Mound faci li ties are intlexible, requi ring 
addi tional t nan l allowances in order to encourage I ase-u p. industrial space 
absorp tion was reduced, compared w Options 2 and 3, to 40,000 square feet 
annually. For ffi ce spa e which com s on line after 2005, ERA is assuming a 
higher rate of bsorpti on. due to the natu r f the space, (pu re office use ). recent 
age of construction. and an assumption that DoE will properly maintai n it between 
1 7 an d 2005 

bsorption rates for Option 2 were based on ERA udgments of re lative 
differences in te rms of mar et segmentation and probable caprure between 
Option 1 and . B sed on this compari ·on. ERA determined that Option 2 wou ld 
have ·ubst nti al! y larger o fi e space abso rpti on rate compared t Scenario 1, 
and sl1 ghtly higher indus tnal space absorption rates, because MMCIC is assumed 
to o f r tenant improvement allowan es, maki ng Mound space more attract ive to 
prospec t! e tenants. In · ddi ti on, the level of infrastnlcture inve tment identified 
for ption 2 would make the park a more attractive lo tion. Also, Opti on 2 
assumes a join t-ventu r land development arrangemen t with a priv te rea! estate 
developer(specifics fo r ch jotnt ventur are descnbed lat r in this section) . 
Shown below re ERl \ absorp tion es ti mat s for Option 2 

• Industrial space absorption of 50, 0 square fe t annu all y. 
• R& D space absorption of - 5.000 square feet ann uall y 
• Office absorp tion f 2 ,000 square fee t annuall y 
• Industrial & R&D land abs rpt10n of 5 acr"'S every-other-year, st rting 

in _002. 

Absorpti on estimates for Opt ion 3 are based n the premise rhat the 
Mound will be redeveloped tnto a R&D park . imi lar to the XI ting Mtami Valley 
Rese:1rch Center Un der this alternative, the Mound would be competing in a very 
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small market. resu lting in a maximum annual absorption ra te o 25.000 .squan: 
fee t 

Dela ed A b orption Assumption 

ERA prepared an alt rnative version of each Mound redeve lopment op 10n 
which in orporates an ssump tion for delayed absorption of existing space. The 
delayed absorp ion alternative looks at the impact on revenue and operating costs 
if ex isting space bsorpti on is delayec!Jredu ed between 1997 an d 1999 by about 
50% annually, compared to market-rate absorpti on ERA bel ieves that reduced 
absorpt io n between 1997 and 2000 is likely, given the unique na ture of problems 
associaled wirh the site. ERA ident ified several possible del ay-causrng events, 
mcluding: 

• Th existence of radioactive contamination on the site, which may have a 
substantial effect on space absorption during the 10-year remed i· tion pr cess . 
Although the govern ment commitment to accept fu ture liability for the impact 
of radioac tivi ty on the site will aid in the marketing effort, fear of the 
unknown, i. e .. the effect of long-term exposure to rad iati on may di ssuade a 
good proportion of tenants from leasing space at the site. 

• The fac t that marke tability of Mound faci ii tJeS to mainSlream industrial 
development ts predicated on facility renovation to cunent building and 
life/safA y codes . Delays created by unex pected engineering or design 
problems will infl uence absorption. 

• Sin e the Mound redevelopment effort will only be feasible if DoE agrees to 

fu nd a larger share of infrastructure Impro vements, the rate at which 
improvements are made will be influenced by financial appropnarions, wh1ch 
tend to be infl uenced by political whim. Delayed appropriati ons will have a 
neg rive rmpact on ab-orption, to the extent th at necessary infrasrrucrure 
improvemen t ~ may be el yed. 

Moun Current pera ting C ost Discus ion 

Detemunation of operating costs as ociated with management and 
operati ons for the Mound was based on analys is of current and 1996 projecled 
t-.1MCIC operating costs, as well as a su rvey of other Midwestern Business/R&D 
parks. The range of costs rncurred by MMCIC include adminis trative, salary & 
benefi ts. profess ronal consulting, maintenance, manageme nt contrac ts, util ities, 
marketing. and insurance. Additional cos ts. associated with building re fi t & 
ren ovation. HVAC installation, landscaping, parking, and demolrtion will be 
discussed sepo.r3.te ly. As Tab le 2 shows, MMCIC has budgeted roughly s::- .5 
million for operati on rn 1996. ERA anal yzed the nature of proj ected 1996 
ope ratmg expenses w1th the ass istance of MMCIC offici als to idenl1fy the line 
Hems a .. oc t:tted wt th each expense category , and to detemune the sensit tv iry of 
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each expense ategory to changes in pace inventories. The ensuing discussion 
htghlights the resul ts of th is analysis for each expense category. 

Table 2: 1996 MMCIC 
Budgeted Operating Expenses 

Expense Category 1996 Budget 

Salaries & Benefi ts $430 ,642 

Admin1strauv $146,455 

Utili ties $491,652 

ProfessiOnal $ 1,535,590 

Marketi n~ $165 .736 

Facility Maintenance $1 50,980 

Facil ity Adrrunistration $125,902 

Liabil ity Insurance $7,042 

Total: I $3,484,641 

Pa roll & Benefits - MMCIC currently has a full-t ime staff of seven, wh1ch 
includes management as well as adrni nistrative staff. The 1 96 bud0 et for salaries 
and benefits is $430,642: b nefits account for rough! 25% of the tot l budgeted 
ost. ERA was infonned by MMCI officials that they pi n to add up to two 

addi tional fu ll-time positions p r-year through 2000, with all posi tions gaining 
salary increases of "% per year. The MMCIC also employs a range of 
ind ,pendent consul tan ts, who are covered under a separate expense category. 

Administrative - Expense for administrative c sts cover a broad spectrum, 
including te lephone, postage, offic supplies, meetin gs, trave l, and equipment 
rental. About $ 146,000 was budgeted in 1996 for this category, with the line 
items for travel & transportation as well a. meetings & conventions covering 
about 38% and 18%, respective! , of the tot I. The 1996 budget fo r 
relecommunications included roughly $18.000 for new systems; MM IC staff 
mdicated that the S18.000 wi ll not be spent reducing total admin istrati ve ex.pen es 
to $ 128, 0, increasing the two largest line items to 43% and 21 o/c of LOtal 
administrative penses . 

Util ities • MMCIC is urrently paying $2.84 per quare-foot to DoE f r uti lity 
costs on an annu l basis. The util ity rate co ers h at & air condiuoning (HV AC). 
as well as e le lricir . MMCIC pays the tlat r te n all space inventories under 
their control. Since Mound tenants current ly do not have individually metered 
sp ces, M 1CIC passes-through all uti lt ty expenses to un-subsidized t nants n a 
per-square-foot basis. irrespective of acru l utility usage or the type of space 
(office or industrial) uttl tzed . A total of $49 1.652 w s budgeted for utili ty costs in 
[ l 6, which equates to roughl y l 3. 115 : quare fee t o space at $2_84 per square 
foot. MMCIC offic i ls indicated that they expect the electricity component o 
total utility costs to increas m the near fu ture: eleclri ily costs currently take up 
about 40% f the $2.84 per- quare-foo t utiliry charge. 
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Professional - MM IC employs a range of independent consultants to perform a 
variety of services . The 1996 budget has allocated $ 1,535,590 for consulting 
ervice!; . The allocated amount covers individual studies, including this project, as 

well as long-term consulting contract employment. MMCIC officials indicated 
that roughly l 00,000 of the professional budget is for long-term employment 
contracts; short-term contracts (less than one year) should account for the 
remainder. 

Marketing- The MMCIC budget includes $165,736 for marketing; roughly 65% 
of the 1996 marketing budget is allocated to the creation of a brochure and a 
video . The MMCIC official responsible for marketing indicated that total 
marketing expenditures in 1997 and beyond would be lower than 1996. MMCIC 
has a full-time marketing person, whose salary is allocated to the salary and 
benefi ts cakgory. 

Facility Maintenance - This expense category covers several items, including 
trash co llection, pest control, cleaning & painting, and general repairs. A total of 
S 150,980 is budgeted for 1996, with the majority of funds being allocated to 
janitorial ($54,600) and general repairs ($46,560). Facility maintenance costs are 
largely ti d to the amount of office, industrial, or lab space in inventory at any 
given time; as such it can be expected that such costs wil l increase over time as the 
MMCIC space inventory grows. Accord ing to MMCIC officials. all facili ty 
maintenance costs are passed through to tenants, with the exception of subsidized 
tenants, who only pay a below-market rent. 

Facility Administration - Expenses for fac ility administration include contracts 
for property management, security, and build ing insurance coverage; these costs 
are passed-throu gh to non-subsidized Mound tenants. The tota l amount budgeted 
for this category in 1996 is $125,902. Property management IS provided by Larry 
Stein Realty at a cost of about $0.33 per square foot for all property types. 
Prop rty insuran e for the Mound, estimated at $33,35 1 annually, is based on the 
value of property and equipment ($0.10 per $100 of alu ),as well as liability 
(SC .03 ents per square . foot) Budgeted costs for securily are $3,400, which 
covers the cost of a ecurity system. Although the costs of security will likely 
in rease as MMCIC takes over additional bui ldings, the extent of increru e is 
unclear at present. The fac ili ties administration line item also includes a payment 
of $ "3,418 in lieu of property taxes. The tax resulted from negotiations between 
the local school board and the City of Miamisburg; the rate is about $0.45 cents 
per square-foot, and will increase as inventory grows . The local school disLri t 

recoives 60% of the revenue co llected from this tax . 

L iability Insurance - Expenses for general and professional liability insurance 
consti tute the smallest line ilems in Table l2. The 1996 budget has allocated 
roughly $7.000 for li abil it msurance. This ost shou ld expand as indicated 
staffing l ve ts increase. 
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S curity- Security is covered by MMCIC for certain tenants . It is totally unclear 
how tenant security n .eds will change; ince only $3,400 was budgeted for 
security in 1996, this amount is small in the gre:lter scheme of things and will be 
ignored. 

Experience at other Research Parks 

In ord r to g~in perspective into the significance of operating costs 
identifi ed for the Mound, ERA surveyed other research facil ities in the midwest to 
qualify variations in operJ.ting costs and profit motivation. A total of s ix parks in 
Ind ian and Ohio were surveyed, four of the respondents are discussed below; the 
fi fth park, the Miami Valley Research Park, was described earlier. in the market 
analysis section of this report. 

• Purdue University Research Park- The R&D park at Purdue University was 
developed in 1961, and currently contains about 35 buildings. The park, 
whose mission is to create tech transfer opportunities for university research, 
is managed by a not-for-profit foundation , which is responsible for the park, as 
well as other fund rais ing and real estate efforts at Purdue. The park is funded 
primarily by land sales, which generate revenue to cover the maj rity of 
operating costs. The park itself has no full-time staff, which is consistent with 
its goal of maintaining low operating costs. 

• Ohio State University Research Park- The OSU research park is located in 
Columbus, Ohio. The park has seven buildings covering about 850,000 square 
feet of space: -a.bout 150,000 square feet of space is vacant. The park is geared 
toward tenants who wiU support the univer ity's research and educational 
mis ions. the park is operated on a 'break-ev n · fin ancial basis. University 
offici Is indicated that revenue from leases covers building operatiOns and 
maintenance; administrati ve tasks fo r the park are partial ly subsidized by the 
uni v rsity. A uni vers ity official indicated that they are setting up a separate 
corporation fo r the rese~rch park. Current pro fonna estrmates for 
administrative co ts under the new corporation are about $500,000 annually , 
wi th a full-time staff of three . The new corporation will separate overalJ 
un iversit real estate operat•ions and research park activities into separate 
entities. The official indicated that , although the park will continue to receive 
subsidies for administrative costs through the near future, eventually th 
research park enti ty will be entirely self-supporting, with lower operating 
c sts . 

• Northwestern University Research Park - Located in the northern suburbs 
of Chica~o, the Northwestern Un1 versity research park was a creation of the 
universi ty and the City of Evanston as a for-profi t operation. The park was 
built on under-utilized land . incorporating renovati on of existing space with 
new construction by private developers. The park was improved with four 
buildings totaling about 250,000 square feet. Three of the buildings are 
privately owned ; the fourth was built with U.S. Department of Energy funds 
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fo r the Uni vers ity. T he park is financed primarily by equal co ntr ibu tions from 
the umversity and the city of about $500,000 annu ally. Th park rece ives 
min imal income fro m lan d leases and incubator space. ne mission 0 1 the 
research park is tech-transfer, fi nding pri vate-sector applications for univers ity 
researc h activiti es . T he park has a fu ll time staff of one and admin istrat ive 
costs of about $ 125.000 annually. 

• University f O hio Innovation Center and R ·earch Park -The Uni vers ity 
of Oh io at Athens maintains a 40,000 squ are foot busi ness incubato r to 
encourage hi gh-tech de velopment tied to uni vers ity r search miss ions. The 
facili ty also allows fo r tec h transfer of un vers ity research discoveries to the 
private sector. Total budget fo r the facili ty is $350.000. of which abou t 
$ 150,000 covers operating cos ts. The park is fun ded by universHy suhs id ies . 

Survey Implications 

The survey of other R&Dfbu si ness park faci li ties in the region indicates 
that one o erridi ng facto r whi ch determines the operati ng cost structure of such 
facili ties 1s the miss ion or goal of the facil ity. Most R&Dfbusi ness park facilities 
were planned to support the educati onal mission of the parent uni versit)' and to 
pro vide outlets for techn ical transfer of university research to the pri vate sector. 
Two trends emerge in the examination of ho w other regional R&D/bus iness park 
facili ties focus on profit abi lity . In one case , the park was direccly tted rn with the 
univers it ' , receiving a direct subsidy for operations . In the second case, the park 
was split-off as a separate entity , wh ich may receive partial su bsidies, but is 
primarily self-sup porting. In either si tu tion, all of the surveyed facilities are 
main tawin g low operatin g costs, particularl y for salaries . All of Lhe respondents 
identified containment of operating osts as a goal. 

The extent of comparability of the selected R&Dfbus iness park fa ilities 
to the Mound is limi ted however, in that each of the noted faci lities bas been in 
operation for several years, while the Mound tS still in its infancy as a 
R&D/bu iness park . Most es tablished parks, such as the M iami Vall ey Research 
Center, have al re, dy generated Jocationa l and agglomeration economies, as we ll as 
critical mass, necessary to encourage new job growth. 

The Mound fac il ity is unique in that the exist ing R&D/testing equ ipmen t 
and rel ted emp loyment already exist , even though the reuse strategy has j ust 
begun. Even so, the exis tence of radioactive and chemical contamination on the 
site, as wel l as the old :~ge and functional obsolescence of the existing 
improvements make comparabi lity of the site to other R&D/busmess park 
facilities di f icu lt at best. As a result, the financial an· lys is wil l be based less on 
cornpnrab ilit. with oth r ~ ac i li t ies. and more on budgets nd in rm tion supplied 
by 1 fMCIC offici Is. However, ER1\ will pro ide a set ofpr forma iterations for 
each option which evaluate the impact of reduced MMCIC c perati ng costs on 
prot !labili ty. 
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Land Ab or ption and Value 

Each of the three scenanos incorporates a differe nt sryle of land 
absorption. Option 1 assumes a bulk purchase by a single user of the 46.5 acre s of 
de e lopable land in the .. south 40", which contains a total of about 140 acres. 
Option 2 assumes that MMCIC enters into a joint venture arrangement with a local 

real es tate developer, using the value of the 46.5 acre parcel as its equity position 
in the joint venture . MMCTC would then receive a percentage of rental income 
generated by development on the 46.5 acre tract. Th third option assumes that 
the vac nt acreage will be parc.d d and taken-down in small increments to s ing le 

users or deve lo pers. 

ERA analyzed land sales activity in the southern submarke t of Dayton to 
de linea te likely amounts of land absorption activi ty at the Mound. D i cussions 
with local brokers ind icated that industri al land with in terstate frontage is selling 
from $50,000 per acre and up . The mound site is about three miles west of 1-75, 
with restri c ted interstate access, particularly for trucks . ERA bas been informed 
that the City of Miamisburg has made a commitment to improve access to the 
Mound site as pan of the redevelopment strategy . 

Assuming that truck access is improved. the Mound would be roughly 
comparable to the Miamisburg northern industrial di.strict , a mature s ingle-tenant 
manufacturin g. and industria l area, in terms of access; the northern mdustria l 
district is nearly built out, however. ERA es timates that the range of acbi vable 
valu s for vacan t land at the M ound wou ld fall betwe n $ 15,000 p r acre and 
$25 ,000 per ac re fo r smaller lots, or a bulk sale. The following assumptions will 
shape the land value conclusions: 

• First, land sales activ ity should not begin until 2002, primarily because the 
current probable value of the South 40 acreage is negligible due to a 
combination of poor access and a large supply of vacant land in superior 
locat ions els where in the Dayton area. B ' holding the South 40 acreage until 
2002 r later, MMCIC would see the value of the ac reage appreciate as 
Mound facilit ies are refitted, and re leased by DOE. Radiation clean~up will 
also be further a long, improving site marketabi lity. 

• Second, al though the deve lopable South 40 acreage wil l be increasingly 

val uable under all three scenarios in 2002: the ±95 acres of undevel opable 

land would have negligible va lue , except po:sibly to m er zoning require ments 
for open space. 

• Third . fo r Option 2 , which assumes a JOint venture arrangeme nt etween 
MMC IC and a developer, ERA is assurrilng that MMCIC would contribute 
46.5 acres of land at a prospecti ve value of $20,000 per a re . T he developer 
would con u~bute the v'(llue of s ite infras truc ture and improve ments. which a re 
valued at J.bom S20 to S25 per square-foo t for new industria l pace . Based on 

14 



C m prehensive Reuse Plan for Miamisburg Mound 

these values , the 1MCIC wou ld have a 30% interest in the enrure, and would 
rec ive that increment of rental income from new development, beginning in 
2002. Although thi s assumption does not allow for s Jes of individual parcels 
on the ite in Option 2, ind ividual land sales would be poss1 I e. in re.alny. 

• Fourth , for Option 3, ERA assumes that demand wou ld exist for a sorption of 
3 acr s of Jan I every other year beginning in 2002 . 

Ach ie able values for infill vac nt sites on the Mound, which will be 
created as demo lition of older property occurs, will be at the lo w end of the 
identifi ed iand value range. since they will be inferior to the South 40 acreage in 
term of ite flex ibili ty . 

Mound Projected Operating Expense Structure 

Gi''~n the unique nature of Mound facilitie s, determination of projected 
operati ng expenses fo r the mound was based largely on infonnation upplied by 
MMCIC, Sa.sa i Assoc iates, and URS Consultants; ERA surve s f operating 
expenses at other R&D faciltties in the Midwest did not reveal cons istent 
mformation. Local real es tate brokers were also surveyed, in order to determine 
typ ical m3.rker-rare oper ting expenses for office and industria] property in the 
m, rket area. lnfonnarion from each source was synthesized by ERA to arrive ar 
op~ r ting "Xpense projection for the Mound. Two prelimmary hypotheses were 
used to hape the operati ng expense projections: 

• First. that MMCIC will cover operating expenses with revenues generated 
fro m 1 nd s les. rents. and other consistent revenue ources, while utili z.ll1g 
DOE gr nt funds fo r infrastructure improvement , as muc h as possible. 

• Second, particu larly in the early years of the reuse strategy, operating 
expens swi ll be higher, particularly fo r salaries; ERA resear h into R&D park 
deve l prnen t determined that strong leadership and mana ement are cn tical in 
dete rmining th success or failure of such development; as such, M1vtCIC wi ll 
hire rh- most quali fied people for the job . 

A total of si x categories of operating expenses were Jdentified: Salaries & 
Benefits, dministrati ve, Marketing, Profess ional Services. Tenant Improvement 
Allo wn.nces. and Space Carry ing Costs. In addition, four categories of tenant 
pass-through expenses were identified: Property Maintenance & Management, 
Utilities, Property & Liability Insurance, and Payment in L1eu of Taxes . The 
fo llowing tex t describes both how each operating ex pen e and pass-through value 
was ::~ r ri ed at, as well as how each value will expand or contract through the 

reC<Is t penod. For several operating expense line items, ER.A. cho e to generate 
alternative expenditure levels. in order to highlight the specific impact of certa.m 
costs on r enue creat ion . The alternative expenditure 1 vels we re gener ted fo r 
Sal· ri s & B~ne fir s, Admi nistrative, Marketing. and Professional Serv ices, 
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Operatino E ·penscs 

Salaries and Benefi ts - urrent MMCIC plans assume that 2 new salaried 
positions per-year th rough the year 2000 wi ll be need d, with annual salary 
in r ase. of 3%. Although hiring an additional ei ht employees by !he year 2000 
would increase total payroll expen es by o er 100% in 2000. MCIC ffi ci Is 
have indic ted that the pr cess of red velopinc- the Mound, which is a unique 
facility wi th special problems, wi ll requi re the additional positions. R 
evaluated the pos ition of MMCIC on Sal ri s & Benefits and chose to provid two 
al temJ.tive expense levels fo r Salaries & Benefits. A one alternative. ERA is 
assuming 1997 alaries and benefits of $577, 35, with annual escalation as two 
new positions are created annu lly th rough 2000. The analysis assumes that an 
overall staff of 15 persons will be maintained betw en 2000 and 2003 . Beginnmg 
in 200 it is assumed that st ffing will be reduced by two positions per year until 
2008, after which a total of five people wil l be on staff. By 2008 the 
redev lopment effort should be complete, making the additional positions 
redund nt. The average sal r per person with benefits is assumed to be slightly 
more than $70,000 per year. 

For the second, lower cost, alternative. ER.i\ is assuming an NfMCIC staff 
of 5 p rs ns yearly between 1997 an 2002. all mg to four people yearly between 
2003 and 2010; the average salary per person (with benefits) is as umed to be 
slightly more than 7 ,000 per year. Justi 1cation fo r the alternative. taffing level 
was ba ed on extensive ERA experience in the redevelopment of other 
government fac il ities and miiit ry bases in the U.S . Based on thi s experience, 
ERA d !ermined that the Mound ~.-ould theor tically e redeveloped effectively 
with a sr ff o 4-5 eople; staffing for short-term needs. including site planning, 
woul be contra ted to outside sourc s. Over ll salarie f r both Salary & Benefi t 
le e\s will also increase by 3% annuall y. which is 1% greater than the assumed 
·ntlation r te. f 2%. 

Tenant Improvement Allowances- ERA nalysis of re I e ·tate mark t ctiviry in 
the Da t n area f und th t offi e tenants int rested m first or second generation 
space typically expect an improvement allowance as part of the lease arrangement 
fo r bu ild-out from hell spa e. Th llowance f r ffi ce tenants normally does not 
over the entire cost of a build-out ; local real estate brokers identified ::m 
llowance of $ 14 per square foot as standard. By compari . on, most indu trial 

users cept spac on an "as i " b ts, wi h build-out cost typically amonized 
ver the lease term as an ::tddltion I co t to the ren nt. Tenant 1mprovemenc 
II wances are more often given for older space whi~.-h is not up to current code 

:>pecifications. 

s all exist ing pace at the Mound will need to be hr ught up to code m 
order to b,. marketable, MMCIC ·au ld not n e ' to ffer allowances for this 
reas n. Howev r. ERA bel ieves that MMCI m y need to offer some form of 
tenant tmprovement allowance, fir t as an incentive to attract tenants. nd second, 
m re gni tion that space at the mound may require extra conversi n costs whi h 
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may be ex ess i ve for a prospective tenan t to be::tr alone. RA evaluated current 
tenan t improvement all ow nee pract ices in the Dayton marke t, nd worked with 
other members of the consu ltant team to arri ve at as t of all owance values, which 
a r low t fo r Option I, and high st fo r Option 3. Table 3 hi ghli ghts lhe 
allowances used in rhe analys is. 

Table 3: Tenant Improvement Allowances 

Space Type Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

RID $0 $9 $l '2 I 

warehouse $0 $0 $0 

Offi ce $0 $1 0 $ 15 

Industrial $0 S2 $4 

Explos ive $0 $2 $4 

Administrative - Cos ts associated with administrative needs, including pos tage, 
phone . and office suppli es, as well as travel, are related primari ly to staff size. 
ERA used MMCIC cost projections to generate estim tes for adrnjnistrative costs . 
ERA also prepared a low cost alternati ve . Ba d on MM CIC cost estimates, 
administr ti e costs are projected to grow annually between 1997 and 2003, based 
on 1996 admin is trative cos ts per employee, plus annual infl ati on; ERA.. is 
assuming 1997 ad ministrative os ts of $ 163,927, with 2% growth in costs ov r the 
forecas t period , due to in fla ti Jn. As the number l f empl yees is projec ted to fall 
a fter 2003. adminis trati ve costs will also fa ll over the lon g term. nder the lower 
cost alternati ve prepared by ERA, administrative costs woul d fa!! to bou t $90 ,000 
in 1997, and v ry based on annual employment and infl ation through _Q 10 

M arketing - A key component in the reuse s trategy fo r the Mo und i effec ti ve 
marketi ng. The . MCIC budgeted roughly $ 165,000 fo r 19 6, which includes 
developmem of brochures and a video. MtvlCIC marketi ng offic ial ind icated that 
the mark ting bu ger wou ld fall after 1996. However, as the nature of Mound 
space in en torie will hange cons ider bly between 19 7 and 2000 , predict ion of 
marketing expe nditu res is d ifficu lt. ERA generated two fo recasts for marketing 
expenses. U nder one al t rnatjve, ERA assu med 19 6 marketing expenses of 
$ 100,0 , drop pino on an annu al basis at an effec tive rate of 8% hrough 2010. 
Under the lower cost alternative, 1996 marketing expenses were reduced annual ly 
at an e ffec ti e rate of 20% through 2005, then held constan t be tween 2003 and 
20 l 0 . Gi ven the naru re of development issues associ ated wi th the M ound site and 
tmpr ve ments , marketing will be critical in the early years o the fac ility's 
J veloprnent. 

Pr fe s ional Services -Professional consultants provide a rang f services to the 
Mound, in luding accounting, planning, engmeen ng, arch ttec ru re, and 
en ironmental tes ting, which are typically short-te rm tn nature . The Mound also 
uses c nsultants to manage technology transfer programs . se of t.;Onsul tan t is 
att rac tive because they are paid on an hourly rate without benefits, w hich typ ic lly 

17 



Comprehensive Reuse Plan for Miamisburg Mound 

add roughly 3 -% to individual salaries for entry and mid-le el jobs. RA 
prepared altemat ive cost structures for professional services, based on the fact the 
considerable variability could occur in the future for this category. . s one 
al ternative, I 96 professional expenditures of $750,000 are r duced annually by 
8% through 20 10. As a seco nd , lower cost alternative, ERA forecast 1996 
professional expenditures of $500,000, falling by 20% an nually through 2005. 
Under the low staffing alternative, professional costs are held constant between 
200 - and 2010. 

Space Carrying Costs - For Mound space which is not absorbed in any given 
year, MMCIC must pay an additional cost for maintenance and uti lities . ERA 
derived two levels of space carrying costs : $4.22 per square foot before uti li ty 
switch-over to independent HY AC systems, and $2.00 per square foot after utili ty 
changeover. Use of two carrying co t rates is necessary because the majority of 
space will be vacant between 1997 and 2000, when HY AC refit will s till be 
occurring, and MMCIC will pay a projected rate of about $3.00/square foot to 
DoE for utilities . Once all space is converted, MMCIC wi ll pay a nominal uti li ty 
rate for vacant space on a building-by-building basis plus maintenanc costs which 
are as umed at $122 per square foo t, according to MMCIC data. 

Tenant Pass-Through Expenses 

In addition to a net rental payment, each prospective Mound tenant \ ill be 
responsible for payment of expenses to cover costs of utili ties, property 
maintenance & management, insurance, and payments in lieu of taxes. Thes 
~osts are paid initially by MMCIC, who is then reimbursed by the tenants. The 
financial pro fonna assumes that MMCIC will be unable to pass-through to tenants 
100% of all such costs between 1997 and 2001, due primarily to the above-market 
rates charged by DoE for utilities. The following discussion outlines the 
development of projected pass-through expenses for the analysis 

Utilities - MMCJC currently pays DoE about $2.84 per- quare-foot annually for 
utilities, and passes-through the utility costs to market-rent tenants on a per 
quare-foot basis, regardle, s of the acrual energy amount consumed. MMC1C 

indicated that subsidized tenants will not pay utili ty costs until 1998, when the 
incubator program is scheduled to finish. According to MMCIC, all utility costs 
wil l be passed through to tenants in 1999. ERA performed an analysis of net 
rental rates and tenant expenses to determine the extent to which the combination 
of net rents and expen es are attractive to prospective tenants. The analysis 
determined that fu II pass-through of the above-market utility co ts would 
significantly reduce achievable Mound rents In ord r to forecast util ity costs, 
ERA has mad three assumptions which are applicable to all scenarios: 

• First. for system utilny charges between 1997 and 1999 , ERA is ssurrung an 
J.nnual rate of 3.00 per square-foot; Once converted to individual HV AC 
·ystems. tenants will be responsible for their own ut ilities. 
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• S econd, all options assume that MMCIC will be unable to pass throu gh all 
utilities until 2002, when a majority of existing space should be c nverted to 
individual HV AC; between 1997 and 200 I, a portion of pass through costs 

wi ll need to be subsidized . 

• Third, the scenarios ail assume that HVAC retro-fit will begin as soon as 

possi ble for all buildings as they are vacated by DoE; all property is assumed. 

to be on independent HV AC systems by 2005. 

It should be emph asized that assumptions for yearly HVAC convers ion 
rates a re hypothetical; DoE has not, as of yet, committed to any program which 
leads to shut down of the ex isting central utility syste m . However , if exist ing 
Mound facilit ies are not converted, either MMCIC or DoE will need to subs id ize 
the above-market increment of utility costs, otherw ise tenants will s imply c hoose 
to lease space somewhere else in the Dayton market. 

Taxes - MMCIC is re:;ponsible for payment of "in lieu of' real estate taxes , 60% 
of which i:: allocated to the local schoo1l district . MMC IC offic ial ind iCated that 
the tax is equivalent to $0.45 cents per square foot for all current space 
tnventories. Roughly $53 ,400 was budgeted for this line item in 1996: MMCIC 
offici als indtcated that the full amount of this tax will be passed through to 
tenants , based on square footage, by 1999. 

Fac.ility Maintenance & Management - Expenses for genera l main tenance 
include Janitorial, pest control, trash removal, and general repairs . The 1996 
budget allocated $150,980 for this category, which is passed through to marke t­

rent tenants. The pass-through is charged at a rate of $ 1.22 per-square-foot. 
Property management is conducted by Larry Stein Realty at a cost of $0.33 per 
square foot for total inventory. 

Insurance - Insurance for Mound property is charged at a rate of $0.10 cents per 
$100 of value. Insurance for liability coverage is charged at a rate of $0.03 cents 
per square-foot. Judgment of the value of existing Mound improvements and 
equipment was based on copies of the insur nee policy, provi ded b MMCIC 
officials. The policy indicated a current replacement value o f property and 
Equipme nt under MMCIC control to be about $26 million , which will increase as 

new building ~, are leased and refitted. All insurance charges are passed through to 
the tenants. MMCIC also pays professional liability insurance, w hich amounts to 
roughly S7,000 per year; 

Infrastructure Improvement Options 

The issue of infrastructure improvement is central to evaluation of reuse 
potential for the M ound . Improvemencs to utilities. roads, existing bui l ding~ . and 
parki r.g arrange ments , as well as demolition of older ~: p ace , are all necessary for 
an reuse strategy to be viable. Buildmg refit and Site infrastructure cost es ti mates 
were generated by URS Consultants and Sasak.i Assoc iates and incorporated in the 
finan c i~l pro fonna. ER. made two cri tical assumptions with regard to 
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in frastruc ture costs: Fir t , since the likely revenue stre m that MM IC will 
generate from rents nd land sales will be mall when compared to the substantial 
cost of necessary infras tructure investment, a substanti I in rement of additional 
in vestment will be needed to cover infrastructure refit costs. Second, 
infra tructure investment must be made in the ini ial stages of ound 
redevel pment, thereby enhancing site marketabili ty; delays will incre e costs, 
reduce revenues, and prolong the re-leasing process. creating uncertainty which 
rna J oorn the reme pr cess . 

Eac h of the alt mative reuse options incorporates a different level f 
infrastrucrure investment. Option 1 includes costs to bring existing faci lities up to 
current buildi ng, health. and safety codes, along with additi nal costs for road. 
sew r, util it , and parking improvements. Options 2 and 3 in orporate the same 
ex i~aing facili t refi t charges used in Option 1, along with additional costs f r 
parking. utiliti s, landscaprng, lighting, roadway , demolition, and sewer 
improvement. ERA generated alternative iteration of the three alternatives to 
determine the financial ramifications if MMCIC was r sponsibl for a portion of 
infras tructure refit costs; otherwise all infrastructure costs ar treated as a 
combined figure, bsolu tely necessary for each altemati e to marketable, but 
s par t from th revenue and operating cost projecti ns. All scenarios al o 
in orporate projecti ns for hard and soft costs ass ciated ith construction. 

Pro Forma Analysis 

In creati ng a ftnancial model to project revenues and costs under the three 
alternative r"'d elopment options, ERA determined that there were several factors 
which, if vJ ried, might have considerable imp ct on the financial iabili ry of the 
site. Alternati ve pro forma were generated to te t the r lative impact of each 
fac tor on fo recast revenues and costs; the pro formas are located t the end of thrs 
se tion. Three prim ry factors. Rate of absorption, vari tions in operating os• , 
an resp ns ibiltty fo r infrzu trucrure investment. were identified and te t ~d in the 
mancial m de l. A total of eight iterati ns were g nerated bas d on the three 

factors, fo r each cenario. A list of the eight Iterations conducted fo r each of the 
th rc:e 0ptions is hown below: 

1. Mark t Absorption. MMCIC Operatin0 Costs, and Split Infrastrucru re Costs 
2. Market Abs rption, Low Operating Costs, and Split Infrastructure Costs 
3. Mark t Absorption, MMCIC Operating Costs, and Combined Infrastrucrure 
4. 1 larket Absorption, Low Operating Costs, and Combined lnfrastrucrure 
S Delayed Absorpti n, MMCIC Operating Costs, and Split Infrastructure C ts 
6. Delayed Absorption, Low Operating Costs. and Split Infras trucrure Costs 
7. D !Jyed Abs rp ti n. MMCIC Operating CoSlS, an ombined In rastructure 

Deb ed Absorption , Low Operating Co_ts. and Combined ln frastrucrure 

Based on nal ys is of the iterative financial pro forrnas fo r each option, the 
fi nancwl impltcat ions f each iteration are as fo llows: 
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O ption 1 - llera tion 1: 
Market Absorption, lVlMCI C Operating Co ts and Split Infrast r uc tu re Costs 

·ERA determi ned that th is iteration of Option 1 w s potentia lly feas ible, with 
MMCI . using the DoE subs idy to cover ope r · ling cost defic its between 1997-
200 l and 2003-200 . Roughly $81 0,000 of the DoE subs idy wou ld remain 
unspen t in 2006; net income between 2007 and 20 10 wou ld inc rease from 
$372,000 to $1.6 milli on. A land sale in 20 2 would resu lt in about $580,000 in 
net in o rne fo r that year. 

O ption 1 - Itera tion 2: 
Market Absor p tion, Low Operating Costs. and Split Infrastructure Costs 
ERA deteJTI'..i n d that this option was potentially feas ible, with MMCIC relying on 
the DoE su bsid to cover ope rating expense deficits in 1997 an d 1998; rou ohJy 
$5.9 million of the ·ubsidy would remain unspent at the end of 1998. Net income 
would then increase yea rly between 1997 and 2002, growing fro m $52,000 to $ 1.9 
rrlill ion. N t income is projected to fall between 2002 and 2005 , to a low of 
$205 ,00 , be fore grow ing to $ 1.9 million in 20 10. 

Optio n 1 - Iter ation 3: 
Market Absorp tion, MMCIC Operating Costs, a nd Com bined Infrastructure 
ERA de termined tha t thi s iteration of ption 1 was pote ntially feasible, wtth 
MMCIC using the DoE subsid y to over operating cost de fici ts be tween 1997-
200 1 and 2003-2006 . Roughly $ 1.8 million of the DoE subsidy would remain 
unspent in 20 6; net income bet we n 2007 and 20 I 0 would mcrease from 
$4 11,000 to $ 1.7 milli on. A land sale in 2002 would result in about $600,000 in 
net income for th t year. 

O ption 1 - Iteration 4: 
Market Ab rption , Low Operating Costs, and Combined Infrastructure 
ERA de tennined th at th1s option was potentially fe sible, wi th 1MCIC relying on 
the DoE sub. id to over operating exp"'nse deficit in 19 7 nd 1998; roughly 

6.8- mill ion of the subsidy would remain un pent at the end of l 998 . Net 
income would then in rease yearly between 1999 and _002. growing from $5 ,0 0 
to $ 1.8 mi llion . et income is projected to fa ll etwe n 20 2 and 2005 , to a low 
of $205,00, before growing to $ 1.97 mill ion in 20 I 0. 

ption 1- Ite ra tion 5: 
Delayed Ab orption, MMCIC Operating Costs, a nd Split Infrastructure 
Costs - ERA de temu ned that th is opt ion was potentially un fe sjble, wtth the DoE 
subsi dy bemg ex hausted in the year 2000. Betw en 2 00 and 2006, revenue is 
projected to exceed e penses in on! y one year, 2002. Bet een 2007 and 20 I 0. 
revenue wou ld in rease fro m about $410,000 to a lmost $ 1. million. 
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O ptio n 1- Iteration 6: 
Delayed Absorption, Low Operating Costs, and Split Infr. t ruct ure Costs 
ERA de tenni ned that this op tion was potentiall y feas ible, with M 1CI relyin g on 
the DoE subsidy to cover operatin g expense defic its between 1997 and 20 0 ; 
roughly $2.8 mi ll ion of the subsidy woul d remain unspent t the end of 1998 . Net 
income would then increase in 200 l and 2002, growing from $382,0 0 to $ 1.78 
million. et income is projected to fall between 2002 and 2005. to a low of 
$24 .00, before grow ing to ov r $2 million in 2010. 

Option 1- Iteration 7: 
Delayed Absorption, MMCIC Operating Cosu , and ombin d lnfrastru ture 
ERA determined that th is option was potenliall y unfeasible, witll the DoE subsidy 
being exhausred in the year 2000. Between 2000 and 2006 , revenu~ is projected 
to exceed expenses in on ly one year, 2002; Between 2007 and 2010, revenue 
would increase from about .$4 19,000 to al most $ 1.7 mill ion. 

O ption 1 - Iteration 8 
Delayed Absorption, Low Operating Cost, and Combined lnfra<>tructure 
ERA determined rhat this option was potentiall y feasib le. with MMCIC relying on 
the DoE subsidy to cover operating expense defictts between 1 7 and _000; 
roughly $3 .7 mi ll ion of the subsidy would remain unspent at the end of 1998 Net 
income would then increase in 200 1 and 2002, growing from $382,000 to $1.78 
mi lli on. Net income is projected to fall bet\ een 2002 and :'.005. to a low of 
$24_,00, before growi ng to over $2 mill ion in :?.0 l 0. 

Op tion 2 - Iteration 1 
Market Absorp tion, MMCIC Operating Co ts, and plit Infrastructu re Costs 
ERA determi ned that th is sc nan o was not feasible , with the DoE subsidy bemg 
exhausted ir. 1998. lvllv1CIC is then projected to run annual operatmg deficits 
between 1998 and 2007. 

O ption 2 - Itera tion 2 

Market Absorption, Low O perating Costs, and Split Infrastructu r e Co ts 
ERA determined th at thi s option was porentJally feasible, with MMCIC rely ing on 
the DoE subsidy to cover operatin g expense defic its between 1997 and 1998, as 
wel l a 2005; just less than $1 million of the subsidy would remain unspent at the 
end of '2005. er income would then incr ase gradually between 1 99 and 2004, 
as well as 2006 to 20 10. 

Option 2 - Iteration 3 
Market Absorption , MM CIC O perating Costs. and Com bined Infrastructure 
ERA determined th ' t this op tio n was potential ly feasi ble. with MMCIC relying on 
the DoE subs1dy to co er operating expense deficits between 1997 and 2007; just 
less thnn $43 !,000 of the subsidy would remai n unspent at the end of 2005 . Net 
income would then increase graduall y between 2008 and _0 10, from $614.000 to 
over $ 1.4 mi ll ion. 
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O ption 2- Itera tion 4 
Market Absorption, Low Operating Costs, and ombined Infr astructure 
ERA detennined that this op ti on was potenti Ily feasible , with MMCIC re ly ing on 
the DoE subsidy to cover operat ing expense deficits between 1997 and 1998, as 
well as 2005; just less than $7.5 milli on of the subsidy wou ld r mai n unspent at 
the end of 2005 , s ince al l infrastructure cos ts are combined nd parated in the 
analysis. Net income would then increase gradua lly between I 99 and 2004 

O ption 2 - Itera tion 5 
Delayed Absorption, MMCIC Operating Costs, and Split Infrastructure 
Costs - ERA dete rmined that this scenario was not feasi bl e, wtth the DoE subsidy 
be ing exhausted in 1998. MMCIC is then projected to run annua l ope rating 
de fi cit between 1998 and 200 7. 

Option 2 - Iteration 6 
Delayed Absorption, Low O perating Costs, and Split Infrastructur e Costs 
ERA detennined that this scenario was probably not feas ible, with the DoE 
subsidy being ex hausted in 1998. Al though MMCIC is then projected to run 
annual operatin g deficits 19 8, 1999. and 2005 , the fac il it is p r jected to 
gener te posit ive cash flow in the remaining years (2000-2004 and 006-2010). 

Option 2 - Iteration 7 
Delayed Absorption, MMCIC Operating Costs , and Combin ed Infrastructure 
ERA detennined that this scenario was not feasible, with the DoE subsidy being 
exhaus ted in 2002. MMCIC is then proJec ted to run annual operating deficits 
b tween 2002 and 2007. 

O ption 2 - Iteration 8 
Delayed Abs rption, Low Operating Costs , and Combined Infrastructure 
ERA detennined that th is option was potenti ally fe sible , w ith MMCI re lying on 
the DoE subsidy to c ver operating expense defici ts between 1997 and 19 9, as 
well as 2005 ; JU t less than $4.6 million of the subsidy would remain unspent at 
the end of 2005, s ince all infr as tructure cos ts are combined and separated in the 
analy is. Net income would then increase graduall y between 1999 and 2004 , as 
well as 2006 to 20 10. 

ption 3 - Iteration 1 
Market Absorption, MMCIC Operating Costs, and Split Infrastructure Costs 
ERA determined that this scenario was not feasible. with the DoE subsidy being 
exhausted in 1997. MMCIC is then prOJected to run annual operau ng defi cits 
between !997 and 2008. 

O ption 3 - Iteration 2 
Market Absorption, Low Operating Costs , and S plit Infrastructure osts 
ERA determined that this scenario was not feasible. with the DoE subsidy be ing 
exhau · ted in 1997. MMCIC is then projected to run an nun.! operating deficits 
between I 97 and 200 l. 
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Option 3 - Iterati on 3 
Market Absorption, MM IC Operating Costs, and Combined Infrastruc ture 
ERA determined that this scenario was not feasible, with the DoE subsidy bei ng 
exh austed in 2001. MMCIC is then projected to run annual operati ng defici ts 
between 2001 and 2008. 

Option 3 - Iteration 4 
Market Absorption, Low Operating Costs, and Combined Infrastructure 
ERA determined that this option was potentially feasible, wi th MMCIC relying on 
the DoE subsi dy to cover operating expense deficits between 1997 and 2001, as 
we ll as 2005 to 2008; about $ 1.6 million of the subsidy would remain unspent at 
the end of 2005, since all infrastructure costs ar co mbined and separated in the 
anal ysis . Net income would then increase gradually after 2009. 

Option 3 - Iteration 5 
Delayed Absorption, MMCIC Operating Costs, and Split I nfrastructure 
Costs - ERA determined that this scenario was not feasible, with the DoE subs1 dy 
being exhausted in 1997. MMCIC is then projected to run annu al operating 
defici ts between 1997 and 2008. 

Option 3 - Iteration 6 
Delayed Absorption, Low Operating Costs, and Split Infrastructure Cos ts 
ERA determined that this scenario was not feasible , with the DoE subsidy being 
exhausted in 1997. MMCIC is then projected to run annual operating defi its 
between 1997 and 2001, as we ll as 2005 to 2007. 

Option 3 - Iteration 7 
Delayed Absorption, MMCIC Operating Costs, and Combined Infrastructu re 
ERA determined that this scenario was not feasible, with the DoE subsidy being 
exhausted in 2000. MMCIC is then projected to run annual operating d ficits 
between 2000 and 2007. 

Option 3 - Iteration 8 
Delayed Absorption, Low Operating Costs, and Combined Infra tr ucture 
ERA determined that thi s scenario was probably not feasible. Al though ?vllv1CIC 
i~ proj ected to generate positive cash t1ow in 2002 through 2004, the DoE subsidy 
is proj ected to run out in 2006. Annual operating deficits in 2006 and 2007 wi ll 
then occur. The facility rs projected to generate minimal positive cash flow 
between :W08 and 20 W. 

Conclusions 

The ana lys is of pro forma iterations for each option indicated that the 
three factors identified by ER.,t... will exert considerable influence ove r the fin ancial 
feas i ility of Mound redevelopment. The first factor, delayed absorption, is 
srgnificant in that it reduces the revenue that MMCIC can generate from e, isting 
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space between 1997 J.nd 1999, forcing them to utilize a larger share of the DoE 
subsidy to fu nd oper ting costs. If operatin g cos ts are kept hi gh, th e DoE sub idy 
will be consumed more qui ckly. For examp l , in Option 1, the combination f 
delayed absorption and regu lar (h igh) operating costs would result in DoE subsidy 

xhaustion by 20 0, with no additional funds to co ver projected defic its beyond 
2000. However, if operating costs are reduced in Option 1, the projections 
indicate that MMCIC could survive del ayed absorption, particularly since MMCTC 
would have minimal infra tructure cos t responsibility. 

The issue of infras tructure cost responsibili ty comes into play primari ly 
for ptions 2 and 3, when MMCIC may be responsible for a larger share of 
infrastructure costs . The analysis indicated that MMCIC could afford the cost of 
identified infrastructure responsibilities in Option 2. if market absorprwn occurs. 
However, if delayed absorption occurs in Option 2, the analysis indicates that the 
DoE subsidy will be insufficient to cover all operating cost deficits over the 
forec ast period, given the infrastructure costs, even if MMCIC reduces their 
operating costs. If costs of infrastructure are taken out of the mod I, a 
considerable mcrement of DoE subsidy fund s would be available to cover MMCIC 
operating deficits during the redevelopm""nt effort . 

T hr:ee points need to be empha ized: 

• First, although rates of absorption and operating cost levels have a significant 
impact on fin ancial feasibility, potential costs assoc iated with infrastructure 
improvement, which MMCIC may or may not b responsib le for, will be th 
deciding f ctor in determining financia l feasibility. 

• Second, beyond the issue of infrastructure costs, the analysis suggests that 
operaung costs must be tied to a g:i ven level of revenue generation. 

therwise, MMClC will not have the fl xibility to deal with the potential fo r 
l.ielayed ab ·orp t1 on. which is likely. 

• Third . the financial models generated by ERA are based on the reU..<: e of 
specific Mound buildings. which are rele . ed y DoE o er a speci fi c lime­
peri od; exclusion or inclusion of individual buildmgs will have a demonstrable 
effect on th anal ·is results. 
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Economic Impact Di. cu sion 

There are t o econ mic impacts of particular concern to th is study: Job 
creation an tax s gen rated. Redevelopment of the Mound will pr vid new 

mpl yment opportunities for the existing base of Mound employees, and generate 
revenu from taxes on income as well as real and pers n l roperty. The r te at 
which new jobs or taxes re created is tied to the amount of ex isting sp ce which 
is absorbed and the acreage of vacant land which is developed under each option. 
ERA generated al temati e projections of Mound employment, lo al income tax, 
and in lieu f pr perty taxes on an annual basis for each option. based on market 

rate absorpti n and delayed abs rption of Mound spa e . 

Empl oyment- Market Absorption 

The Mound fac il ity currently has an employment base of roughly 1,400 
persons, which includes about 1,050 EG&G employees and 170 DoE employees; 
the Mound privatizat ion effort has created an additional 190 jobs. Generation of 
Mound employment forecasts was based on two assumptions. which are as 
fo llows: 

• First, That EG&G will draw its employment down from a current level of 
I .050 to zer in 2005. 

• S cond, that DoE will leave the Mound entirely in 2005. 

ERA bas d its fo rec st of private sector jobs on the am unt of annual 
ab orption for existing office, industrial , and R&D pace, as well as developed 
land, projected under each option . ER--'\ util ized indus try ru les-of- thumb f r the 
amount of square feet per employee for industrial, R&D. or office space to 
generare the employment for casts. Th following table highlights the resulting 
M und employment projections. 

~ 4: Total Mound Employment and L{)cal Income T a..xe 
I 

Total Jobs 1996 2000 2005 2010 

Option I 1.408 1.610 1.569 2,135 

Opti on 2 ! .408 1.499 1,424 1.990 

Opuon 3 1.408 1,183 1.088 I ,375 

Income T axes 1996 2000 2005 2010 
Optlon I $ ! '139.635 $1,166.%6 $ I .024,473 $1.380.1 96 

OptiOn 2 $ 1,163,400 $ 1.201.1 15 $ 1,107.879 $ 1,608, 188 

Option 3 $ 1 ,197 ,3_"0 $1 ,004.458 $1 031.5CJ8 $ 1.4-28.41 1 

The table shows th t, for Option 1, total empl yment will increase through 
200 to n high of 1,6 ! 0, before falling to 1.56 in 20 5. and then recover-Ing by 
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2 10 to 2, 135. Option 2 is projected to indi at a comparabl pattern , with total 
employment rising through 2000, falling by 2005. and then rec vering b 2 10 
Option 3, which assurn s mi nimal annual absorption, shows that the number of 
jobs created between 19 6 and 20 l 0 is not sufficient to rep Ia the 1 96 Mound 
employment I vel of 1,408. 

Table 4 also highligh local income taxes retu rned to th City of 
Miamisburg by employees who are forec st to w rk at the Mound. The income 
tax projections re based on a 1.75% incom tax rate using erage salaries for 
each type f spac (R&D, indu tri· I, and offi e) . ERA is ssuming that average 
salaries in Options l, 2, and 3 will increase, in relation to the extent of R&D 
activi ty which is projected f r the Mound; ffi has assume 2% nnuaJ infl ation 
in s I aries thr ugh the fore ·ast period. For Option 1, Table 4 indicates that total 
tax revenue wi II increase through the year 2000 to about $1.16 milli n, before 
falling to $ 1.02 million in 2005 as DoE employees leave. Option 2 is projected to 
exh ibit a similar pattern of revenue creation, increa ing bet 'een 1996 and 2000, 
falling through 2005, and incr as ing between 2005 and 201 0. Th thi rd option 
offers a modest improvement in t revenue by 2010 compared to ption I . due 
an sumption that employees in Option 3 will m- ke higher averages !aries . 

P ym ' n t in Lieu of Taxes 

One outgrowth of the d c1 sion to crea te the M und redevelopment 
authority, the MM IC, w sa decision to charge future Mound t.enams a fee in Li eu 
of property taxes, 60% of which is reallocated to the local scbool board. The 
fo llowing table highlights projections for the payment in li u of taxes rhrouah the 
f recast period. 

Table 5: Forecast Payments in Lieu of Property Tax 

Scenario# 1997 2000 2005 2010 

Option I $1 02,740 $1 83,017 $212,724 $284,293 

Option 2 $112, 122 $!58,003 $ 180,13 - $25 1.704 

Opuon J $59.0 13 $86,820 $136.052 $192.302 

Table 5 shows that Option 1 ts projected to have the highest payments, 
since that ption also incorporates the largest am unt of existing pace. 
Al temativ s 2 and 3 h ve lower payments, fo r the same reason. ERA did nor 
gen r te projections of tax r venue fo r the South 40 propert) due ro complete 
un en ainty about how ees or that propert would be structu red. 

Economic Impact of Delayed Absorption 

The Finan ial ;:tnalysis conducted by ERA highltghted the potential 
financial impacts f dela. ed absorption to MMCI . Reduced ab · rption will also 
reduce the economic impacts of Mound redevel pment. T e Mound facil ity 
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currently has an employment base of roughly 1,400 persons, which includes about 
1,050 EG&G employees and 170 DoE employees; the Mound privatization effort 
has created an additional 190 jobs. Generation of Mound employment foreca..~ ts 

was based on thre assumptions, which are as follows: 

• First, That EG&G will draw its employment down from a UtTent level of 
I ,050 to zero in 2005 . 

• Second, that DoE will leave the Mound entirely in 2005. 

• Third, that delayed absorption will occur in 1997, 1998, and 1999, reducing 
the amount of absorbed space. 

ER.:\ based its forecast of private sector jobs on the amount of annual 
absorption for existing office, industrial, and R&D space, as well as developed 
land, projected under each option. ERA utilized indus try rules-of-thumb for the 
amount of square feet per employee fo r industrial, R&D, or office space to 
generate the employment forecasts. The following table highlights the resulting 
Mound employment projections. 

Table 6: Total Mound Emplo.iment and LocaHncome Taxes 
Generated by Delayed Absorption 

Total Jobs 1996 2000 2005 . 2010 

OptiOn I I ,408 1.440 1,577 2, 143 

Option 2 I ,408 1.467 1,424 1,990 

Option 3 1,408 1, 183 1,088 1.375 

Income Taxes 1996 2000 2005 2010 
Option I $1, 139 ,635 $1,076 ,799 $1 ,029,252 .$ 1,385,471 

Option 2 $ 1,1 63,400 $ 1,180,035 $1. 107.879 $ 1,608.188 

Option 3 $1 ,197,350 $1 ,064,458 $1.031.598 $ 1,428 ,4 11 

The table shows that, for Option 1, total employment will increase slowly 
through 2000 and 2005, rising to J ,577; by 2010, the proJections indicate that 
there will be over 2,000 jobs on the Mound. Option 2 is projected to generate 
slightly fewer jobs, with total employment rising through 2000, falling by 2005, 
and then recovering by 2010 to 1,990. Option 3 shows that the number of jobs 
created between 1996 and 2010 is not sufficient to replace the 1996 Mound 
employment level of 1,408 . 

Table 6 also highlights local income taxes returned to the City of 
Mi:-tmisbur _, b _ employees who are forecast to work at tht Mound. The income 
tax project1 ons are based on a 1.75% income tax rate using average salari s for 
eac h type of space (R&D, industrial, and office). ERA is assurrung that average 
salaries in Options l, 2, and 3 willmcrease over the forecast period at an eff ctive 
rate of 2%, wh ich is reflective of low inflation. 
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For ption I , T ble 14 indicates that total tax revenue will decrease 
between 199 and ' 005, fa ll ing from $ 1. 139 million to $ 1.029 million. before 
increasmg co $ 1.385 million in '201 0. Option 2 is projected to exhibit as mewhat 
di ffe rent patte rn of revenue creation, with revenue g rowth between 199 6 and 
2000 , followed by dec lin ing revenue th rough 2005 . Betwe n 2005 and 2005, 

ption 2 is projecte to generate incremental revenue growth of o er $5 0 ,000. 
Option 3 o fers a modest improvement in tax revenue by 2010 c mpared to plion 
I, due an assumption that employees in Option 3 will make higher average 
salaries . In Option 3, tax re venues are projected to de rease be tween 1996 and 
2005. a ll ing from 1.197 m.i !lion to $1.03 1 mi ll ion. T h proJections ind ic te that 
tax re·t nue w ill then incr ase through 2010, growing to roughly $ 1.428 million. 

Payment in Lieu of Taxes 

One out_§,rrowth of the decision to create the Mound re evelopm nt 
authority (the MMCIC) was an agreement between the City of Miamisburg and 
the loca l chool board to charg future Mound tenants a fee in li u of properry 
ta s . 6 % of which 1S rea llocated to the local schoo l board . The fo llo wing t ble 
high lights proj ections fo r the payment in lieu of taxes through th forecast period, 
inc rpo rating the de layed absorption assumption for 1997, 1998, and 19 9. 

Table 7: Forecast Payments in Lieu of Property Tax, 
with Delayed Absorption 

Option# 1997 :2000 2005 2010 

Option I $75,740 $144,767 $214,560 $286,129 

Option 2 $77,912 $150,849 $1 80,135 $151.704 

Opuon 3 $47 J lJ $8 1,737 $1 36.052 $ 192,302 

Ta~ le shows that Option I is projected to have the highest payments. 
growi:1g from $75,00 in 1997 to about $28 000 in 2010. Option is forecast to 
gene rate a slightly lower overall revenue stream, growing from about $7 ,900 in 
1 97 t $25 1.000 in 20 I 0 . Option 3 is forecast to gene rate the lowest overall 
revenue stream, growing from about $47,000 in l 97 to $ 19-,00 in 2010. ERA.. 
did not generate projec tions of tax revenue for the South 40 property due to 
complete uncerta inty about how fees for that property would b structu r d. 
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OpUon 1, l.leroflon I , flilllrket Absorption, Ml\'IC IC Opernlirlfl Cr.t<b, and SpUt 1n(rnstruclu re Cuslli 

Gross lh:ve.nue$ 1!)97 1998 1999 20011 2001 lOIJl l OOJ 2illl4 20115 2006 l001 2\1118 21109 201 0 

Lt:nsc Income S812,100 S I,042.. 100 SUSl.JOO $1 ,460.680 $1.549.499 S l ,603.503 s 1,635.573 $ 1,6&5.030 $1 .866.722 S1.0SS.OO'l S2.2.50,083 $2.452.139 $2,620,69 1 $2,795 ,()0.1 

Llllld Snlc' Income so so w so so SlllO,OOO so SIJ so so so so so $0 I 

Expcn•e PIUS· Through $ 1.270.367 11.196,079 J1.049,6SS SI.042,S96 $852. 127 S912.00H $916.196 $9'36.504 $ 1,0 15,355 $1 ,094,711 $1 ,174.630 $1 ,255, I 60 \1 ,313.328 $1.372.2.38 

Other lncamc to so so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Tollll C r llSS Re\'onue $2,082.467 S2.238. J79 Sl ,.Hl,1S5 S2.503,57Ci $2.401,6.26 S1.~~5.511 $2,551 ,769 $2,621.534 $2.882,071 $3,149,711 SJ.-1.24,713 $3,707,299 $3,934.019 $4,)67.242 

lt.ess: Yer:tlllcy & Ct"<lit lc~• II S468,7oo 1 S'..R2,9S8 J SIOI.Z62 J S71.104j $33.327 1 $ 14,4321 ~~4.721 1 SIS,OIS j S75U'J5J $634.~ 1 SSOS.MI I $370,9571 s276.793 1 S l78,714l 

I l':fiectl• e GroSl fu,•mue II $1 ,6 13,766 1 S1.955.220 I S2,lJ0,492j $2,432,4721 S2,36U99 1 $1,431.0791 ns37,oo 1 S2.60b.SIS I n.m.ml n.s t >~ .820 1 sz.919.072 1 $3.336.~21 S3.657 .:u6 1 n .9ss.:m 1 

0 I P•nltin l!, E:t1m10es 

M.MCIC · Salllries & Benellll 5.511.935 S7'27 .556 S8&5,634 SI,052,S42 $1 ,084,1 iS $ 1 116,642 SI ,ISO, I-11 S1.016.693 $894.80'2 $754.074 .SW4.097 $444,4.13 $457,716 $47 1.509 

TenMllrnproY<-rmm! Allo1>11111CC so 10 so so so so so so so 1.0 so so 10 so 
Adminlslr.IU'I't $ 160.7 13 $200,356 $240,71'2 $23 1.783 $287.141 S:292.49tl $297,!155 $1661!14 $234.9YB Sl02.498 SW.l.l84 .$135.356 :SIJ7. 142 Sl3~ .927 

Mlll'ketio~ $92,000 S84,6o40 m.s69 S71,639 S65,908 Sri0,636 SSS.785 $51.322 ~-17.216 $43, .. 39 139.964 S36,767 SJ3,825 S3 1,119 

Prnfessiollll.l Sc:rvit:es $690.000 S634,800 1584.016 SS37.29S S494,31 1 l•l:i4,766 $418,385 \1&4.9 1 ~ S354 ,121 S32.S,791 $'299,728 S275,750 lli3,690 S231.J95 

Spoce Cnrrylrog CostS SS8 1,740 Sl5 1.201 Sl2M84 S88.253 s 19.221] 58,160 SS, I60 S8. J60 $404 ,326 S33l.632 S258,936 Sl ~.240 S1J6,240 $86.240 

Tnt.ol O p<n ll lnA E"Jl• ••s"" R 102,388 :S 1,998,.553 SUII3.9l5 $2.031,.512 Sl.950,69& SJ.932.701 s 1.930.32-S ~1 ,73787;! S1 ,9J5.463 s 1.657,435 S i ,372,009 $1 ,078.555 SI.OI8.673 $961,191 

P:us-111 ro.u~:h ExpllJ\Sto 

MolntenMce &. Mon_aoem,nt S3S.l,88 1 $454.631 1555,381 $630,393 $655,8 17 566-1 .389 $664,389 S676.JJg $732.716 sn9.054 S845,393 S901.7J3 S940.483 $979,233 

Uuli~"' SI .U98.4S\I S871.079 lli3.2J9 $29&.556 so so so so so so so so so so 
lnsurnncc $32.849 SJ7,399 S-12 ,209 $46.807 $50,760 $)4,732 SS8.920 S63.753 S69,9 15 $76,579 S&l.SDO S9 1,634 S99.802. $ 108,712 

Poymcnt In Ucu ofTW<I!I $102,740 $131.990 $16 1.240 S 183,017 $190,399 S I '71,887 .1191,887 .1196.)68 .$212.124 Sl29,080 S:!.,S.~37 S261.793 S273,04J $284.293 

Toto! PJ~U-Througt. Extl•nses $1..587.958 Sl,4<15,098 Sl,)l2,063 $1.158,713 SS96.976 S912.00R $916.196 $936,5~ SI.OISJ55 11.09~.713 $ 1.174,630 $ 1.255.160 s l,j 13,3:28 $1.372,238 

S1to & Fodllty Refit Com so 1 so l so I SO l so I SOl so 1 SOl so l SOl 

Total £xp<nst $3 .~93,65 I Sl.ll5.9R4 I $3,190,2861 J1,847,6N I J1, ~.710 s2.752.147 1 S1.5~6.639 I ll.333.715 1 $2.)32,00 I I s:z.m;:rn] 

Sl ,613.766l s l.955.22o 1 s2.230.492 1 52.432,4121 n.J68.m I $3.431.079 n .st4 82o 1 s2,919.072 I s3,336,J42 I S'3,657,22.6 s.3,9as..s28 I 
(5.1.'171>.580)1 151~~&.4301 1 (SIJ9,,491l l IS757,814JI S586.369 I S2J7 .327 1j ITJ2.m I s t,002.6n I s 1.32.5.225 s 1.6ss.o99 I 

II s9.ooo.ooo 1 s6.ol3,42o 1 54.484.990 1 $3,489,4991 S2,2.52.310 SI.047,34:1 I s 10.0161 5810,016 S810.0t6l 

II S2,976.5so I s995,491 1 $237.!271 so I so so I 
1 r s6.Dn.420 1 

lnfmsll"\J u r e Cu>ts tou Sll<llod l!xi>Ung FudllJy tmvn" <1ll<ll l 

Bulldtn~ Code Refit S I 0,23 I ,248 $)1~.076 1565,045 Sl.480,600 Sl~ 1.768 10 so SJOSAOO J6.6.51.05J so so so so so 
Fot~litv !kmolitton so so so so so so so $() so so so so so 

1511• lmptovemcms ~1.550.000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Pllrbng $1 ,0">..5.000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Unl<ry Upgrrtdc: SJ,OSOOOO so so so so so so so so so ~0 so so 
Wntl!r & Sewer Upgr-.lc $675.000 so $0 so so so so so so so so so so so 
Road lmprov•n<IO<Its $1.500,000 so so so so so so $0 so so so so so 

I Des1~n und ConUnR<n·~ I: S4 .l07,81ll S7&.0t? SI-U61 I fl?O,ISO I S35.44iT so $(1 sn 100 1 \1.662.763 SOl so so so so I 
Soft Cos~ u .6l<l,765 I s97,S2•l I $176.S77 I S•t6~.6.~8 I 'S44.J031 so 50 S33.875 I $2.07&.454 so I .so sol so sol 

I· 'ro!.tl I nir.l!rtn•dW'~ Cost> I [ns.m.!-:!51 $487,6191 ss82.1!81 1 su1 ) .~3s 1 sn1.m 1 sol sol s 169,37.5 I .s I 0.392.270 I so 1 so 1 so! so I so 1 



20111 !UQ~ 2003 !OUJ 2UOS lOIJ(o llh\7 2U(IK 2UIJ~ lOIO 

U:4K Income i 1.549.499 11.6113~03 \1.635,573 t 1.6SS.Ol0 S I.SC\6,722 ~2.0SS ,OO'l S1,150.011J S2,oiS2.1 ~9 12.6~0.6'11 $2,795,004 
L.nnd Slllu lncume so so so $930.000 so so w so so so so so 
Ex 11"" J'IW-Tbrou~h SI,270.J67 $ 1.196,079 $852,127 S912,00R S91~,1Q6 ~9Jb .~M S 1.01 S.JSS Sl.O'J4,713 SU74.630 Sl.255.160 SI.J I3J28 Sl.372.238 
Other IMam• so SD n so so to so so so so so SD so 

Total Gross Revenue S2,082.467 $2.238.179 S:!.331 ns $2.501,576 S2,d(J I .626 $.),445,51 1 S2,5SI.769 S2,6ZI ]4 S2.R&:!,077 53.14'1,7~1 tJ.~201J $3.707.'299 $3.934.01~ $<1,167 .242 

lt.est: Voco.ncy &. Oed1r Loss II S468.7CIO I S21r.1.95 I SIOI.26l l S7 1,t041 m.m l Sl4,4121 s t4.721 1 m.o1sl ms.s9s I ~6.34,902 1 ssru.~ l 1 mo.9.s7 1 S276.79J 1 Sl78,71~ I 
II SI.613,7M I sl.9ss,uo 1 n.1Jo.4n 1 n.432.4n 1 s2.l68.2!19 1 S':\,431,(17 I S2..'i37,0J81 S2.606,51 g I n,91Y,07'2 I SJ,336.J42 I SJ.6S7 .226 I s3 .9ss.m 1 

SJ2 1 075 $)30,?07 $340.628 $350.8-47 \361,373 S372.2H $306.704 $315,905 $325,383 5335,144 JJ.I5. 19S Sl55..SS•I s;•G6.22 1 SJ77, 208 

Tenllll tl1'11jlrovcmcmt Allowance \() so so !.() so so !.() so so so so 50 so so 
Admimstnuive Sl!9..!H5 191,071 $9:!.8~6 594. 2 596,·128 598.114 S81.785 s 3.214 S84.b42 SR6,071 S8?,4'19 SS6.92S S-90,356 S91.7~5 

Murkcting $80,000 $64,000 S5 I .101) S~0.960 SJ2..768 S2o.2 14 S20.972 S2.0,97:! 520,972 520,972 520,972 520.'172 

5-ll'O.OOO $320.000 S256,000 S204.300 S16l,S<l0 $131.<172 ~67,109 Sfi7,10'1 ~67, 109 S67,J09 S6'1.J U9 S67, 109 

5581.7•10 S35t,10l Sl25.684 $88.253 Sl9.no S8.160 5404J26 S3li.6J2 S25-8.936 51~6.240 S l36.2qO 186.~40 

51.47-.1 00 Sl, 156.979 s 66.)69 $779..502 5673,62.9 S635,87<1 S9a2AJ l 5840.927 S'/70,71~ S7 1S,SOJ $680,898 5643 13 

I-"rt!1S-Thr-oug_h Exp l!ns e~ 

Mamtenmtce & Mnnn ement SJH,881 S<l5q,6)1 S555,.ll! l S630.J93 5655 ,8 17 S66-l.J8'1 Sfi64,38 . S7J2,716 $789.054 n4S,lllJ S90 1,73J $940.~8.1 S979,23J 

U11ll!u:s !1.098,489 $87 1.079 S-553 .239 }2'18,:556 so so so so so so so so so 
lnsurnnce Sl2.849 :mJ99 5·12.209 1.46.807 S50,7GO S5•1,732 $58,920 569,915 S76.57Q S83.800 S9l.634 S99 ,802 $108,712 

P<~ymcntln Lieu of To., <; 5102.740 $13 1 990 Slb1,:140 Sl83.0 17 $190,399 s 19'1,8117 $ 192,887 5212,72~ $229,0~0 $245,437 $26 1.793 1173,043 S2.84, 93 

Totu l Pos.•-Throu h ElCll•I ISCs S t.587.9S8 51.495.098 Sl.J 12,068 ~ 1.158.773 $896.!176 S9l'l..008 5916. 196 s l.tl 15.355 SI,094.7 1J $ 1,1 71 ,630 S I,25S, I60 S UIJ.328 $ 1.372.238 

Site & F"clU ry Rt.Dt Co51~ S900 000 I so 1 so ! so so $0 so 1 10 1 so 1 so I .so so 1 

Totru ~ens .. Sl.960.0S8 I 52.652 .an 1 S2,17!.oi:J71 s 1.938.276 S l .438.67~ SI.448.MO I SI..917,7B6j s 1.935.640 1 s I ,95-1.344 I $1.973,962 1 s 1.994.226 $2,015..55 CJ 
51.613.7661 Sl.955..220 I suw. on I S2 . .t32.A12 52.5'7 ,048 s2.606.s1s 1 $2.123.183 1 S1,514.820J n.919,072 1 SU36,J~2 ~ 53.657,226 s3.9u.m 1 

lSD_.I, .~lll I ~bY~ ~.r71 J S52,0)5 I ~9~.196 S797.695 S l ,SSJ,I'fl Sl,098,J1~ s tm.m 1 520:U9? I m9.1 oJ S96>t,728 1 SI.J62,380 I Sl 663.000 s1.9n,9n 1 

Do E: Subsid)' BOc~inlJo l onoe S9.000.000 I S6.653.7081 ss 956.8~2! $5.956.852 $5.956.852 S5.956,852 $5.956.851 S5,956,&52 I 55.956.852 ! SUS!>$52 1 ss.9s6.rn 1 ss.9s6.ssz I ,S5,950.852 ss.9s6.85< 1 

Doli Sub;ldy liiDI>s!J un S696.8571 $0 I :w so so SOl so 1 so 1 so l so 1 ~ ! W! so 1 

lnfnl! tructur• Costs for She and Exisllne FDcl llty 1nlllrovcn>onl 

Building Cocle Refit SIO,lJI.2.!8 SJ 1~ .076 S56.5,l).IS s l,.t80,600 Sl41.768 so so SI08.400 S6.hl1 ,05l ~D so so so ·-so 
F>etlity Demor.uon so so so so so so so so ~~ so so so so 
Sit• lmprovt!mentS St.SSO,OOO \() so w so so so so so so so so so 
P<ltl:ing Sl.(l15.000 so so so so S{J so so so so $0 so so 
Ulillly UJ>glllde H050.000 Sll so so so su so w so w so so lO 

Woter & Sewer Up~rade S675.000 so 50 so so so so 50 10 so so so $0 50 

Rond lmprovomi!/\U Sl.500,000 so so $0 so lO so so so so so so so 

I lksuu1 .mt.1 Conun~t l•c·,- II S4507,81 ~ SIH,019 s1~u6l r sno,1)0 I S3S,44:.0. so I so I S27.11'o!l Sl.662.76.3 SOl sol SDI so so 
I Sofl Com II S).b.l4, 7!1) >97..1~4 .1.176.ml S-16:!.618 I S44.303 WI 101 l3H75 S2.,07S.~5-I I so I so 1 sa I so .so 

Tolnl lnlrnslrudurtl Costs I S2~.17J.8l~ I $4S7 61Q I S881,8li) I S2.JJ3.'138 I l221.5() I SO( so I SI69.J75I $10.392210 I so I sol so 1 .so I 



Opliun I, it l:l i_l_linn J • . M..:n kL'I ~\b.)Of1J lhm, i\lMClC 0 11utuUua.: Co<~:U, . .111 d Cumb!n~:U tu(r'lttlltrucru n: 

G ross Revt.nu~ 1997 1!19K l ?Y? 20011 20111 2002 211113 l0114 2005 lOU(o 2(107 2liU8 2009 20 10 
'-"=Income $812.100 s 1,0.12, 100 SI,J82,100 S I.4C>O.G80 S 1.5MIA99 SI.603.50J SI.635.S7;l i 1,685,0)0 S1.R66.122 $2,055,009 $2.250.0&3 $2.452.139 $2,620.691 52.195.004 

Luud Sales Income $0 S!1 so $0 $0 $930.000 $0 so so so so so so su 
El<])On<e p...,._Through Sl.270.367 ~1.196,079 51,049,655 Sl.042..896 $852.127 S9 12.008 $916,196 $936.504 SI.OISJ~5 SI,O<l4.71J Sl ,!74,630 $1,155,160 s 1.313,328 S I ,372.238 
Other Income so so so so so ~0 so so ~0 so so so 50 ~0 

Tohol Gross Rcv•nue $2,082,467 S2,21S, !79 S2,Y.l1.755 12..503,576 $2.401 .626 SJA4),511 $2,551.769 S2.621 ,53~ ~2.882,077 S3.149,721 SJ.~24.71J $3.707.299 S3,934,UI9 $4,167,242 

l!..e4s: Vocnncl & Credit Loss II S46B,700 l S282.95ol $101,162 1 $71.1~ 1 S33,327j $14,>132 1 sl4,721 1 s1s.o1~ 1 $738.89.5 1 $6}4,90:tl S505,641 I 1370.957 1 S176,793 l sm.11~ 1 

I Effect ive G ross nevcuu c I I $1,613.766 1 s 1.955,:!20 l s2.230,492 1 .s2.43_2.4n 1 $2..368,299 1 S3,43l.(179 j S2.537,().1R I S2.606.m I S2, 12.1,1K3 I Sl,514,S20 I S2.919,072 I S~336.342 I D ,657.226 1 s3.9sa.szs 1 

0 per~ling E.xp onSc.< 

MMCIC - Snlnne' &. Benefits .$.571.935 $127.5•6 S885.63• ~1.052.542 SI,OS4,118 Sl 11~.642 Sl.l.50,141 $1,026.693 1S94,802 .$754,()74 $604,097 $444,4·13 $457,776 $47 1,509 
TenWJt ImproVement Allowance so $0 so so so so so ~0 so w so so 10 so 
Admitt15trnlhe. ~ 160,713 S200,3..56 S2-I0,7 12 $28 1,783 S181,141 $.29'.498 S297,M55 S266,78~ $234.998 $202.49!! ~16~.284 s 13_5,356 SIJ7,142 SJJ8.927 

Mmetln!l' S92,000 584,640 s-77.869 $11,639 $65,9()8 S6CI,63fi SS5,785 S5l.J12 $47,216 S4J,439 D9.9M SJ6.767 $33,825 SJ\,119 
Professionol Services $690,000 S6J4.800 :S.S84.01 6 5537.295 .$494,31 1 $45-1,766 $-118..185 SJa4,YJ-4 SJS4.J21 $325,71}1 $299,728 S275,750 l253,690 $233,395 
Space CIIITVlng Com 15!_1.740 1351.201 s 125,684 $88.253 Sl9,220 S\UGU !8. 160 $8,16{] $404,326 S33l.6n S258,936 $186.240 $136.240 S86.240 
Totnl Opcrnling E~l'•n$O:S $2.101.388 li.99K,~B Sl.913,915 S2,011,5 12 $1,950,698 $1,912.701 $1 ,930,325 $1,737.872 Sl.935.463 s 1.657.435 $1.372.009 s 1,078.555 li.OIS,673 S96l.l91 

P Tl IE nss- ITO~I ~lJ~D.sd 

Mlllnlcnance & Mnnagell1!!llt S353,88 1 $-154.63 I SS55.J8 1 S6JO,J93 $tiS5,817 S66~,389 $664,389 $676.37~ S132,7lo $189,054 S84S,393 $90 1,733 S940,483 S979,233 
Uollties $1,098,489 S~7 1 ,1Y79 $S53ZJ9 $298,556 so so so ~0 so $0 so $0 so so 
lnsurnnce S32.,849 $)7,399 S42,2~ $46,807 550,160 S54,732 S58,920 S63.758 S69,915 .$76,579 $.83,800 S91.634 $99,802 $108,712 
Payment In Lieu ofTo~e• Sl02,740 SIJI,990 Sl61 ,240 SISJ ,OI7 $190,399 'il92,8S7 51!1"2,887 ~1 1)6,368 $212.724 S229.080 \245,437 $261.793 $273,043 $284.293 
·rotol Pa.-,·Throllgh E:<p~nses $1 ,587,958 $1,495,098 51.312,068 $1,158,7?3 $896,976 $912,008 $916.196 $936.504 .$1.015,355 $1 ,094,713 S I, 17•1,630 Sl.255,160 s 1.3 13.328_ $ 1,)72.238 

I Sit• & Facility RcOI Costs I so 1 so l so 1 so l so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 $0 so 1 

T otal E~enses I S3,690.346 l SJ.~93.65 1 I n~zs.9s~ 1 S3.190.286 l n.R47,674 1 $2.~.110 1 S2,846,52l l s2.674.376 1 $2.950!_18 I $2,752.1471 s2,s-46.639 1 S2,333.715 1 S2.332.,001 $2,333,4291 

TntaJ Rel'e.nues I Sl.613.766l s 1,9ss .220 1 t-2.230.492 I S"-.432.472 1 S2,368,l99j s3.431.079 1 n,m,04s l n.6o651& 1 S2.123,18J I n.s14.s2o 1 $2,919,072 1 U3J6.3421 SJ,6S7 .22.6 s3.988,528 1 

NO! Before DoE Subs i~l .. I ($2,076.~801 1 IS1.5J8.•1 :1(hl (5995,491 Jl 15757.81•1)1 (:>~793751 1 $586,3691 (~JU9,.l71\ l tS67.H5~)~ tS~~7.6.151 I t~.J7J271 1 S372,433 1 s I .002.621 I .SI.32~.225 $1,655,099 1 

' L S9,000,000 I $5,384 ,990 I S4,J89.499I l3.631 ,68S I $3,152.31 I Sl.152.,310 I .S2,84U37I $2,7'14,979 1 Sl.9~7.34ll 11 ,71~ $1,710.0161 $1,710,01 6 $1,710,0161 

BulldingCode Refit ~10,231,248 $) 11,076 $565 ,045 $1,480,600 Sl41,,6& w so s 108,400 S6,6SI.051 so so so so so 

Flll:ility Demotiuon $900,000 sa $0 $0 so lO so so so $0 so so so so 
SilJ! lmprovenll:nts SI,.'J!O.OOD so 50 so SQ so so so $0 so so so so .. 
P4tl:ing Sl,025.000 so so so ~0 so so so so so so so $0 

Utility Upgr;1de $3,050,000 so so so so so ~0 so so so so so so 
Wnter & Sell. er Ups_l1We $675,000 so so 50 so so so so so so so so so so 
Rood Improvements SI ,.SOO,OOO so so so so so .so so so so so so so 

-
I Desognlllld Contingency II $4,712,8 12 $78,0\9 SI4L261 1 S370,150 $35,442 so I soJ s:n,1011 51.662,763 SOl $0 1 so I so J .liOJ 

Soft Casu II ss 916,015 S9?,524 30176,577' 5461,688 ~4,303 $0 I sol S33,K75 I S2,0'7S,454 SOJ so I so I so lO 

I Total Cn!rnstn tdure Cost$c • 1 1 s:z9,ssom~ 1 S487.619j sas2.ss3 I l2,313.4JS I S221.5131 sol sol Sl69.375 I SI0.39'.!.270 I ~I so l so I so 1 sol 



O ptluo 1, ltN1:1tlon ~ . 1\forkel Al 0 pllnn, I uw o, •• rnllll~ Co•~ . . wd Cuml. in<•l Ioornl11r ucLU1 < 
G russ l{(•v tm u l.:.'i t ~n 19VN 1 ~9'1 10011 2011 1 llllll WU3 1011-l 2U05 2 QO(o 10117 liiiiR 2009 1010 

Lease Income ~612.100 SI.04l.IOO $1.261.100 S I,-160,6SO $1,549.499 s 1 .603.~03 R635.511 SI,685.0JO ~ 1,~66.72~ ~2.05~.009 S2.l.'I0.083 S2.~52,JJ9 $2.620,691 s-2,795,()().1 
Lnnu Sal"' Income so so lO 50 so S93U.OOO so so so so so so so so 
E>I"''J~C Pats-1l!rnugh 51.270.367 Sl .1~6.079 SI.049,655 SI,042,89b S8.S2,127 $912.008 $916.196 $936.504 s 1.01~.3.55 SI,094,713 s 1.174,630 Sl.255 160 SJ.JIJ,3l8 s I,J72,238 
Other lnwme sw .so so so $0 so $0 so $0 so so so so so 

ToUt: I Cross llcvcnu~ S2.082.467 S2.2J8.179 S'.1.J31.755 $2,503..576 $2,~0 1 ,626 $),445,511 $2..531 769 s~ 621.534 S2.882.077 Sl.l49,721 $3,424.713 $3,707.299 $3.93'1.019 Sol, 167.24~ 

IL=. Vacmey & Credit Llu II S4~S.700 I s2s2.9s8 1 $ 10 1.262 1 r71,1041 m . .ml sl4,432 1 sl4,m 1 m.olS I $15U9S I S634,902 1 S.SO.S.641 I $.370,9.57 1 $276,793 1 s11s.714 1 

I l;{fctlh•e Grv~ lkvenue II Sl.b13.76o I Sl.955,220 I S2.!30,49Z I S2.43'2,47Z I S!,36S.29'1 I t:~.431.()'79 1 s2..5n .048 1 S:!.(>CJ6,51S I 0.123,1831 .Sl.Sl~.tr.!O I S2.919,072 1 S3.336.3A2 I $3,657,226 1 sJ.9ss.m 1 

0 Jper-o~liug Expe..tSts 
MMCJC · SAianr.s & &ne!in S321.075 mo.101 S34U.b1~ S3SO.I!47 $3~1.373 HTI.2H '306.704 Slli.90S $325,383 1335,1•14 U45.19B l355.55J S3b6,221 Sl77.208 

TenWlt lmpro~menl Al.lowan~ $0 ~l) ~0 so so Sll so ~0 $0 so so $0 so !Q_ 
Admtniitmllve 1&9.2&5 S91.071 $92.&56 .s~.642 $96.428 $9~.21~ $81,785 SSJ,JI~ ~Sol 1142 $86.07 I SS7,499 $88,928 190,356 $9 1,785 

M:uketulj ~80.000 S6oi,OOO s.s 1.200 .$40,960 132 768 UU,ll.l $20.972 s2o.m $20,9?~ $2.0,972 S20,972. $10,972 S20,972 S20.972 

Professoonnl Servtces ~100.000 $320,000 $"25!).(1()!1 $204,800 SJ63.1l4Q $131.072 SI04,&58 S&U86 $67,109 $~7.10'1 $67,109 S67.109 Sb7 .109 $67, 109 

~co Carryrn~ C01u iSS! 7•10 S351,201 $125.684 S88.2.53 $19.220 1~.160 U.lbO S8,160 S>ILI-U26 1311.632 5258.936 1186.240 SI36.Z40 $86.240 

Tolal 01m1llong Ex]>«oll>e> $1.~72.100 Sl.U6,9'70 $&66.3!.9 5779.502 $673,629 $635,874 SSll.-178 .S512.137 1902.431 $840.927 S779,7H $718.803 1680,898 1643.313 

Pl&5s·Through ~>enses 

M:llntenan~ &. Manal!enoenl SJ53.S81 $>154 ,631 SS55.381 S630.)Q3 $655,817 $6&1.389 5664.389 S676.378 $732.716 $789,054 $84.>.393 $901.733 S940.4HJ $9'79,233 

U1il!ti"' 51.098.489 \871.079 $553,239 $298.556 so $0 so so so so so lO so so 
lnsur-.on~ S32.~49 S37 .399 $42.209 S-46.807 S.S0,760 S.SU32 558,920 S63,7.S8 .s69_.ll_l5 $76.~7<:> $83,800 S91 .634 S99,802 $108,7 12 

Payment on L1eu ofT axel SI02.740 $131.990 s 161,240 $183,017 $190.399 SI9Z,887 $192 .887 SI96.J68 $212.724 $229,080 $245.437 $261,791 5273,043 S2R4.29.l 
Turnl Poss·TI>n1u~h Ex pens"" SU8'7.9.S8 $1.495.098 Sl.l12,068 51.158,773 5896,976 $912.008 $916.196 $936.504 ~ l ,015.355 SI.094,713 SI . IR630 $1,255,160 H31J.32R $1,372.238 

Si t< & F'acl lll R<fil CoslS so 1 so 1 SOl so so I so 1 so l so sol so 1 so 1 so I 
1'owl Expenses sJ.~.o.ss l n,6 2.on I S2, 17R.m I Sl.994,226 1 S2.o1s.ss 1 1 

Totnl lte\OIIIIt.s Sl.613.766 l .sl.95s.no 1 $1.230,492 1 S3,657 .2261 s3.9s .n& 1 

1~1.4-16.1'1211 !SM6Ji.~7oj s 1.663,oon 1 S1.972,9n I 
I S9,U00,()()() I S7.5S3.7081 S6,8S6.852 I so.ss6.m 1 

I so 1 sol 

I 

lnfrns lr ucUJrc Casu ro S il" .... d &d>lln~: ~-.<il ly lmprO\'Cmcnl 

BuiW1ng Cotle Refit 510,231 248 $3 12.076 5565,().15 Sl,o180,600 5141,?68 so so SIO&.~OO $6,65 I ,O.S3 so so so so so 
F•colity Oemoliloon $900,000 so so 10 so so so so so so so so so so 
She lmptovemenll SI.SSO,OOO so so so so so so so so so so so so 
l'lllkins SI,OZ.S.OOO $() so so so so so so so so so so so 

Uti lily Upgrode $3,050.000 so so so su so so so so so 50 so so 

Waw & Sev.u Upgn>do! $675,000 so ~ so so so $0 so so so so so $0 so 
Rood lmprovemenl' SI,SOO,OOO so so so so so .so so $() so so so so 

I De.stJtn •nd Conun,oencv II S.l.732.812 I $18.019 $141.261 $310.150 $35.4421 so so I S17, 100 11.661711.3 I sol sol so I so 1 sol 
I S~flCusts II $5.1116.0151 $91.524 l SI76,S77 I \462.to8~ $-14.303 l SOl so 1 SB.87S n cmAS4 I so I .~o I sol SClj SOJ 

I fnllll lnfnu:lructure- Com I I S29.5W,07.S I S4S7,6191 $38'2.1SJ I n.m m I sm.m l so 1 so 1 Sl69,315 I $10.392.270 I sol so 1 sol so 1 soj 



Option 1. lltnotion 5, Doloyrtl A!Jsorp llun , \J~ICIC Or>ornUn& c .,.u;, nod Splillntr!Ulructure Co.sts 
1'1!17 199R 199'1 2UUO 21llll 2001 l\103 200~ 101>5 20tJ(, 11107 20118 20U? 1010 

L..cniti! Income S60Z.IOO !i7~7. 1 (Xl $8V2. 1UO SJ,IS5.ogo SU76.4J4 s 1.557.026 sum.JJ8 11.b~K.27U s I .RKU.216 t2.0M 791 S2.264.1 H S2.466A80 S2.6JS.3 19 $2,809.925 

LmtJ Sale• Income so so so so 10 $9)0.000 so so so ~0 so so so so 
Elt_pe_lllle Puss-Through Sl 172.1127 s 1.058.039 S871.U15 SH!f7.UOI S'765.059 $891 ,408 $914.3211 $9-14 786 51.023.637 $1 . 102.995 $1 .182.912 Sl.26J . .W2 SL32 1,610 s I.J80.520 
Other Income so so )0 so so so so so su $0 .so so so so 

Tolal G l"OSS Rcweuue $1775.027 ~ 1.805. 139 S l 763. 115 SZ.O·H.281 S2.141 493 SJ.3U.~3•1 S~J•II.6b6 S2.6-IJ.065 S1.903.87~ SJ. I71 .788 SJA47,055 S3,i29,922 SJ,956.929 S4,190,4·15 

I S6n.700 I .$57 1.958 1 S475,2n21 $360,1041 sls9.90 1 1 s5tl.33o 1 518,0.1 1 I so 1 $743.5791 $619.1791 s480.7o7 1 S354 .7031 S260.2151 Sl6 1 .~04 ~ 

G russ Re"Y~nnt I Sl.101.326l ~uJ3.Jso 1 ~1.2S7 .d521 , 1 .6~3 . 177 1 Sl.951.5921 S3.32S,Ifl5 1 S2,m ,b26 1 S2.643,06.5 I S2. 1 ~0.295 I U.552.509 j S1.9~7.J491 SJ.37S.~ J91 SJ.696,7 15 I s4.o2s.f..l r 1 

Jpernune ~-pcnses 

MMCIC - Snlllnca & Benefit> S577.9J5 $727.556 \885.634 S I.OS~ 542 S1.084. 11 8 $1 , 11 ~.642 $ 1,150.141 Sl.026,69J $894.802 S'75•1,074 S6f>4.09"1 $444 ,443 s-~s1 n6 $471,.509 

T<!Thnl hnprnvenmn1 AU(>wonce so so so $0 so su so so so su so so so so 
IAdnrini41JQlive Sl60.71 1 S200.356 S240,712 $281.783 Sl81, 141 $"29~.498 U'17 ,855 1266.784 $2:14.~'18 S202.~Qb $169..184 S135,J56 Sl37,142 S138,927 

Marl>:elln~ S92.0QO . 58~.640 \77.869 $71.639 S6.5.908 S60.636 S55,785 S51.J22 S47.21~ $4~ .4]9 s::.9.964 536,767 S33.81S $31. 119 

Prolemon&l S..rvic~ S690.IJOO· $634,g(JO l5K4,016 SS37,295 $494,311 $454,766 Sl18.385 S38<l.9" $354.121 S32.S 791 sm.ns S275.7:10 Sl53.690 $233.395 

Sp~ce C•rryins Com $834 .9~0 S709.YOI ssg9,BM "'41;.953 5109,516 .$2R,4S6 $lU.O!Xl 10 S3Y6,166 3323.472 5250,776 S178,080 .s 118.080 S78,080 

Tulnl Opcrntlu~ Exp.,nses S2,355.58S S2.357.253 52.378.115 S2.390.212 $2,040,994 Sl.952.'N7 Sl 932,165 .s 1.729.712 s 1.927,303 $1.649,275 Sl,363,8-19 SI.070.J9S $1.010,.513 S953 .03 1 

Mmmen= & M•n"llemcnl S260,881 nn.gaJ B84,881 $498.643 5585.838 S64H.I>60 S662.91l3 ,6a2,702 S739.040 S795_l7& SX51 ,717 1908,057 5946.807 S985.557 

Utilities S1,098,489 S671.079 S553.239 S298.556 so so liO so so su so so so so 
lnsurr.nce $)1.049 SJ.1 ,849 SJ8.909 $44.257 $49.405 SS-1.428 S58 ,S92 S6J,8SO $70.037 $76.701 S8J.922 S91.756 $99,924 s 108.834 

P•ymem 10 Lieu ofTo.xe.s S15,7~0 S93.740 Slll.7o10 s 144.767 $170.082 S18U.3ll SI92.47J $198,204 S21~j60 S1J0,916 S247..:m $263,629 S27-1,879 $286,129 

Toto I P"ss-Through Expenses s 1,466,158 s 1.322.548 Sl,088.768 S986.223 ssos.ns 5~91,408 S9M.32& S9'14,7S6 SI ,023,637 $1 , 102.995 Sl.lal.912 S1,263,442 Sl .321 ,610 11,380,520 

s900.ooo 1 sol so 1 so 1 so so 1 so 1 so 1 SOl so 1 so so 1 so 

721.746·1 SJ,376A36 l $2.~6.319 1 Sl,&4-1.405 S2.846,494 I s2.674,-19s 1 n.9so,941 1 n.1s1.21o 1 S~.54b,761 I 52.333.838 $2.332. 123 1 $2,333.551 

~1.102.3261 sl.683.m 1 S1.95U92 1 .53,32~.)05 .S.2,5:!3,Q261 s2.643.065 1 S2.1W.l951 12,.552.509 1 s2.957 .349 1 $),375.2 19 S3.696.7l5 I $4,028,64 I 

C'-l.61Y.HbJI r52.44h.~:.:o, l t$1 ,6').1,:!5911 !S:i94.72711 !.483,699 1HU. I>bll IS3 1.•1);11 >5']<l{>,I>IMI I'N.7f> i >l 54 ll1,.5&7l SI ,041.381 su64.s91 1 Sl.695,089 

DuE Subs idy Br.~in Balance S9 .000.000 I s s.Jso.sso 1 S'754 929 1 so l so s o 1 sol s o 1 so 1 so 1 so so 1 so 

SJ.619,42Q I $154.929 1 $01 so sol so I so I sol so 

so 1 

lnfrnslm<lure Co rur Site oud Ex:isllng • dilly ln>provemcnt 

Buil~inB Code ReAl S I0 .1JI.248 S312.076 $565,045 $1.~80,600 SI41.76S so so $108 400 S6.6SI ,OSJ so so so so so 
Foci hi)' D~molillon so so $0 so so .so so so so so so l O so 
Sue lmproverru:nts Sl.550.000 so so so so so so so so so SIJ so so 
P•rl.:ng SI025,000 so so so so so so so $0 so so .so so 
Ullh_trU_Il8T'IIde S3.050.000 10 so so so so so so so so so so so 
Waw & S,wer Upgrnde .S67S,OOO so $0 so ~0 so so so so so so S(l so so 
RDlld 1nrpru-.,emen~J; 51 .500,000 ~ so so so so .so S(l so so \0 so ~0 

I Desl~n und Conungency J L S~.507 ,8121 S7R.019I ~1~1.261 U70.ISO I S3S,J42 I •a I lUJ :.21 100 I s 1,662,763 1 JO I so so I SOl so 

I Sofl Com I I SS.u3U65 I 1'17.324 I Sl76.577 i-162.683 I S400J I SOl so 1 S13 . .ri5 I .Sl.0711AS4 I so I so so I s_o_l so 

Tolt~ l lnfrn.~lnJCiure Casts 1 $28, 173,slS 1 s4e7,6 19 1 S88l.8831 S1.31J.4381 S221.513 I so 1 sol 5169.3751 $10.392.270 I 3o 1 so l su 1 s o 1 so 1 



0 I pl uu 1, lter.tllon G. DolJ•y•d •\bsorpllon, Lnw OJ>crntin~ Co.•l>, nnd S plit lnfruslnld ur • <.:'oJ,•Is 
Gro."i:"> Revenn~ 1997 1 9~8 I!J9? 2011(1 20111 21HI2 2UU3 llHI~ 21JUS 2111Jfo 211117 20118 200•1 2010 

Lease Income S602,100 1747, IOU $892.100 $1.155.680 S I .376,434 s 1.557.02b SI.617.JJ8 Sl .698.279 ~I.H80.236 S2.068,79J S2.21>4.14J $2 .~66.•180 $2,635,.119 $;!,809.925 
L:111d Sru .. lncom• so so so so so $930.000 $0 so so so so so so so 
Expen~e l'A.SS-Thtvugh Sl,l72.92? $!,058,039 S871 ,DI5 Sti87 ,6(1 I $765.059 S891Al& S91U18 $1).14.786 $1.!1:!1.637 $ 1,102,995 Sl , l82.912 $1.263,442 SI.J21.GIO $ 1,380.520 
Other Income so so so so $0 so so so so so so so $0 so 

T otnl G r oss Re~•enuc Sl,775.021 S1.805, 1:l9 $1,763,115 S2,().13.281 S2, 141.493 S3,.H8.434 S2.54!.666 S2,643.0G5 S2. '103 ,874 13.171.788 $3,44'/,055 SJ,729,92.2 S3,9 56,929 $4, 190.445 

~IL=e.s.s·::V~ncnn~cy=t.r.~Cted=~t•::Lo.::::~ =~! I S672,700 I S571.958 I S475,262 l S360,104 I SJ89.90J I S50..l30 I Sl8.04 1 I so I S743.579 j 5619,279 I S4d9,707 I $354.703 I H60,215 I SI 6J,K04 I 
c____:fl:..:IJ::..::•c::cl::.:h..:.·•..::Gc:..ross=-:..:R::.:••_:_·•n:::•.:.:.•• _ __JII $1,10:, 26 I $1,233,180 I 5 1,287,852 1 Sl ,68:l,i77J Sl 51.59'2 1 S3,328,10SI S2.523,626 J $2,643,065 J S2.160.295 J 52,.552.5091 S1.957,J49 I S3.J75.219 I 3 ,696,715 1 54,028,64 1 I 

0 pantiu~ Expeusl!!i 

MMC!C - Sahmes & Benefits $3:/.1,075 SJ30.7P7 $~40,628 S350,8~7 SJ6U71 S372.214 l30G,704 $315,905 .S325.383 S3J5,J44 $345, 198 S355,!i54 S366.22 1 $377 ,208 

Tenunt hnpro•emenL A llownnc~ so so so so so so so so so so so so so w 
Admlnistrnri ve S89,285 S9\,07 J $9'2,856 $94.642 596,428 $98.2 1·1 u 1.785 S83.214 SR4,1>42 S86,07l $8 / ,499 $8H,9'28 S90,356 S9 1 ,785 

,\fw-l:eting- sso.ooo 56<1,000 S51.200 ~0.960 S32,75ll $26,214 S20,972 S20.972 $20,972 $20.972 ~20.972 $20,972 520,972 szo,9n 
Profes~ionnl Serv•= S<\00,000 SJ2U.OOU S256.000 $2()1,800 $163.840 S131.072 SI04.856 $83.~36 $67,109 S67,109 S67 109 $67,109 $67,109 S67, 109 

Space Cw:rying Co&ts S834 .9~0 ~709,901 $589.884 $446.953 S109,516 S28.456 s 10,(101) so $396,166 ~323.472 $250,776 s 178.080 .S128,080 $78.080 

T olul Op<m llng E:xpeuses s 1.725,JOO $1,515 ,679 s 1.330,569 $1. 138,202 S763.925 ~656. 170 S524.31 S S503.977 .S89U71 $832.767 S771.554 .S710.6<1J .$672.738 S635,153 

PIISS·Thr ough li:"J'<ns<-s 
M:Untcnnnce. & Manu'!ment S260.88l S322.881 $384.881 $.<198.643 S585.8JS 5648.~60 $662,963 S682,702 $739.040 S795.378 S851.717 1908.057 S946,8U7 S985 .557 
Utiliue:s $1.098,489 $871.079 $553.239 S'298.556 $0 so $0 so so so so so so so 
ln.Hifbllct S31.049 S34,849 SJ8,909 S4-\,157 $49,405 $5-1,428 S5B.S92. 563.880 S70,037 S76.70l S83.912 591.75.6 S99.924 $108,8]4 

Payment in Lieu of Tues. S75,740 $93.740 Sl11.740 S l•14,76'/ $170,082 S 18ft,J21 Sl92,473 s 1~8.204 $'J 14.560 $230.9 16 $247.273 5263,629 S274,879 S28<i.l29 

ToLnl P11S5·Through E'l'enses Sl .466.158 5 1.322,548 Sl .088.768 $986.223 S805.325 .$891,408 S9l~.J2~ S944.7H6 s 1.023,637 51 ,102,995 .SI . 182.9 12 ~1.263 ,4,12 51 ,321,610 SJ,380.520 

I Sll< & Facility Refll C ost; S\100,000 I so 1 so 1 sol SD so 1 so 1 ~o I so ! so so 1 so so 1 so 1 

-Total I-."J'onses S4 ,091 ,458 I S2. 124,426 I Sl.-569.2.50 Sl,547,57& j s 1,4.18,647 1 S l A48.76J I Sl,917,90S I 51,935,762. S l.95 . .466 1 SJ,\174,085 S l,994,348 1 S2,01 5.673l 

51.102,3261 s 1.681.m I Sl,951 ,592 S3,J2S.I05 1 s2.523.626 1 S2,6-l3,065 ! $2,160.295 1 S2.552,50Q s2.9s1 .349 1 S3,375.219 sJ.696.715 1 $<1,028.6<1 I I 

IS1..9R9,1 12)1 IS I ,605.0<1711 1~1 111.485!1 15ol41.::4'111 5382,342 SI,OS4,g'79 1 s 1,194 .Jo2 1 S616.7•6 SI.002,883 I 'S 1,401.D4 Sl.702.367 1 S2,01 2.967 l 

I S9.0<XJ.Q00 I $6,0 I 0,868 I S4.405,Sn l sJ.m.ml 52.633 .088 $2.833,088 $2 .833,088 1 $1.833,0 8 R833 .U88 [ 

I S2.989,132 I S1 ,60Hl471 SI , I31,48SI so so 1 so 1 

I 

IMhJI"R Code R<.flt SID 231.248 1312,076 $565,1).15 Sl,480,600 Sl41 768 so so SI08,400 S6,65 1.053 so so $0 so so 
Focil1l,)' Demolition so so so so $0 so $() so so so so ~0 so 
Silo lmprc>Yemonu Sl.550.000 so so M so so so so so so $0 so so 
Parkin~ 51 ,0"...5 ,000 so so 10 so so so so so so so so 50 
Utility Upgrade noso.ooo so so $0 so so so so m ~0 10 so $0 

Water & Sewnr lJ_~u<l~ .S67~.000 $0 so so $0 so ~D Sl) so $(1 so so so so 
Roo~ lmprovomenL• Sl .500,000 so !0 so so $0 so so '0 so so so so 

L Des1gn and Conlingcncy If S4.S07,8 JZ I S78.ll19 Sl41.161 I $370. 1~o I n~.441! so I sol n1.100 I s I ,6(>2,761 I t(J I so 1 so I soL ~ 
I Soft Co!l5 I L SHJ-1.7~1 S~7.524 l $176..577! s-162.6118 I S-44.303 I so I so I sn.s15 I .S'l .07&,454 ! SCI I so I SCI ! ;o so 

I To wl Jnfrnstrnehu e Costs I I m.t73.ru I S487,b 19 1 $88.2,8831 s2.m.m 1 $221.,51] 1 so 1 ~0 ! SJ69.375 I $10,39;!.270 I so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 



Op liou l, ll<n~Uun 7, Del"yod /\~sorption, Ml\IICIC Opernt.in~ Ct)l> .. , nod C<ornhinrd lu lr~slruclurr 

G ro.tS R.t"\'c.oJme.s 1997 1?98 1999 211(10 2110 1 201)~ 1003 lOU~ 2005 l0U6 20117 ZOIIH 111119 111 111 

L:~..: lncom< Sll02. I(Ml $747.100 ~892.100 ~I.ISS.o8!l Sl.nr, .IJcl $1557.1126 SI.627 .JJR S I .~QH.l7~ S 1.8RIL!.lli S2.U(!8.79J S2.l6-l. 143 S:!AGGASO S2.6J5.J 19 $2,809,925 

L'llld Soles !nc:ome $0 so so so so $930,000 so S(} so so so so so so 
&pom« Pass-llnuugh s 1.172.917 SI.OS8.039 S871 ,0 1S $887,601 S765,059 $891.408 S9102K S9J4 78b SI.02J,b37 s 1.102.995 Sl.lt\2,912 s 1.263,442 ~ 1.321.610 s 1.380,520 

Othor lru:nme so so $0 so so so srJ so so so $0 ~0 so so 
·rotul Gross H.cvt:nut. 51775.027 $1.805.13~ $1.763, 115 fl,Oc1J.28 1 S2,141A93 S3.J7U.434 $2.541 ,666 $2,643,11~5 S2.90J.874 53, 171 .788 $3,-147,05.5 S3,71'J,922 S3,956.929 $4 ,190,44.5 

ILl:$$: VucMcy & Credit Loss II S672.700 I ml.9.5s 1 S475.l62 1 S360.J04 I l189.90 1 1 s~o.JJo 1 s1s.Oc1J 1 so 1 mJ579 J S6 19,Z79 I $489.7071 S354,703 I S260.21.5 I $16 I ,804 I 
I Erreclin Gruss Revenu• II Sl,ltn..l261 .S I ,133,180 I SU87,852 1 S1.683,J 77 j SL95!.592 I n.32A.to5 1 52,523.626 1 52643.063 1 S1,160.295 I S2.5.52.,.!i09j $2,957,3491 nm.219 1 sJ.696.m ! $4.028.64 I I 

Oper:llinR lixpeuses 

f. IMCfC · SnJ:.ui~ & Benefits S577.935 5727.556 588.5.634 ) 1,052..542 SI.OB4.118 S U II>.6<!2 Sl.!SO.I41 s 1.026.69) l894,802 $754.074 S60oi.097 $440<!3 1457,77~ S471 5 09 

Ten1111t Improvement Al!owllllt"e so :so so so so l U SQ so so .so so ill so so 
Adm1nistr.:1.Qve Sl60,7l3 UOOJ5b $240.7 12 $281,783 S'lR7.141 $292,498 \297,855 S266,/84 m~.9Q8 $202,498 s 169.28~ $135.356 SI37.J~2 s 138.927 

Morkeung 592.000 584.640 $77.869 S71.639 $65 908 S60.636 $55,785 .S~ I.Jl2. S47,21b ~3.439 S39.9t'rl 536.767 S33.825 SJI,! 19 

Pm(essron•J Servl= $690.000 $634.800 S584.0 16 SSJ7.295 $494.3 II $45·1,766 Sol 18,385 S384.91ol SJ5~.121 S32S.79 1 S299,728 5275,150 S253.690 $233.395 
Spncc Canying CDsts -~834 .\140 S709.901 S589.&8d 54•16.953 ~ I O'l..516 S23.~56 $10,000 S(l SJU6,160 5323.472 S250.716 S 17S,OBO $128 ,080 $78.080 

T ol.lll OJJoro~ llug Jh p•nses $2355.588 S2.J57,2SJ 12.378,1 15 S2.J90.21 2 $2,040.994 SJ.9S2.997 Sl,932,165 31.71\1,712 st.9n,JoJ 51,1>49.275 s 1.363_&49 $ 1 070.395 s 1.010.513 $953,031 

PIUS-T bruugb R>.-pr nse.• 
Main~nllltoe & Manngem•nt S260.S8 1 S322.8SI S3M.881 5·!98,6<13 SS8.S,S38 $64!,660 S662.963 S6R1.702 $7]9,040 5795,)78 SS5 1.717 S90S,057. $946,807 S985.S51 

Utiliues .SI.098.48'1 $871.079 $553.239 $298556 so so so so so so so so so so 
lnsurnn"" 531 .049 $.34.849 $38,!!09 S44.257 S49A05 $.5.1,428 $58,892 563,880 no.o:n S76,70 1 SH3,922 S91 .756 S99,924 $ 108.834 

Paymenl ln Lieu of Tues 575.74n S93,NO S I II.NO s 1<14.767 $170.082 SI8S.32 1 $192,473 1 198.2().1 $214..560 S2.30,916 $247,273 S263.629 ) 274,879 S286,129 

T o!Jll 1'1153· T hrough E><pens•·s 51.466 158 Sl .322.S~S s 1,088,768 S986.22J SSOS,325 $891.408 $914.]28 ~~~.736 ~1.023.637 11.102.995 Sl ,l 8l.9 12 SU53.442 SJ.J2 1.610 S J.380.520 

I Site & Fncil ity Refi t Cost.> I so 1 so I so 1 so 1 so 1 
. so 1 so 1 5o 1 so I so 1 $0 

Dol\ Subsidy Ull li'L:lt lon I 

l n!nas tructu re CosLS fur Site aod Existing Fpcifny Improvement 

B•dldin~ C'nrf• Relit Sl01JU4i\ SJI2,076 S56S.Cio15 S L4l!0.600 $141.768 so 10 $108.400 ~ti.65 1.053 so j,Q so $0 $0 

Fncilicy O.mhlltlon 5900,000 so 5!l so so so 30 so so so so .)0 so so 
Sue lmprovt:rm:.tHs $1.5~0.000 so so so so sa so so so so so .so so 
Pru kin~ s 1.02.5.000 so iO so so '0 so so so so so so so ' 
Uti1hy Upgrn~e 53.~11.000 so so 50 so so so so sn so so so so 
Water & Sewer U_rp;ni< 5675.000 so so so so so so s.o ~0 so 50 $0 so so 
Roa<l l mprnv-em<nl5 S I .500.000 so so so so so so :SO so so so so so 

I De<4tn :wJ Cooungen"y I 
I Snit Co5ts I 

S4732,81'2i $78.0191 Sl41.2ol 1 S370.1SO S35,d42 I so 1 so I $27.100 S1.C.b2.763J $0 so SCI I so so I 
$5.91b.(IIS I S97.524 I Sl76,377 I $462.688 S44,.m I so SOl S3J.875 s1.o1s.4s4 I ~0 sn so I so so I 

T uloJ l ufrus truclur o Cost:; I m..sso.o1s l 5~H7.619 I $Sn.ssJI $2,3J3.-138J IDI . .m l so 1 so 1 s 169 .3'15 I s I 0.39"2..270 I so I so I $1) I so I wl 



Oplion J, Jtcn1t nn 8, Dclaycll Ah'iorplion, Lu't O~er.o l in,l.!; c~,sas~ utuJ ComMuNI ha{rn.)tn•ctnre 
Gross Rr:vtnn~t~ 1 ~117 199a 19'1~ l llUU 2110 1 201l:Z. 200} 2!11).1 !1105 211nr: 111111 !008 2009 2U J!I 

UM .. lncQmc $602.100 S7of1.100 1892.100 s 1, 155,680 s 1.376,434 Sl.557.016 s 1.617 .JJ8 s 1.698.279 i 1.880.236 S2.068.793 S2,264 . 143 $2.466.480 .S2.6JS,J 19 S2,809.925 
LMd So.il:• Income so so so .so 1U S9JO,OOO so so ~0 so so so so !.D 
El<penu p...,.·nu:uugh S1,172,9'27 $1 ,115R,039 $871.01~ $887,60 1 $765,059 $891,408 S91•1 •. HS $944 ,786 .SI.02J.b31 SI.IO'.t995 SLJ82,91l SUh).-142 $1.32 1.61() Sl .380.520 
Other Income .so so so ~0 .so ~0 so $0 sa so $0 '0 so $0 

T utal Gr·oss R.t,lfm u.t 51.775.027 S l.805.139 $ 1.763.115 $2.043,281 S2, 141A93 S3.378A34 52.541.666 S2.643.06S $2.903.874 S3. 171.788 ~).J47,055 S3.729,9Z2 $3.956.9~9 $4. 190,<145 

lt.eu- Vnconcy & Credit Less I I s6n.1oo 1 $571.9581 sm,162 l S360.104 1 S189.90J I SS\1.330 I S18,041 I so I $743.579 1 Sbl9,219l S489.7tr7 I $354,7031 S260,ll5 I SI61.S041 

l EIT•cti,•e Gross R""enu• II SJ.I02,J26 1 s1.m.1go l $ 1.2&7.852 1 $1.683.177 1 s 1,951.392 1 n.m.Jas I sz.n3.626 1 .$'2.643.0651 S2 160.295 1 ~'2 .. 552,.>09 1 $2,957 . .J4Y I S3.J7S.219 i S3.696.7 1 s 1 ~.o28.6" 1 1 
0 E J]l•rotng '-lJ~nscs 

MMCIC- Solnnd & Benefits $321.075 $330.707 .S340.628 $350,847 S361.373 $37.!,114 S306.704 $315.905 S325.JKl S335.144 S14~. 19.8 S355.5S.J 5366.22 1 S377 ,108 

Tonont lmprovc:menc Allowoncc: $() so so so so iO so Stl so so so so so so 
AdmhuJtr.ltive S89.'285 S91,071 $92,856 S94.642 S96,428 $98.214 S81,785 S8j,;i 14 $84.5ol2 186.07 1 S87.499 $88.928 $90.356 $91.785 

Mnrkotutl' S80.000 St).I,OOO $51.200 $.10,960 $32.768 $2b,2 1·1 S2Q.I)72 S20.972 S20,97! $20.972 $20.972. S20,97~ S20.972 520,97~ 

Proressiocmi Services S400.000 . $320.000 $256,000 S204.800 Sl6J.840 $131.072 ~104.S58 ~83.886 S67 109 $67,109 $67,109 S67.109 ~67.109 $67. 109 

Spore Cllrryillg Co1ts $@}4,940 S709,901 5589.884 $4-16.953 $109,516 S2H.~56 $10,000 so $396.166 Sl~J.47l $250.176 s 178.080 SJ:s.oso $7&.080 

T olnl Opernlill' EJrP•= S I. 725.300. 31,5 15.679 SJ.3J0.569 51 ,138.202 $763.925 $656,170 $524.318 5503.977 S894.271 5832,767 5171.554 S7!0.f>43 $672.7J8 .$635 ,153 

PO..<S·Thnlllgh ~""""' 
Muincenlli!ce flo Managem<:nL S260.881 SJ22.8S I 1384,881 $498,643 $585 ,838 5648.660 $662.963 5682.702 S'/)9,040 $795,378 ~351,717 $908,057 S94t>,807 ~9&5.557 

[lltihues 11.098.489 $871.079 S553.239 S298.SS6 so $0 so $0 so so so so so so 
Jn<llf1lJ1CO S31.04~ SJ-!,849 S3S.909 54·1257 SA9,405 Ss-1,428 558,892 S6U80 $70,037 576.70 1 $81,92:! $91.756 599,924 1<108,834 
faymenc in Lieu of T:~xcs $75,740 S93,NO s 111 ,740 S J-14.767 $110.082 s 183.31 1 Sl92,473 Sl98,204 S21~.560 $230,916 S247,27J S263,629 5274.879 S28ti,129 

'fMnl l'llSS·ThrouJlh Exprmcs Sl.466.158 SJ .321.548 SI.OS8.768 S936.223 $805.325 S891.40S $914.328 $9-14,786 SI.023.6J7 SI.I02.995 $1.182.912 $],263.442 s J.J'l1 ,6 10 $1,380,520 

-
S2.~19.m I -s2. 124.426 1 s 1.5119,250 l s 1.547.578 Sl 438,647 I s 1,448.763 I SI.917,90S I Si ,9l5.762 1 Sl 95<1.'166 1 $1.974.0851 51 ,994.348 sz.ol5.673 1 

5J.2~t7.m I S i ,6S3,tn I S I.Y51.592 $3.]2~.105 52.523,626 I SZ.643,06S I 52.11\0.2951 S2.5 2.5091 S2.9s7,349 I S3.375.219 I S3.696.715 s4,o2s.641 I 
151.131.~851 1 15.:4 1 ,:!4~ 1 1 S382,J42 li 1.7 0,527 $1.084,979 1 Sl 19 .3021 $616,7~61 s1 .mn.ssJ I S I.401,1J.tl S l.702.367 S2.0 12,967 I 

SA.174.337 I S3,7l3,088 $3 7JJ.088 SJ.733,08S I U7JJ.088f SJ.733.088 I s:;,m.oss I 
Sot~ 1.2491 so so l so I so I ~o I 

lnJr~Utruclure Costs for Silf ttnd E.."(_ist ng F.u.c Jity Improntncnf 

Bulldrns Coclc Refil S I 0,2.3 1.248 S312.076 $56}.045 s 1 .~80.600 S141.76S .so so SIO~,.JOO $6,65 1.053 lO so so so so 
F~cilit) Ocma!J~on S900,00c) so so so so so so .so so so SJ)_ so so so 
Site Improvements 51.550,000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Parlanr_ s 1.025,000 so so $0 so so so so so so 50 so $0 

Utility UPf'lldO SJ.OSO.OOO so to so so S'O sn 3.0 so so so so 10 
Willa & S<wer Uj>~ndo S675 000 so so .so so 50 so so so $0 ~0 so $0 so 
Rond lmprovcmtnL• Sl500.000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 

I Desrgn nnd Conun~oncy II S4.7Jz.stz I S7lt.OI~ Sl~l.261 S370,150 S)5.o!42 I sol so I rn.1oo 1 SI.662.7M 1 so] so so I so I '"Sol 
I SoftCo.m II S5.916.01~ S97.524 $176.577 S462.688 S•lol303 J SOl .so I ~3:1,~75 I S2,tr78A54 I ~I SO so I so 1 SOJ 

I Totnl Jniru$tmclur <.C""u. 1 1 m.sso.o1s 1 S4M7 ,6191 ~s82,m I S2..313,438 1 $221.5111 so l sol S169,m I SI0.39'!.270 I so 1 sol iiT_ so 1 lo I 



O t' " u::., ltcNJII!n I. Murk•l Absuqtti lln, i\1\ICJC Oflcr.>linK Cuns. " "'I ~~II! Jn f"'"'m'oru r~ Cu~b 

Gros.o R••~nue> JIJ1)7 !99R 1\199 2(t00 21101 2002 ~00) l!JU~ zoos 2(106 2007 zoos 211U, 2010 

'-"usc Income 51 ,000,080 1 1.330.525 Sl.391 756 $1.434 341 $1,482.275 SI.5JI ,9l l 51.542. 1~9 S I . 593.91·1 ( I.~U6.JCJ8 f2.026,722 $2.255,143 S2 ,d9 1.889 S:!.676.17S $2,866.835 
Land &Illes Income so so so so su so so so so so so so so so 
Expense Pllss· Through 11189.371. $1,126.591 $859.270 S726,673 $723 .130 S7b4,996 S769.183 1789.~91 $868.341 $947,700 SI.027.6J1 11.101!,147 $ 1. 166.3 15 11,225.225 
Jomr Ven ture Income $0 so so $(1 so 399.787 S9Y.787 ~ 199.574 ~ 1\19,574 1'299.362 S29~.362 $199, 14Q S399.149 $-198 .936 

Total G rnss Revcmu~ 12.189,455 $2,457 ,116 $2,151.026 S2.161,014 $2,205.40.5 :n.376,704 $2,411,130 Sl.583.000 $2.874.3 ld S3.273,784 $3,5H:•. I22 $3,999. 186 S4,2~ 1,63<J $4.590.997 

I Less: Vuc..ncy &. Credit wu II $'269,677 1 Sl5.202 l 10 1 so 1 s{l l so 1 so 1 sol S&t2.6osl $669.284 1 15.9,836 1 SJ64,1~1 I s~s4,902 1 $141.149 1 

I EITe<:the Gross R"vcnuc I I 51,919.778 1 $2,44 1,914 1 S2.251.0261 52.161.0 14 1 S2,205,405 I S2.37b.70o< 1 S2 411.130 I S2 .. S83 ,000 I S2.0iil .t.t6 1 s2.60d.5oo 1 S3,062,..">S6 I 53.635,()44 1 s3.986.7::l7 1 $4,449 ,84 H I 

Operntin~ E"Jlenses 
MMCJC · Sll.lnnes & Dendits $577 ,935 57:!.7.556 S885.6J~ $ 1.052,542 S1.084. 11 8 Sl,ll6,642 11.150, 141 SI.026,b9J SR94.802 5754,074 S60d,097 So~-~4.443 1457,776 s-17 1.509 

T •nanl hnprovtmenJ Allow;)llco 1467,61 0 1378,550 S325J)10 ~4(19,200 S58,W2 $525.~ 10 5388.750 S325.000 S409.200 S5S ,202 S997 324 $860.664 $796,926 S881.126 
Adminilililltive $160.713 S200,356 $240.712 S281.783 $287. 14 1 S'292.~98 ~797j5 s $266.784 S234 ,Y98 S202,ol911 Sf6'i.J8d ~135.35~ 5/17, 14:! s 138,927 

Marl<oung S92.000 SU.6d0 $77,869 S71.639 S6S,908 S60.636 S55.785 S5U22 S47,216 S43.4J9 $~9.1164 536,767 SJ3.H~.S S3 l . ll9 

Professionlll Services $(,9(),000 S634,800 5584.016 S537 .29S S49<1 .31 1 SAS4,766 S4 18,3S5 S384.9 Jol $354,1 2/ S32.S.791 $299.728 5275,750 S2~J.690 $233 .395 

Space CJmyin~ Costs Sl9 1.8Qj $ 16,45{) so so so so so so $317.~66 S'J04.772 S232.076 SI59.38U 1 109.380 S5 9,3 SO 

Tot11J Op tr11!lng E xpenses S2,lR0,063 $'2 .042,35 1 S1.113,23 l S2.J52.459 S l 989,680 S2.449.9SI i2,3 10,915 $2 .05~.7 1 2 $2,3 17,ti03 $1.688.777 S2.3·1H73 Sl.912 .359 51.788,739 S1 ,81 5,457 

Pass-Th rough E!<pcns"" 
Momt£nt1I1c.: & Mnnngomem S386,191l S503.409 SS27 369 l 54A,233 $552,138 $.552,138 $552. 138 $564,127 $6~U.~65 Sll7fi.803 .S71l,l42 S'/89.482 .>828,232 S866,982 

Utilities .>954,924 $120,336 $351.944 $60,039 so so so so so so so so so so 
lnsuunee $33,475 S38.343 S41,667 S~5. 1 ~0 548 ,753 $52.560 S56,747 S61.5B5 567 ,742 574 . ~06 $8 1.627 $89,461 S97.629 $1 06..5 39 

Pl}'lllOnt In Ueu of Tues Slt 2,112 SI•I6,!SJ Sl53.107 Sl58,0!l:l Sl60.298 5160.298 SI60.29R st63.n9 SI80.13S St96.49 1 $21~.848 i229.204 $240,454 $251.704 

Totall'ass·Throu~b Exptnses IIA86.719 $1.~08.239 s 1.074.088 $~07 .•115 $76 1.1 89 $764.996 $769:183 S789,49 1 $868.)42 $947,700 $J.(l'l1,617 $ 1. 108.147 11.166.315 $ 1,225 ,225 

I S ite & Foei lity R<lit C osL< I I H273AJ8 1 s3 .273.~3s 1 so 1 so 1 so I so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so I so 1 so I so l so 1 

I $7,040.219 1 S6.724.02S I S3.187.3t9 j S3 ,159.874 I s~.75a.s69 1 S3,1l80,1)9<l I $2.8•1-UOJ I S3.186. 1 ~6 l s2 .636 ,477 1 sJ.37o.090 1 n02o,501 1 S2.9s5.o.s4 1 $3,0<10,682 f 

I Sl.9 19,778 l S2,.!41. J4 I S1.251.026j $2,16 1,0141 s2.2os.4os 1 s:.m.ooo I S2.0Gt.646 l n.60d.soo I S3.062.2&6 1 s3.635.044 1 $3,986.737 1 $4.449,848 1 

I rss, 120.1·11 • l t'i-1.28~ . 11~ > 1 !SVJ6 Z9l11 iS9lJK,8tJDtl CSS4S.464'•1 .~16121hll l ISI , I~J .~QQ)I lS1 t ,<m •l (S:lOU().l\ j $6 14, 38 1 Sl.011,682 j $1.409,166 1 

s9,ooo.ooo 1 $3,879,5591 so 1 so 1 so 1 sol so I 5o 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 

$5, 120,441 I so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 

so I 

Inf truclure CO)Sts ror Silt and Existing FAcility lmprovom tul 

B~ti ldmg Code Relit $8 ,970,068 SJ 12,076 S565,.3o\5 5365.225 SI~1.768 $108.400 S6,6SI .053 

1'2cilily Dcmohhoo 
Sne lmprov<mcnts $1,550,000 
Parking. S I ,1)25,000 
Uujjty Upgrnde S3,05t1,000 
Wotcr & Sewer Up]!r~de $675,000 
Ronu 1 mprovrn1enl!l 3.1.500,000 

\4,192,517 S7S,OI9 514 1.316 1 $91.306 S35.4.!2 I so I sol S27. 100 I S1 ,662 ,76J so so 10 so so 
Soli Costs I $5,240,646 S<J? ,524 ~176,670 I SII•I.IJJ S44J03 I so I sol s3J.S75 1 12.07SA54 so so so so so 

Totlllln[rnstrnctu,.., Costs I S26 203.231 I S487.6t91 sm.Js21 mo.66ol j S221.5131 so 1 jOI .SI69.J75I Sl0,1'12.270 I S(ll so 1 so 1 so l so 1 



Ovtlo n 2, Jurutiun 1, ~ J;1 rk t Ah11111 pthm. L11w 0 1en.tin" CoJbt ~md S 1Li l Jnfnutru Lure:: Cos 
C:ros$ ltcvum._, 19'17 11198 1?99 1000 2001 11102 lOHJ 21111~ lUllS 21116 20117 lllO'J 1010 

Ltnx Income SIOOO.OSO SI.3J0.52.'i 1.391.75b SI.~J4.J41 ll.-482.275 SI.511.'J21 .$1.5·12159 UQJ.911 S I ~Oto.JQX S2,026.722 $2.255.1-IJ S2 676.175 S2.866,8J5 
L..lud Sola Income SCI SO SO SO $0 so so so \0 so so 50 
Expense Pass-Through s t.l 89.37$ S1.1:!6,59t SU9,270 S726.673 S723,130 $764,996 $769,183 $789.~91 S86U42 $9~7.700 SI,027,617 
Joinl Venmre ln.::omc lU so so so lO S99.7B7 $99.787 ~ 1119 .574 SI99 .. H~ $299.362 )29'1 362 

T•JHd Gro~ Jtr:venu c tl,IS9,455 S2,4S7,116 $2,251,0'26 $2,161,01-l s-'...,205,405 12.376,704 S2,dli.I3CJ S2.58J.Il00 S2.87014 H.2TI.784 Sl.582.122 

m.202 I so I so I ~o I ol so j sol S812.66 I S669.284 I S119,8% I 
s2.441 .9 14 1 n.m.026 I n.161.o1• 1 S2.205,40~ I S2 .J?6,704 I S2,4 11 , 130 I S2_58J.DOO I n.061 .b4b 1 n.604.soo I S3,tl62.lB6 1 

S121.075 1330.707 S3oi.0,628 $350,847 S36 1.J73 $372.214 $306,704 S.l35.l44 S345,198 $3SS,SS4 S366.22 1 $)77,208 

SIIG1,610 S378.550 S325.000 $-409,200 $58.202 3.525,4 JO $388.7511 158.202 S997.324 s 60.664 1796,926 $8K I.I '.!6 

$39.285 $91,071 $9'2.856 S9A,642 $96,428 S'.lH . ~I4 S81.785 $86,071 SSJ.d99 588.5128 S90.J56 191.785 

SHO,OOO S6oi,OOO SS1,200 $~0.960 $32,763 $26,214 520,972 S20.972 r..D.972 S20.972 $~0 .972 S20,!n2 

SIIOO.OOO $320.000 S256.000 U0.1.800 5163,840 S IJ 1,07- S\04 ,85¥ $67,109 $67,109 Sli7,109 S67 109 $67, 109 

$29 1,SO SI6.1SO $0 so so $() $0 S30ol,m S232,076 S I 59.380 $109.3 0 $59,)80 
$I,649.TI5 Sl.200,778 $1.06S,C. $1,100,449 $712,611 S1.15l,l24 S903,06R 1872.261} Sl 750.17 Sl,552,601 St .450.96<1 $1 ,497.579 

I' Tl h E (ISS- lrOIIE_' :..xpenses 
MointenWlcO & Mnnngement S386, 198 $503.409 S52?.369 S54<!,233 S552.13S $552.138 S56ol,l27 \52DMS 676,803 $733.142 S7 89.~82 Slt2B.232 SS66.982 
Uol tt les s~s~.924 1720.]36 S35 1,944 $60,039 $0 $(1 ~0 $() so $0 10 so 
l n rur~nC% $33.475 S38.343 $4 1,66? $45. 1 ~0 $52.560 $56,747 S61.5SS Sfo?,742 $74,406 s 1.6Z? S89,46 1 s 106,539 
Payment in U eu ofTax:es Sl 12,122 $146,15 1 SISJ.I07 Sl58,003 160.298 $160.198 s 16J,77Q SIKO,IJ!i $196.•19 1 S-:! 12.848 .$229,204 12•10,454 $25 1.71)4 

'Tolro l Pu .. s-Th ruu»h Expen.s~ S1.486.71~ $).408.239 $1.074,088 ~R07 ,415 $761,189 $769,183 5789.~91 S86S.J42 $947,100 S I.021.611 SI, I08,l47 51.166.3 15 $1.225.225 

I Sil o & J.ndllty Reli t Coru I 1).27],4)8 1 SJ.273,o138 1 so I so l sol so so 1 so 1 so l ol so l so I so sol 
I Tot~l E>:£1!.11S<S l Sll.409,9JI I SS.B8!.~54 I S2.139.7T.! SI.907.B64 1 s 1.4n,soo 1 SJ.'l18.120 s 1.672.252 1 SI.6 18Ao81 S2,1S3,113 1 $ 1,819,969 n 777,795 1 S2,660,75>l $1,617.279 S2,7!2.RI)d I 

sl.919.77s 1 ~2,441,9141 $2,251.026 S2.161,0141 12.205.4os 1 S2,J76.7D-4 Sl.~ II' 130 I S2.5 8) ,000 I n.o61.64r.l $2.604.500 S3 061.186 1 S3.tH5.04•1 $3,986,737 $<1,<149,8481 

t5-4,J'IQ,ISI11 tS~.-1~1).5~01 1 $111,254 S"..53.t50 l ST.!I.6051 WB..'i 4 S964.D2j rw 1 4t•7•J S784.53 t m4 .4'.11 1 S974.291 SI.J69.458 S1.717.044j 

S9.000,000 I i4 ,509,S47 I Sl.(){J~.J117 Sl.06~.307 I s 1.069.307 1 SJ,I)Ii~,J01 s 1.069,307 j s I ,06\I.J()?I Sl.o69.J07j 19'77 ,1!<40 s977.84n 1 $977,840 59771!40 $971,840 1 

SM90.1SJ I \0 so 1 so I so 1 so I s91.467 1 so so l ~u so so 1 

BUJ idln_ll_ Code Refo t $R,970.06! SJI~,016 S5t6,J45 $)65.225 $ 141,76f. Sl08,ol00 S6,6SI,OSJ 
Facinty Denoohtioo 
Site lmprovemeflt~ s 1,550,0(1() 

PnmnB SI.02S.OOO 
Utlllt)'Up~de S3,050,000 
Wn~t:r & Srwer Upgmdr $(;75,000 

Rond I mprovemenu; $1.500.000 

OJ!Jign W1LI Conlln.eno)· J L 14.192.517 578.019 Sl~ I 33b s91.306 I SJ5.442 so so S27,\(l()l SI,661,761 J so StJ I so I so \U I 
I Snll Cosu II SS.Nil,Mh 597.524 $176.610 Slloi.Jl3 I S-14,JoJ I so so I 1JJ.875 I $1.07R ~54 I 10 so 1 so I 50 so I 

I Totul lnfr-..Lrudurt Cos~ I 1 526.203.231 1 $4.~7.61111 sm .. m I mo.664l SUI.SL3 j su 1 sol SJ69.3751 S)U_II1.!,270 I sol so 1 so 1 so! so I 



llhl l , J\ tMCJC OpL' I ";~ IJu.B C t1:Sb• , l utl_~·~.uuhi tttll l ui n l .'i ltucltu· ,~ 

G I'OitS I(C"YenuC!ll 19?7 IWR l Y'JIJ l iiOft 2001 11J•I2 2UtL' ! II II~ 211115 2U0tt 21t117 211t1H .2UU9 2UIIJ 

L<ll$1! (n<XJrne 11.000.080 SI.JJQ,H5 11.391.756 StA34.3•11 s 1.482.275 11,.51 1 91 1 Sl..5~2.159 $1.593.934 S I.Sll6.J9~ $2.026.72:! S2..l55. 143 S2.49 1.8lf<J 52.676. 17S S2.866.&3S 
Lonll Sales lm:ornc ~0 so lO so so so so ~0 so so so so so so 
E:~ pcme P~ss-Through ~I,J8'J,J75 $1,12<>.)91 $859.270 S726,573 S72J. IJO S71J.1,9\16 $769,JHJ S78 'J .~<JI l8a8,J.I2 S947,700 5 1,027,6 17 SI.IOH.IH Sl.lb6J I5 $ 1,225.22.5 
Jouu Vtnwn l.ocom~ so so so so so SW,787 S99.7H7 Sl99.574 5199,.574 S299.J62 S299.362 .$19<1, 149 S399. HQ S498,93tl 

'l'otuf Gros:s R~,;-.•Uut S2.189,.155 S2.4S7.116 S2.2SI,026 $2.161.0 14 $2,205.405 $2.3'16,704 SVlll.l30 S2..S83,000 S2 .874.3 14 SJ.27J.784 $3,51!2,121 $3,999.186 l-4.2"1.639 S4,5'JQ.997 

-!Leu VDCllllcy & C:mln lDu I 5269,6771 SD.2021 so SO l so 1 sol 'o I so 1 ss 12.66& 1 s669.2l!4 1 $519.8361 UM.J41 1 QS4.9D1 1 Sl ~ 1. 1 491 

EII'eclive ross Revc.uue I SL919.778 I S'2.441.9141 S2.2S J.02b I $2.16 1.014 ! s2.10s.4os 1 52.376,704 1 s2.41 1.no 1 n.s83 ooo 1 S2.06l,li46 1 S2.60000 I SJ 0112,286 1 .sl.635,044 1 s3.986.m 1 s4.449.84s 1 

Op<r:~Ung E,pcn•"" 
MMCIC - Snlnnes & B~neflt, S~i77.9J5 $72.7,556 S885 .6J~ S1.052.542 SI.OI!-1,118 Sl.ll6,6-12 Sl 150,141 SI,Ol6,69J $894,802 S7S4,ll74 \604 .097 $4-1~,44] 5457.776 $471..509 

Ten tint lrnprovClnolll Allowwu:c S467,6 10 SJ78.550 D25,000 $409,200 $58.202 $5 25.4!0 $388.750 H2.5.000 $409.100 ~58,2ll2 S997,324 $860,664 $796.926 $881.126 

Admmitll1l~ ""' .s 1fo0.713 $200356 $240,7 12 S28 !.783 1287.!-11 $21'!2.498 $1~7.1!55 5266.784 5234.99_8_ 5202.498 SJ69.2S4 $1 35,35o Si31, tol2 $ 138.921 

MnrkctonK S92,000 .$8-l,b<IO ~77.Bb9 $?1,639 565,908 ~li0,636 SS5,78S $S l ,:r>~ S47.216 S43A39 $39,964 S36,76 7 S33.S25 !3 1.1 19 

Pmfl:ss•onol S•IVIte• S690.000 S634.ROO S584 .0 l6 1537 295 S494j II $45-l 766 S416.385 5384,914 S354,121 S325,79 1 S21l',i.728 $275,750 $253,690 S233.J95 

S pneo Cnrry ing Coru SJ91,805 $16.450 so so so so so so Sj77,466 $304,772 S232,076 S t59JSO $109,380 559,380 

Tot Ill Ot>t:rnling &.><pcnso.' S2.1ll0.05l S2,042..151 S2,ll3.131 S2,352.459 SI ,9S9,6SO S2.4·1'l.95 1 $2,3 10.91 5 S2.0'i4.712 U.317.803 Sl.68S.m S2J42.47J Sl.912.J59 51.788.739 Sl.815,457 

l'nss-Through £x:r>e.nses 
MQlnii!IUII1c..., & Mlln4,llem~nt ~386,198 !503.~09 S527.369 5544.233 $552 ,138 S552.J38 $552.138 SS6~.127 $620,<16) $676,803 S7\3,l42 i'/89,482 S82S.:m S86G,982 
Utlltties )95~.92• mo.J36 S351,'94.! S60.0W ~0 10 so so so so so so so so 
lnsurnnce S33,·n5 rtJS.:WJ S41.667 Sol5,141l $48,753 S52560 S.Sb.N1 ~6U&5 $61,742 $74.406 ss 1.(127 $89.461 $97 .619 $106.539 
Poymentln u~u of Taxes ~112.12'! SI•16.1Si JI5J,J07 Sl58,003 SIGO.l98 $160.298 $ 160.298 SI63.TI9 SI80.Il5 S196,4'J I $2 12,848 $'229,204 S2ol0,454 525 1.704 

Total l'uss· Th rough 'EXllenses SIAS6.719 s 1.408.239 SI.074.088 SS07,4 15 $761.189 1764.996 S?6~.ISJ $789.49 1 $86HJ4l $947,700 s 1,027.(. 17 S l , l08, 1•l1 Sl.i66.3 15 S l.22l,225 

.. 
S 11c & FuCllll )' R~fi l Cosls so I so I $01 so I so I sol so 1 so I so 

Tolal Exp us~• s3.766,7st 1 S3. 50,590 I S3, l8?jt91 S3, !59,S74 I $2,750,8691 ~3.214,9471 £1.186,1•6 1 .s2.636.417 1 $3.370,090 l S3,020,507 sJ.IYio.6S2 1 

Sl.919.n8 I $2,44 1.9 141 S2,251,026 ! $2. t o1.o1~ 1 $2.205,•10C I $2,376.7().11 S2 Oli 1,6461 s2.604.soo 1 $3,062,286 1 $3,6J5,0.S" s.:,449.a4s 1 

tS 1.K~7 .1l041 1 tS I.OOK 671iJ I (!936.29311 ! S.I5.4&J ll (S8:lR .~4:1 tl 1~6M,Il(i911 rS261.2041 j t I I ~JA991 1 1531.977)1 !S30 .R04l l $614.538 $1.4011, 166 1 

s<J.ooo.ooo 1 S7 152,996 1 S4.209, 16s 1 ~3 .663.703 1 Sl. 25.'160 I S2 156.•91 i Sl.S95.2871 s17o.1ss 1 $431,007 5431007 \431.007 1 

Sl.847,004 1 3545,464 1 S8l8.2~3 I s668.96~ 1 s261.204 1 so so 1 

Butldin~ Code Relit ~8,970,068 S312,076 5565.345 $365.225 $1Jt.768 \108,-100 $6,651,053 
fncfliry Deruoli ti un SI,JOO,OOO 
Silt! lrnl'f'O•enu:nts $1550,000 s 1.065.000 
Pnrkinf $1.025.000 $'1..25.000 
Utility Upgrnde SJ,050,000 $1,000,000 
Wolt!.r & Sewer Upgrn~o S67!i,OOO SI~O.OOO 

Road lwprovement:S $1,500,000 $450,000 

De>t~n ond Conlu• ~e•tcv II S4,517.S 17 S800.519l $ 141.336! S91,Jil6 ~35,•1<12 J so sol $27,100 I $l,M2,76' I so sa I so $(J SO! 
Soft Coou. II $5,6<16.6\16 s t.ooo.64~ I S176.67o 1 SII~.IJJ 1<14.303 1 50 so' SJH73 I S2.07X ·154_1_ so so I so so lO I 

I r<!w1 htfrilstructurc Cost> I I ns.234.481 1 s5,oo3.244 1 S883,3Sll mo.664 1 S22!.5131 so 1 sol s 169.37~ 1 s w 19:.zm! so 1 so l so 1 so 1 so l 



0 ll ' I p on -• t trat Ull .. r ct A Hi u rpf hJJ , -+""' U1u.J raLinH Cth~, ;;m t.1 Cmnhlned lnrrustructur t-
Gross R<''"n" '"' 1~97 199~ 19?\1 lUOO 2001 ~ (102 WOJ !I ll'~ 20115 lOOfJ 211 11 7 : oos lOU~ 10 10 

~lncom• s 1,000,0110 Sl 330.515 SIJ!I1.7S6 SlAJO~I s 1,482,275 SI,SII.921 .!1.542, 159 s 1.59J,Q14 _, I,A06.J98 S2026,722 $'2,:!.~5.143 U,•l9!.889 ~2.676.175 12.866,835 
Lnnd Slllo:.s 1m:omo ~ so .w so so so su so so so $0 so so ~0 

EI~n<e PIISS•Tbrou8h SJ.Ig9,J75 ll.l25.59 1 '859,270 S726,673 $723,1]0 t7li4,996 S769. 18J S789 491 l85~.342 19•17,700 Sl ,021,6 11 Sl.108.1~? $ 1.166,3 15 s 1,1.25.225 

J0101 Vontur• Income so so so so so $!19.187 S99,'787 S i99.'i74 $199574 1299,362 S29\lJ62 $399,149 SJ99, 149 $498,936 

T utal Gro.<s Revon~ •- '2.1&9,455 $2.4~, 1 16 S2.2Sl,026 S1.16l.Oi4 52,205,405 \'!,)76.7()4 S2.411,130 $2.5&3,000 U,874.3 14 S3,273.7k4 D..SI!2,121 $3,999.186 s.\,141,639 1~.590.997 

jt....s.- V&Cllllcy &. Credil Los.s II n69.m I Sl5,202 j so 1 $0 I 10 1 so 1 so 1 ~o I S81'2.668 1 166~.284 1 SSI'1,1136! s364, 141 1 1154,902 1 S l41. 149 j 

I E fftctlve Gmss Revonue II S!.919,77K I n.44 t .91~ 1 S2.25l.026 I $'2,161.0141 S?-.2os.~os 1 s2.J76.7()l 1 n.4ru3o 1 s2.ss3.ooo 1 S2.06 1. ti46j n.6()4.soo 1 $J.062.2M6 I sHJs ,oM I D,98.6,'7J7 I S4,449.848 1 

Opcruil11g £rpenses 
~1MCIC - Salunts & BeneflU $321.075 $330,7!17 S340,628 S350,S47 $361.373 SJ72.114 S306.7Qol $315.905 S325.3Sl $335,1<1<( 5345198 $35.5.554 SJ66,22 1 S3'77,208 
TonJIJitlml>l"vement Allowanoc $467,610 S37M.550 SJ2.5.000 .S.I09,'200 S5U02 SSl5,410 $38lt,750 $325.000 ~109.200 S58,l0l S99'7 ,324 S860,66ol $796,9'26 S88 1,126 

Administm.tive S89.~~ 191.071 S9U56 S94,642 S%,42.~ S9S~l~ S81.785 $83,114 $8<1.642 586 .071 $87.499 S8K,928 590.356 $9 1,785 

Mnr!;.,un~ $80,000 564.()00 SSI.lOO $40.960 S32,76K t26,214 t20,97:! $20.97'.! 520,972 $20,972 ~20.972 S20.972 S2i1.97'2. ~20,972 

Pmft:~:>iona.l Servi= S400.000 SJ20,000 $256.000 $204.800 Sl63,R40 SIJ I.072 SI04,851io SSJ.a86 S67 109 167,109 $67 10'.1 $67,109 S67,109 $67,109 

Spoce Cnrrying Com $291,805 s 16.450 so so so so so so $377.466 S304 .TI2 $232,076 s 159,380 s 109.380 $59.380 

T owl Operutln~ Expenses $1.649,775 S I ,200,778 Sl 065,485 Sl 100.44~ $712,611 $1,153,124 $11Ql,ll6b $828977 S l,l84,n! S872.1b9 $1,750.178 $ 1,552,607 $1450.964 s 1.497,579 

-
Moint.cnoncc &. M•ll.llfmn<mt S386.19S 1503.409 SS2'1 .~9 S54-1,233 1'i52,J38 S5S2.1'l8 S552,1.38 1564.121 $620.%5 $676,803 sn3. 1o42 S7 89.~1i2 JS28.232 S866,982 

Uti IIIlo.! $9S4.n4 Si20 . .336 ll51,944 S60.039 so w so w so so so $0 $0 so 
lnsumncc sn.•7s SJ8.34J S41.667 $45, 140 S48,7S3 ~2.560 S5/i,747 S61 ,5115 S67,741 $74.<106 $&1,627 S89.~61 5')7,629 $ 106.539 

Pnrment in Ueu ofTtLtes ~112.122 1 146,1 51 1153. 107 S ISS,OOJ i lfi0,298 S lfi0.29S s 100.2?8 $163.779 $180,1 35 S I%A9l S:212.848 S229,2M S2A 0,4S4 $251,704 

Tutal P=-Tbmug h &;pm<t:> $1.486.719 SIAOS.239 Sl.074.ti8H ~807.415 1761.189 1'16-4,996 1769. 18~ $189.~91 S86B.J42 1947,700 SJ,027,617 .s 1. 10!1,147 li i.I66,J I5 $ .1 ,2.25,215 

I Si1e & Fa.clllty Hdit Ca.L< II JO I so 1 so 1 wl s~ I so so suI sol so to sol so I so 

I T01nl ElCpl!fiSts I I S3.116 .. 9J 1 J2.609.on 1 Sl.139,m I $1,907,864 $1,473,&00 51,918, 120 s 1.672.:!52 s I ,618,468 I n.1 s3,113 1 S I,SI9,969 SVT/795 s:2,660.754 1 52.6 17.7.79 1 $2,722.804 

T otul Revenues II Sl ,919,77BI S2.441.91~ I 52.151.026 1 $2. 161.01 ~ $2,105,•105 !02,376,70.1 S2,·1 11 .DO S2383.000 I $'2,061 .M~ I $2,604,500 S'3.062,286 S3.63~.0ol4 ~ SJ,986 ,737 I !04;149,843 

1~161) IS167,1 03ll s111 .:!Sd 1 $253.150 S73 1,6D5 S4S8.584 $738.878 S96-C .. ml tS91."Ht7J j S784,53 1 S284.49 1 $974,29! ) Sl.J69.45~ I $ 1,727,044 

S'l,OOO.OOO I $7,7 3,2.S41 S7,bi6,1S21 S7,616,l82 $7,616,182 $7,(.16.182 $7,616 11121 S7,616.18l l S7.524,715 $7,524,7 15 S1.524 ,71S I $7.524.715 ) $7,524 ,715 

sol so $0 

SuiiJint Corl~ Refit $8,970.068 Sll2,076 $565.34.5 ,365,225 $141,768 Sl0K,400 56,6SJ.(l53 

Factllry l)emofirwn SI,JOO.DOO 
Sl110 lm(1ro•emems SI,5SO,OOO SI.D65.000 
p.,.Jdng $1,025,000 $225,000 
Utility Up1n<k SJ.050,000 SI ,OOO,OOO 

Water & Sewo Upj!YUde $675,000 $150.000 
Rond lmpro...,menlJ Sl.500,000 S450,000 

DeSJJn mJ Contm~ency I I s.~ .. m.m I S800.519 I $141 .1361 .S91.J06I S3.5,441 so 1 SOl SZ7.100 I I 1.662.763 I so I so Sl) I so I so 
Sol! Casu I I l.S,fiolb,S96 I ll .OOO.M9 I Sl76.670 I 5114.133 S44 ,Jo3 1 so I so I SJJ.ns 1 s2.m.u•i SOi so I so I so I so I 

l 'T'ul.Dl lu.f.nostnt<tu.tu Co~ I I .m.234 481 1 15,003,1441 S8F.3,JS2 I $570.6641 S221 ,5111 so 1 so 1 s t69.m 1 $10,392,2?0 I sol so l sol so 1 lO I 



GroM R<'>•nu "" 
l..c.'\SC !ncoutc 

L.md Sales J nmme 

Expense P:IS•· ThrOUj'll 
Joint VenLUte lnc:oult. 

Total Gruss Rtvenue 

lws: VIICllllcy &. Credit Lo;.s 

I Erl't!t'th·e GrDsS Revr-nut 

0 JI•ratinw Eltptnscs 
[t-I_MCIC · Slllanes & Benefits 
Teollnl Jmrnu""-'lll!nt Allowom-. 
A<hniniJtt:ot!vc 

Mnrli:etlnJ 

Profes.s•OnQI Services 

Space Cru:ry1n~ Co;t> 
Totn l Operatin ~; Expense! 

Puss-Through !Upmses 
M:unten:met: & Mnnogement 

Utihtles 
lnsllfliDCe 

Plym<nt In Ueu ofTues 
T oltd Poss-Tl>rough EXJ1en•'"' 

S 1t c & !'oc•ltly l~ut CoSts 

Tola l Exp~nses 

Totul Revenues 

Bu1lding Cod• Uolit 

F~~:illty Dcmolltlru• 

Sit• lmprovcmems 

Parking 

Utility lJpgrwjo 

Wai.J!1 &. Se,.o:r Uplflldc 
Road lmptovtoncllt5 

I Detij:tn And Conuo~ency 

SoftCo.u 

I Tot.nl LltfcostTUclum Cost' 

I 
I 

II 

lliul\, Ml\lClC Ut•~nll llt B L' Q>l.,_w,~ .S ttlit 1utrustrud.ure W!sb 
1997 1998 19?, lOOt) 2001 z.ott1 10113 2004 1011~ 2UOft 20117 lt)[IH :wo~ 201 11 
~698,UtW S879.610 Sl.ll92.7 1S \1,3?2.800 s 1.482,275 $1,511,921 SI.S~2. J 50 s 1.5'11 .91~ S1Rfki.l91i S2.026.722 $2.155 143 !2.•!9 1,889 s~.c.76,175 S2,866.8Jj 

so so so so so so $0 so so so so so so so 
.$ 1,065,95 I .$953,034 $744.132 .$697.627 $723, 130 $764.9% S769,18J $139.~91 .$868.3•12 Sllol7,700 S LU27.6 17 Sl.l08.1•17 s I. 166,315 s 1.22j ,225 

Stl so so so so S99,787 S9~ .787 s 19~.57d .$ 199 .574 S19Q~162 $299.362 SJ99.1d9 .$399,149 S498 .9J6 
$1,7114.03 1 SI.SJ2,644 $1,836.8~7 $2.070427 $2..205.405 S2,376.704 $2.4 11 , 130 $2.5SJ.OOO $2.874 314 .$3,273.784 S3,582. 122 .$3.999._18~ S4,24 1,6J9 $4,590,997 

$566,077 1 :Y.J 1,995 I $276.502 1 $62.002 1 so I so I ~0 I so I S8 1Z.668 I S669,284 I S519.836 l S364, 1 ~ 1 I $254 .902 1 S J<I 1, 149 1 

I 197.95-4 I $ !,400,649 ] S!.500.Jd' I $2.008,42.5 ] S2.205.405 I $2.376 .704 1 .$2.4 11.130 I S2.5R3,000 I ~2.061 .646 1 S2.60d,SOO I S3 .062.2S6! $3,635 ,044 1 $3.986 ,737 I $4,449.848 1 

.S577.935 $727.556 .$885.6)4 SI.05U42 $1.084.1 18 Sl.l l6,b42 \:1,1.51!. 141 S I.026.693 $894,802 $75~.074 $604.097 S·I44A4J S4S7,776 $.47 1.509 

5467.61 0 $.378,550 Sl2.5,000 $409.200 ~6.202 $.525,4 10 $388.750 $325,000 S409.200 $58,102 S9'TI.JM $860.064 S796.926 $8 ~ 1.126 

S I60,7J3. .$200.3.56 Sl•10.7 12 $21!1.783 S21!7 ,14 1 $292.498 $297.&55 ~266,7K~ S2J4,998 S202.498 SJ6Q,284 $ 135,356 Sl37. !42 $138,927 

S92,000 S84.G40 rn.s69 $7 1,639 S65,908 Sll0,636 $55.785 ssu;.z S47.216 S43.~39 S39,964 $36,7~7 s3J.a2s .$31,1 19 

S690,000 $634,800 $584.016 SS37 .29S So19·Ull .$4~4.766 5418,385 $384.914 S35~ . 121 '325 .791 $299.728 1275,750 S253.690 $233.395 

561 2.)25 Jol67 .4-11 S299 190 So7.090 so so so so .S377A66 S304.772 S2J2.071i $ 159.380 S!09.J80 159,350 

52.600.783 S2.,49J.J42 S2.412.421 S2.~19.5<19 s 1.989.680 i2,4~9.951 S2.3J0.?1 5 Sl,O.l4.712 S2.317,R03 st.6as.m S2.342.47J S J.912.359 ~I 788.739 Sl.81 5.457 

$268.398 SJ37.761 1417.477 551 9.591 SS52.138 SS52,138 $552, 138 ~5M,IZ7 S620,ol.65 S676.80J S733,142 1789.482 S828,232 1866,982 

S~54,924 $720.336 S351.944 $60,039 so so so so to so so so so so 
SJJ,I95 $J5.ll7 139 . .540 S44,66J ! 48.753 .$52,560 }56,747 161,.585 S67.742 S74,A06 S8 1.627 .~89,46 1 197,629 S J06.539 

sn.m $98.060 Sl21.203 Sl50.849 5160,298 SI60.29X 5160.298 S!63,779 s 180,135 $196,.191 .52 12.848 S229,Jo.l $240 ,454 $25 1.704 
S1,3J2,439 s 1.191.293 $930,!65 S77S.I42 S76l.189 S7~1.996 S769.183 17!9.491 $868.3~2 S947 .700 .51.027.6 17 11.108 . 1 ~7 S !,J 66,315 Sl. 225,225 

s3.273.~Js 1 SJ.:!73,4Js 1 so 1 s o 1 s o 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 10 1 so 1 so 1 sn 

S7 .200.659 I 36.9ss.o7J 1 S3,342.585 ! sl. 194.69 t 1 S2. 750,869 I S3.214,9·17 I sJ,oso.099 I S2.84-ol.ZOJ I S3,1S6.H6 I S2.636. n I B.370,090 I 

sl , t97.9s~ I Sl.400.649 1 .s l.stiCJ .34s I $2.008.425 I s2.2os.4os 1 n.3 76 .704 I $2,5 .ooo I . S2.061.646 I t2.604.soo I $3.062 286 1 

t!>~.OI)~.7051I tS.5 5..'7,oil4)1 tSI 7R2.24tt l r~ l ~ ~~.165J I (S>I:'Ab·ll l l.S ''8.2-1311 IS:!~UO-n j ISI.Il4A99lf tSnQntl rS3117.R04l l $6 14,53 

S2,99! 295 ! sol so I so I so l sol sol sol so I so 

S2.9SII.l95 I 5o I so I so I so 1 so 1 

so I 

.S8.97n,068 S:\12,076 S565,345 $365,225 s 141.768 SIOR.41l0 S6.65l,OSJ 

s 1.550.000 

li1,025.000 

li3,050.000 

5675,000 
$1,500,000 

S4,192.517 57E.019 s 141.336 I S91,306 I iJ5.442 I so I so S27,100 I $1.662.763 so 1 SO l so I 101 so 
S5.~·10.646 I S97.524 1!76,o7o 1 Sll4 133 I $4-1,30) 1 SOl so S13.87.5 1 s2.078.45~_! SO l so I SOj so I so 

1 1 m.2o1.l3 1 I s-~87,619 1 S883.3HI $570,6(,11 1 S22 1 .~ 1J I so 1 so 1 Slb9 J1S I $10.392,270 I sol so I so 1 so I so l 



Optiun 1, It rullun 6, Ocluycd AIJ orr llcon, Low OpondlH)! Cosl4, und S ulllln{ro lnJclure D lJII> 
Gro.\..., Rfvt:nu es J?n 19~8 199~1 ZQOQ lOOJ 20112 2fHT.I 21104 ZOII!i ZUUt• 20117 ::!O~N lUO~ 11l iU 

L.e:ue lnwme S698.U80 SK79.61U .51,092.715 SIJ72,800 SI,4&2,27S 11,511.921 11542, 159 '1.593.934 SI.806.J98 $2.026,m 12.1.55.1•3 12.491.889 $2,676,175 $2.866,815 
L.notl Snles 1ncomr so so so so $() so so su so so $0 so so so 

E.pcnsc Pllli--Throu~h $1,065,951 ,953,034 57~.132 $697,627 $723,130 S76ol,996 $71>9,183 5789.491 S86!.342 $947,700 $1,027,617 S1.108.147 SJ.I66.JI5 S l.lli,:t25 
Joml Ven1we Income so so so so so $"9,787 199.787 Si99.574 SI<J9.57~ $299.362 S"Z99.36l $399,149 SJ99.149 $498,936 

Tnlnl G ro.s.s Re:-vcnu c 51.764,03 1 SI,832,6M Sl,836,8~7 $2,070,477 $2.205,405 U.J76.7(l4 12..411.130 $2.583.000 Sl.S74,314 .53,273.784 $3.5&2.122 $3,999,186 s-1,241.639 .S.I.590,997 

jLc.u: Yoctmey & Cml lt LD« I I S56b.077 1 $431.99.5 1 $276,502 1 i62.002 l so 1 sol sol ~I SSI2,61iS I St569.2S4 I S$19,816 1 ~364,14 1 1 S'254.902l $14 1, 1491 

I Elfcdlvr Gruss Rt'vcou~ I I SI,I97,9SA I s 1,400.649 1 s I ,560.3-45 I S2,00il,425 I SUOM05 j n.m.704 1 n.41l.llo 1 s2.m.ooo 1 $2.061.6461 sz.6Q4.soo 1 n.062.ls6 1 s1,635,o44 1 SJ,986,7l7 I s-~.4d9,848 1 

OpenlUn& Rxpl!llses 

M..\<ICIC - So.lanes & Benefits $321.075 $330.707 SJ40,628 $)50,847 Sl61,37J S372.21~ S30t>,704 $311,905 SJ25,383 $335,t4A Sl-15,19.~ S355.554 $366.:221 SJ77,208 

Tenon! lmprovuncn1Ailowoncc S467.610 $378,550 S325.000 J409.200 558.202 $525,410 $388,750 n2s.om .$409,200 S58,:!07 SQ97 324 $860.664 S7Q6.926 S8~1.126 

AdmioislnUi•e S89.2&S $91.0'71 S9l856 $94,642 $96,428 SIJS,ll4 181.785 Sl!.3.llol ~84,642 $~6.071 Slf7 ,499 SK8.Y2R S90,J56 $9 1,785 

1\!Jtrk<:tlns, $80,000 S64.000 ~51,200 $.40,960 $32,71i8 $26.214 $20,972 S20.972 $20,972 $20.97'2 S10,?'n 120.~72 S'20,972 520.972 

Profe~sional Selvtcco $400,000 $320,000 S256,000 $104,800 $163,840 $131 ,072 SIIJo1.658 $83~6 $67,109 $67, 109 $67.109 $67,109 $67.1()') $67.109 

Spo~ Cm:ryingCosts $6!2,5.25 $467 .4>1! $299,190 $67,090 so $0 $0 so $3 77.4{16 Sl()o1,772 S232,076 $ 159.380 $1()1),380 S59,380 

Toln1 Op~rnlln~ Exp"" ''"' $1 ,970.495 11.651.769 SI.3M.874 51.167.539 s-?12,6 11 $1 ,153,124 S903,06B SB2B.9n $1,284.771 $87l,269 SJ.7!"0.ln $ 1,552,607 s 1,450.964 S1 ,497.579 

l'a•s-Tbruu~h !Ixp•osa 
Molnu:nancc & MonuK•mtllt S:26S.J98 $337.761 $4 1 7.~77 5519.~9 1 S552 .. 138 ~552.138 ~552,138 SS&;.m S620,~6S $676 .803 S7l3.142 $789,482 S82S,2J2 SB66,9e2 
uuliu .. $954,924 S7W,J36 S351.944 SG0,039 so so so so so so so so so so 
lnsurwm: ~1.195 SJ5 . n7 $39..540 SM,663 ~.753 ~2,.560 S~6,747 S61..585 S67,742 $74,406 S8 1,627 $89,461 S97,629 S I06, SJ9 

P.uymtnr 10 Ue.u of Taxe.s $17,922 $98.060 s 12J.20J Si50,849 S l60,2.98 Sl60,298 ~ 160 . 298 $ 16J.m Sl80,135 $ 196,49 1 S2J2,84B S'229,20Q $'240.454 S25 1.70J 

'foto l Poss-Throu~;h Expt.nscs S I,J32.439 $1.191,293 $930, 165 ms.1<~2 $76 1, 189 S764 ,996 $769.1 83 $789,49 1 $868.3<12 S9 (7,700 $ !,027,617 S I,I CB. t47 s 1.166.J 15 $ 1.225,215 

.. so I so 1 so I so I $O J so 1 so I so I so I so 1 so l 
S2,29S.039 I s I ,942,681 I SJ,413.&00 I SI.~18,12D S1.672,25ll S1,819.~69 I s2.m 795 S2.660.m I $2,617.279 I S2.72.2.S()o1 I 

~=S::II::•::&::F::•::c::'l::IIY::::=:R::•fi::•t:::C::w::st::s=~l I n.m.mj S3,273.438 l 

Tow f.xpmso..• I S6..576.l7 J I S6, I 16.49Q I 
ToUll Rennu · $1,400,64!1 I s 1.560,34.5 1 t2,oos.m 1 n.zos.4o) 1 S2.J76,7Q.ol S2.4 1 j 130 I s2.604.soo 1 n.o62,'l.S6 s;,635,1)d4 I S1,9R6.737 I S4,449.s4s 1 

I css. n.m tl rs.J m.850) j rs7.l4.69Sl! $65 745 1 5731.605 1 $>158.584 rna.s1s r $964 . .532 IS'I I,4r.7il 5784.m I 'S7. 4 ·191 $974.191 I S1 ,777,044 I 
so 1 so 1 so I so sol so so l so 1 so so 1 so 1 

sol .sol so $01 so so sa I so l 
so l 

Butld.in~ Co.J., R.tlil l8,970,0GB $312,076 S56S.J.ol~ 1365)2..5 Sl4l.768 $108,~00 $6,651.053 

11cili ty Detnlluurm 

Site lmprortmems S1.550.000 
Porltint $1.025.000 
Uullty Upl,mlllc 13,050,000 

W11er &. Sewer l]ppnde Sli7S,OOO 
Road lmprovemcnl> S1.500,000 

I D~ign ~nd Conunll"'lcy II S4,192,SI7 I S78.019 I Sl41.336 l S91.306 I s35.4~2 r :.:oT so I S27,IOUI 51,662,763 so so so I so so 
Soft Com S5.240.6ol6 I s97..5'.!~ I s nuw I s11~.m I s-~ooJ I so I sol S3U15 I S2.117l!.454 I so so so I lO so I 

I $16.203.231 I S~87 ,619 I lll83,352 I 1570,66-1 I $221..513 I so 1 so l 1169.3751 s1o.J~nz1o I so 1 so 1 so 1 



Optlun l, il• rnllun 7, Ocilly<d Ab5u'1'll<>n, lvL'VICJC ~,.r•tlu~;_ CmiS. uml Cumltlncd ln[m:rtrnciUr< 
CnHni f(e"enue!s 1997 III'.IR 19')') 2000 llln l 

Lome Income $698,080 1879,610 .S I 09Z.71S SI.J72.800 ~IAH~.27S 

L'Uld Solo ln.:ame so so so so so 
Expcn$1! Pnu·lluou~h S!,OG5,951 $'953,034 ~7.a.l,IJ2 5697,627 S723,130 
Join! Vtnt.u"' !ucoro< so so so so so 

Tollil G{ll.<s IU." ' ""• $1.764,031 s J.gJ2.6<1>1 SI,83~.1!A7 $2,070.427 S2.2QS.40S 

;:lt..e=·=s.~v::::;QCliJl:::::r:y::&:::::Cml=''::L.o::"===!l I sso6,077 I S431 ,\19s I s~76.502 I s62.oo2 I so I 
L-_E:;;:,.rr:c:.~:.:c.:.:li.:.:v•:...G::.•:.::·o:.::".:.:" R:.:":.:~:.:":::":.:e:____jl I Sltl91.954 I S l. 00.649 1 SI.560.J45 I S2,00 .42S I $2,20.5.4051 

0 E J[tl:l"'l!mg ~pen~es 

MMCJC · Snlnnc:$ & Bt"elits U77,935 s::727,556 S885,634 $1.052.342 St.OS4,11& 
TciUIIlllmpnm:rotnl AllowllDCe S467,6!0 S37&.550 $325,()()() .$409.200 S~8.202 

Aamluisll'IUJvo $160,7 13 S200.356 Sl40,712 $ 28 1,783 S287,1•1J 
M11rl'"~n,11 $92.000 S84,1>40 rn,s69 $71,639 $65,1108 
Professional Servicu $690.000 S6J4 ,il00 S5ll4.016 .$537.295 $•194,311 
Spou Cllrrying C...cs S612.525 $467,4-11 S299, 190 S67,090 so 
T ouol Opcrntln}! Exp~•u~ $Z,600,783 $2,491,342 $2,412,421 $2.419,5.<19 Sl,!I89,6KO 

1' Tl E ass· 'rougb ~xp~.scs 

Mo.inu:n.me1: & MIIMI!<.mcnt S268..39S S33?.761 $417.477 $519,.591 5552.138 
UUUtle> SYS-4.924 S720.J:l6 Sl:il,9# 160.!)39 so 
lntunmce $31.195 $35,137 SJ9,540 $44,663 $4~.753 

Poymentln Lieu or Tn.tes S77,9l2 S98.060 $121.203 $ 150.84~ $160.296 
Toral I'I&U·Through lt.peol.SoS 11.332.,439 $ 1, 191,203 S9JO,IIi5 $715,142 $761 .189 

Sh• & Fo<.illl)' RtOI Costs I I sal so 1 so! so 1 so 1 

2~~2 

SI.S11.921 
so 

$764,996 
$99.787 

12.376.70-1 

SJ,Il6,b42 

3525.4 10 
5"292,498 

S60,636 
$454,706 

so 
S'2,44Y,9S I 

$5~.138 

so 
S52.560 

s 1110.298 
$76<1 .996 

suI 

l!iiJ3 21111~ 111115 :!U!I(1 ZIIU'l lOllft l UU, 2011) 

$1.5~~.15'1 s 1.591.93~ SI.~I16J98 S1.ll26.nz .S'2.,2.55.143 S2A91 .889 12.676.175 Sl.866.U5 

so so so lO 50 so ${1 so 
~7b~. l83 S7S~A\II S868..342 $9<17,700 S J,on.r, J7 s 1.108,1 •17 $1,166.315 $1.225,225 

S99.7R7 $19\1.57~ .SI99,S74 $299.362 S29Y,362 U\19.H9 SJ99,1 49 S4'l8,936 

n .m.JJO Sl.58J,OOO .S:/.,874.31•1 $3,271,71!4 SJ.S82.122 S3,999,186 s~.24 1 ,639 S4.590.9\l7 

so I Slll2,668l $669,2114 I SSJ9.8l6 l 1364,141 I $~4.9021 Sl41.149l 

$2,)83.000 I $2,061 6<16 I $2,604,500 I $),062.2ll~ I $3,635,04<1 I SJ,9R6,737 I S-4.449.648 I 

~1 . 150, 141 S l.026.lJ93 5&94.1102 $75>1.074 S604.o<J7 $444.-143 1457.776 S47U09 

S388.750 $!25,000 $~09.200 S5S.202 \!1'17.324 S860,66ol 1796.926 S8l!l,l:1.15 

5297,855 $266,784 S234.99B S202,498 $ 169.284 $135,.356 Sl37,141 SIJ8,927 

S5S.1&5 S51.J22 $47.216 $.13,43') 539,96-1 $)6,767 S33,&25 S31.119 
S418.385 $384,1114 S354.121 $3:1.5,7~1 $2~,728 $275.750 S25J.600 S23J.395 

so so S377~ 166 $30.1.772 $2.12,1)76 $159.380 SI09.38fl $59.380 

Sl,310,915 $2,054.712 S2.ll1,80J s 1.688,777 S2.342.~73 Sl 912.359 $1.788.739 $1,815.457 

1352.138 $56~. 127 1610,465 $676,803 s::733,142 S"/8\1,482 $828.132 $866.982 

so so so so so ~ij so so 
$56.747 S61,.585 $67.742 $74,406 S81.627 $89,461 $97,629 $1 06,539 

Sl60,298 $163,779 SI~O . IJS SI96Ml $212,848 S229.Z~ $240,•154 $25 1.704 

$769. 183 $789.~91 \36&,3<11 5947.700 SI.027,617 Sl , l08.147 $ 1,166,31 5 SJ.225.22S 

sol so 1 so I sol - so l so 1 so I sal 
~==::=~====~I 1 s3.933,12s 1 sJ,684,6J5I S3.J4'2..5&5I $3,194,691 1 

~:::::;:~~~~~====~1 I SJ.I97.95 I s1. oo.649 I Sl..5tS0,3451 s2.ooa. zs l 
~=;=~~=.=~~==~II l.sl.7.15,26BJI rs~28J,9&fiJits17J.n.~~nl (SI. 1 116.~(oJ I 

~~~~=.::;:::==.==~' I S9.UOO,OOO I S6,264,7l2 I S3,980.7~61 $2..198..5051 

S2.1SO.K69 I $3,2 14.~·111 S3,080.09'l I $2,.44,203 I B,IR6. 146J S2.636,477l 

n.2os.4os I 52.376,7041 s:!.411 . J3o I s2 .. m.ooo! S'2.061,646l S2.604..SOO I 
-$:1.310.090 J 

S3.062,286 I 
SJ,020.51Tl I $2,955,054 I 53,040,682 I 
S3,6l5.044 1 .s3.9s6,737 t S4,<449.s48l 

;==~~~=~=~II S2,TI5,2681 51,182,2•11 I 

ISS4S.olb-l)l 

SJ,OI2.z..rO I 
(S/;J ,1ol'l)l 

Sol66,776l 

fS2bl..2~tl r~t 124,4C)C)tl 

so 1 so 1 

so I 

tS11 977)1 

~o I 
I SI,OJI,68'2 1 

so 1 

so I 
so 1 

SIA09.166I 

so I 
sol 
sol :==~~~===~1 I n ,s9a.s051 

lr..~~~~l~~~sr.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=r.~~~~~~ 

L_....:..;_:_===='----' 
lnfi"IU!roeluN! CUJb for Sile '"'~ F.xl•tlnr Fuclllty lJu iH"OVtn1eul 

Buildin! Code Ro.fll $8,97!1,068 53 12,076 5565.345 $365,2.25 Sl41.7tit $108,400 Sfi.651,0S3 
Ft~tlhty Demofiuon $1.300.000 
Silo lmp<O\'Ctlll!lllt Sl.S50,000 $1,06$.000 
Pnrkin11 SI.U'l.S,OOO $225,000 
Utt li ty UpJ:tOd.e $1,050.000 Sl,OOO.rnJ 
W11.1<r & Sewer Upgnde 5675,000 $150,000 
Ruod IJ11('1'0Vt'.monu Sl.SOO,M \450,UOO 

Oe>t~n nnd Conungency I I S4.SJ7,j11l s~oo-'19 I Sl4l.l36l SCJI,306 Sl5,4<2 I SOl so L S27 100 I s 1.662.763 I sol so I sol so so 1 
Son Co>!> I I .s~.Go\6,E9t; I s I .000.649 I S!76.670 I Sl 14,133 S4·1.3 o:1 I so I so I $13,875 I n .ms u~ sn 1 SCl I so I so SOl 

I Tol!llln!m..<tru~hu• COSts I I s'2s.2.34.48! I ss.003.244 1 .i810,.352l SS70,66-I I S2.21.m I sol so I $169.375 I SI0,392,Z70 I sol so 1 \o I so I so 1 



ptfou 2, l tl' atftm 8, Dt.illyeU II hrpllnu, Lt"' llp•r:oUn~ c.,,,,, u11~ Cromblneollul rto.<lnn,uoro 
Gro.a llevtnu .. 1'197 ~ ~~~~ 1')9, 2000 :11111 200:! ZOUJ 111114 211US lU06 !11117 21111K 2UUY 2010 

~Income S69U80 $879.6 10 $1,092.715 11.372,800 S I.•T82.275 SU I I.\121 11 S42.159 SI.5<J3.9l4 SI.306J93 S:!.Ol6,7:U $1.255,143 $2,.191.889 n.b76,17S S2,866.835 
Larnl Solu h!Qlme so so $U so sn $[1 su ~0 so so so so so so 
Exl"'IUt Po,u,.ll>rough s 1.065.~51 $953.0~ $744,132 $6\17,627 $723, 130 S70ol,9'J(l $769.183 S789,ol91 UbS.J4l $947,700 SI,Ol7.617 ~1.108,147 $1,166,315 $1,225.225 
Jotnt Vontun: t.u:onw: \tl so so so so 5~1.7~7 S91J 787 Sl99.f7~ $1'19.574 Sl99.J62 S29'1.J(,2 SJ99,149 1399,149 $498,936 

Tuwi _Gm'-{ n.r.~nu r. SI.7M.031 s 1,83'2.&1<1 s 1.836.847 $2.070.427 $2,2ll5.~Q~ s-2.]76,7().1 $2,411,130 $2.583,000 $2,374.314 $3.273.78~ SJ,Sii:.IU $1,999.186 54 .241.639 $4 590.997 

lt..eu; v""""cX & Cm1i1l.oss II S566,!TI7 j $431.9951 m6stn 1 l62,002 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 sol sm.6681 s669.2~·' 1 ma.83r. I SJboi.MI I $254,902 1 $14 1,149 1 

I EJJ~dlvo Gross Revenu~ I I s 1,197.954 1 S I.•IOO,M9 1 s 1.560,345 1 sz.IXl8.425 1 suos.4os 1 $2.376,70.1 1 $2,411.130 1 s2.m.ooo 1 $2.061.1>46 1 S2.a04,500 I sJ.o62.ls6 1 $:!.635,04• 1 SH86.737 1 s4,449,848 1 

O~er:ot lug &>rpens~ 

MMCIC- Sclone.s & BenttilS $321,075 $330.707 $340,628 $350,847 S361,37J S31'.!,2 1o\ $306.704 $31~.905 S325J81 $335,144 $345,198 S355.554 $366,22 1 $377,208 

Tcrumt lmprovoment Allow~ S467 .610 $378.550 $325,000 s•09.200 S5B.:>02 $51.5,410 S38R.750 $325 ,000 $409,200 $58.202 $997.324 $860,664 $796,9'26 $88 1. 126 

Adrnmlsll11Uve S89,285 $9 1,071 $92,8.56 S94,6J2 $96,42!1 S18,2 1d 181.'185 1SU14 S8o(,6<ll $86,071 $87.499 $88.928 $90.356 $9 1.785 

Marl:eun1 sso.ooo $6-1,000 $51,200 S.I0,960 S32.768 126.2 14 Sl0,972 120.972. $20.972 .S.:!D,972 $20,972 $20,972 $20.912 $20.972 
Professianlll.S<:f'·IC't:S $400,000 1320,000 lli6.000 S20A,WO S l63,&40 Slll,072 1104,858 .SJ.886 $61 109 Slii,I09 167,109 S61,109 $b'1,109 S67.109 
SpliCe Culyin1 Costs $612.,525 ~67,441 $299,190 $67.090 so so so SIJ S377,o466 $304,772 1232,076 SI59,J80 5109.380 $59,380 

Totul 01>~nuin~ Exporui!S $1.!170.~95 $1,65 1 .7b9 $1.J64,87ol Sl 167,539 nt2,6 11 SI,ISJ,J24 $903.068 tS28.977 SI.2M.m $872,11,'1 Sl 750,178 5 1552.607 St.o!S0.964 s 1,497,579 

PIISS·Titroug.h R.-pen<O!I 
Mllinll!1tllna: & M:l1logement S26M,398 S337 .761 S4 17A77 SSI9J91 S552,13K $552,138 .$552,138 $564.127 SG20.~C.5 $676,803 S73J.I·IZ S?M9.482 5828.232 $866,982 

~ Utllllles S954.92~ $720~136 $3.51,9+1 S60,03g ~0 .$0 $U \0 so so so so so so 
Insurance SJ 1.195 $35. 137 SJ9,S~O S44.G63 548,753 $S2.S60 $56,747 $6 1,585 $67.7~2 :S74.406 ~8 1 ,627 S89,461 $97.629 $ 106.539 

Poymellf in Lk u ufTIUc:s S77.922 $98.060 $ 1 ~ 1.203 s 150.849 s 160.298 ~ 160.298 SIG0,298 Sl6l,779 S I8U.I35 Sl%,49 1 $112.848 s:29.204 $240,4.54 S2S 1.704 

Tolull'""'!· rlo rou~h E.l.1o<nses SU32.419 s I' 19 1,293 $930,165 S77S,l42 30761,189 S76ol,996 S7G9.183 S789.491 SRG8,)42 S941'7 .700 SI ,027.6 J7 SUOH,147 $1.166,315 S I ,225,22.5 

I Sl!e & FRcil lly R<nt Cos~ so I so l so I so so so so sot sol sa .so so so I so 
SJJ02,93l I s2.843.oo 1 s2.295,o31l I Si,9ol:2.68i $1.473.800 SI.91S.I20 S 1,672,l.5Z s t.bl8.~t-S 52.153 1131 $1.819,969 $2,777,795 12.650.154 n.m ,279 1 S2 .722,S04 

sl.l97.9so~ I s l."oo.6<l9 1 ~1.~60.345 1 S'l.OOS,425 $2.205.405 $1 .376.70.1 S2.411.110 ~Z..SIIJ.OOO u.o6J.t.o~fi I S2.60ol500 SJ.062.286 $3,635,044 ).986,737 1 $4,44\1,848 

IS7J4.~~5ll 565,745 S131.605 $4 8.584 S7)1!,1l7R $964..532 fSY I 4ro7 Jj 5784..531 S28 ,49 1 5974,291 s r.l69.458 1 51.1'27,044 

S5,45:Z.j)()B! ~.717.913 54,717,9 13 S4,717,1Jll $4,717.9tl s.t,717,91J 54717'llll >4.626,4.46 54,626.446 54.626,4-oiC. S4,626,4>16 I $)1 ,626.4~6 

$734 6951 so so so so S91,4671 so I so so l 

l nl'ru.>lMI<lUr< CusJs ror Silo ... ~ E"llilh•G Facll lty hnprnnm nl 

Buolrlin~ Cadr Rc.ll1 n Q7o,068 $312,076 1565.145 SJ~5.225 Sl41 761:. SI08.•0U $6.115 1.053 

Foeollrv Demotiuon Sl,300.000 
Sue lmpro,,m<uts SI,SSO,UOO SI,06S,OOO 

P111lans 51.025.000 S22S,OOO 
UUiity Upgnde Sl.050.000 51,000.000 
Wnter &. Sewer Upyrn.ck $675 000 Sl50,000 
RO!Id lmprovemenl.i 51.500.000 $450,000 

I S4.SI7..517 ssoo519 I SIJ 1.336 I S91.J06 I S35..142l so so r SZ7. •fX) I s l.ti1Jl.7M I SO so $0 1 SOl so 1 
I S5.1>46.S9•, Sl.OU0.649I SJ76.67o I Sll·t.l33 I S44_103 I sol sol S)3.K75 I S2,0711.ol54 I so so so I so I so I 

I De11p onJ Cnnungency 

I Suh G»LS 

l m.n-1.4811 SS,OOJ :14~ I Sft83..352 I $570,6641 S221 ~13f sol so 1 SJo9.J75 1 SIO.l'7.!.270 I sol tiD I sol so I sol 



OpUou 3, llcrnlioo I, MarkeL erotlu~ Cot"t.s, lUlu S Ul lul:nistruclu..., CIIS!$ 
C' R ,nus (!."\/f:h U~ 1908 l?9V zooo 11101 lJI02 2003 20114 211115 10116 211117 2UD 20()ij ~OJII 

l....:ao< Income S7~2.0!i0 StiC.7,050 S\I~,S2j SI ,04~,l?M Sl,l7•1,221 Sl..l'U!,O~I Sl.l7'1.7Jl S1.54.5,JJS Sl,'7\7,lll5 SI ,HY4,9<~1 $2,079.297 $2.270.270 12.468,049 

uml Sole• ln~uo•• .so so SD so 360,000 so s 0.0110 so $60,000 so S60.00!J so 560.000 

&1:cn•• Pu.-Through S7<l9.6:!7 S?I.O.l57 S612.510 $.564,681 SdS8,414 SjJ7,098 SS93,355 SOIJ,66J S669 47Q $72j,803 l7S2.!i!t3 $840. 177 569~,3 s $95'7,255 
Orltor Income so so $0 so so so $(1 su so so so so so so 

Total Gros. Rtv•nu• Sl -114,1lrl Sl,~88,206 51.507.612 SJ.nl.319 ..LJI .921.409 $2.053.39<· $2.21-l.al? Sl~2.~1~ S1.6n.624 12.979,474 $3, 168,615 53.485,304 

JL.ets. Voc"'9' k. Ctedll Lo;, I l460.m I m2.s60 1 rn7.317 l Sll7,420 I so l 10 1 $857.5991 mo.m I s 39.m 1 SS2JA¥ 1 S402.~S2 1 $276,4121 

I EITecLivc Grot:. Revenue I s9s3.~o• 1 S I 155.3<~61 s 1.2S0.2')d 1 s1.m,9oo 1 51..921,4091 S2,ll53.39t. I sl.:l57 ml st .751.9-W 1 5'2,038.089 1 12.456,03 I I $2,766. I 63 I S3,20 .8931 

sm 93S $.727.556 $11&5,634 5l.ll52.542 SI.08ol,ll8 Sl, ! 16,6>42 11,150 14 1 s l.(l2h..li93 .$604,097 .$444,443 $457,TI6 So17I.S09 
S30Q,OOO $305,976 $100,000 S6 9,74<1 S4!loi,OIIO 5<100.000 S6JI . I06 $100.000 ~720,000 1951 106 145•1.705 S740,Jao 

S l!l0.71J S200.35b $.2<10.712 S2 1.7SJ $287 . 1~1 S297.S~ 3'26~.7 ~ $1611,284 $135,356 $137 , 1~2 $138,927 

S9'2.000. $8<4,1>'10 STI,869 $'71.639 S65,908 S.S5,185 S51.321 S47.Ziti 139,964 $36.767 S33,1r'.S SJI,I1g 

690,000 $6.34,800 SS&-4,01 1537.295 $4!1.!,.3[ 1 $418,385 $384,91~ $1>1,121 S'l:!S,'791 S2U9,72S S275,7SO $253,690 .$233,395 

S~ t.SSI S396,n2 S:MU.005 $319.243 SIOI.JOO SD so s 53,070 SJOJ.070 $253,070 $203,070 SIS3,070 S !OJ,070 

S2,262,liJ'1 svso.oso $2.228..237 S2.95l.242 $2.436,85 12..553.27 I Sl,829 71~ S2.S93 ,9<17 5'2.352,953 :n.o ~>.143 $2,046,49[ 11,490.108 Sl.71 .201 

11 ' IISS· . trougb E>.p<n<es 
Mll1llt.enlll1,e&:. Mlllloaement S2Q3,2h.7 S242.78~ S281 •. SJ9 5'299,046 $339.377 S1'7&.127 S417,885 $429,874 S468,&24 $507.374 S5>1&,124 551!4.874 S623,624 $662,:174 

Uull tita S707.319 S60J,87 1 S365.4Sl $201.163 so so so so so so so :SO $0 so 
ln$urru&c< $29,934 S33.299 Sl6,909 $40,394 $41,635 $49.192 154,149 $58..987 St\4.803 $71.127 $78.007 85.50 1 193,569 SIO'i,579 
Pnymenl in Lieu ofTues $59,013 S70,481 S. I 737 $86,820 $98.529 $109.779 S12l.J21 SI2U02 5136,052 5147.302 1158,552 Sl69,1102 Sl81 ,052 $192,302 

Torn! ~!·Through Exp•uses S999.533 S950.4-l6 $76.5,637 S627.423 $482.541 S537,098 S593,355 S613.b6l .li66 A79 $725,803 S7R2,6S3 S840,177 189U4~ S957,255 

I S it<. & Facility R~nt Costs I s 12,021.34-l 1 SIZ,027,.3.14 I so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so l so l so l so 1 so 1 $01 so 1 so 1 

I Tot.ol Expuu. .. I StU89,076 1 Sl5,.127,8391 S2,99J.87d I n.m.66s 1 12,919.3991 $2.912,939! U.146.626 1 S3,563A2? I SJ.078,755 I s2.3ss.s>J 1 n,675,456 1 

I Total Rev<nu"' I SI.I:Z.S.052 I $1 155,346 1 s t.2so.29d 1 s 1.653.900 1 Sl,9l l ,409 1 un.m I 11.751.9441 s2,766,163 1 sJ.20s.s93 1 

I _l'<OI Before DoE Suhsidl .. I !S1.86U2211 !Sl.oi24.32Dll I 1 .~39.ltoll •. ~ 1.259.031111 1~1~.ll7l l IS~ ''),97'lJI (S2 .2Utt.l0'111 SI.J!6.8 1 IJI 1~30.63811 sm,6()<} I S5JJ,4371 

L OuE Subsldr DoglD llalnnoo so ! so l so l so 1 so l so 1 so l so 1 sol so l sol 
I so l so l 10 1 so 1 so l sol so l sol so l 

lluildm& Code Refit .$5,590,697 140.1.876 S•I36,3.JO S272,dll $38,38~ so so SIOR.400 $5.678. 11Jq so so so so so 
Foc&hcy DemoUoon so so so so S!l so so so so .so so so 
Sitt lntJIIOYCIIJCOIS $ 1.550,000 so so so so lO so Stl SIJ su so so so so 
Porklng $1,025,000 so so so so so so so so $0 so so so 
Utili&y Uppdc SJ.aso.ooo so so so so ~ w so so so \0 so $0 

W01er .& Sl!\..,r Uprrnodc $675,000 so iO so so so .so so so so so so so Stl 

Ro.od lmprov"'t1e.rlll SI..500,0C!O so so ~ so so so so so so so so $0 

I D""!l" ~lld Cnnun&"""l I: SJ.347.67~ I SIOI,ll~ I SIO'I,O~S I .6!!.106 SY,S96J .1.01 wl -rr,,roo I Sl ,d l9>f!i I SOl so I so sol sol 

Soil Cc.•ts RI!4.59J I sr26.524 I Sll6,)S6 I S8S,I33 $11.995-f sol so I SJJ.3"5 I s1n~ ~:v.l Sill SQ I so sol so 

I '\'alAI .lurr.>Jtnltturt C•.s~ I I .m.m C)6J I S632.6 1Q I Sb31 ,78l I S425.66ol I SS9,915 1 so 1 so I s169.m 1 ssm, tnl ~I so 1 su 1 so l sol 



O ptioil 3, llOl'lllion 1, Market Aluorpt iun, Low OperulhiH C(lliL<, und Split Tnl'm.llrullurt Co•L' 

Gro.<s n~-"""""' 1•)~7 1991l 1 ~9') 2UOH 2001 21102 21111.' 2110~ l iiiiS 201 1(, 211117 20UH lOU~ l 0\ 0 
Lewic l ncom~: t614.5b!l fl42,0~0 -- SM67.0SO S92J,323 SI.049.198 ll.l74.211 $1.32~.05~ SU19.71J S I,S•IS,3JH tt.717,015 S I,SO).l,94J $2,079,2')7 $2.270,270 $2,468.049 
Lru>d Soles Income so so so so so $60,000 so $(.0.000 so $60.000 so sw 000 so 560.000 
Expense Ptm, Throu ~h S799.627 S7(,U,J57 \6 12.310 $564,681 $>158,4!•1 S~J7,098 $593,.355 S613.661 So69.479 S725,803 $182.683 $840,117 $896.345 $957.255 
OlherlnC<Jme so so so so so so .$0 so $(1 so so so so $0 

Total Gross Jhvt.uue .\ 1.4 14,187 $1 .502,407 s 1,479.560 $1,488.206 Sl,507,6l:! S I ,77 I,) 19 S I ,'121 ,409 S1.05J.396 S2.114,817 ~2.502.818 $2,677,624 $2,979,474 S3.l6li,615 $3,485.304 

llcss: Vocam:y & Credn Lo~s I I S460.3S5j $4 13.644 I sJ5>~.3os 1 s332,s6a 1 Sl27.317 l s1 11,42o 1 sui so 1 S8H.599j S75co.m 1 Sb39.m 1 ss23.444 1 S402,m l s276.412 1 

S953,80 1 I !1.088.7631 Sl,t25,0J2 1 S I,IJ5.346j $1,280 .2~53,900 I $) 921,.10'-) I S2,0.S3.3% I St.357,2 18 l $ 1,751,944 I $2.03",089 I U.-1-56.011 I $2.766,163 1 $3..208.893 1 

0 E 1per~Un~ 1 xpenses 
MMCIC - Sulnnes & Beuefla S321,075 $330.707 ~340,628 $350.847 S36l.37J $.172.2 14 $306.704 SJI5,'.105 1325,J83 5335,1·14 $145,198 $355 ,554 S366.22l $377 ,208 

T ci\Jitltlmprovem~m A!Jowll!ce SJOO.OOO $105,976 SIOO.OUO $689,740 S~04.080 ~400,()()() $63 1 100 llOO.OOO $1.009.7~0 S124,08U S720.000 $95!, 106 S45•1 .70S S740, !SO 
f\ dministrntive $8~.285 59 1.071 $92.856 $94.642 S96.42S ~98,214 Sll l .7R5 Sl!J.Zl4 S8U·l2 $86,071 $87.499 SSS.928 $90.356 $9 ! ,785 
MorkeiTng SRO.OOO SG-1.000 SSt .200 So\0,960 $32.76.~ 126,2 14 $20.972 s-.10 .972 $20.972 $20,972 $20 ,972 $20,972 S20.972 $20.972 

Pror .. slonol Serv'""' $400,000 .S320,000 $256,000 52().1,8(1(1 S\63,840 St3 1.072 S104,853 SSJ,S$6 567.109 S67,t09 S67.109 S67,109 S67, 109 S67. l09 
Spnce Dsryin, Cos~ 5+1 1.55 1 S3<l6,72:2 SJ-10,005 $319.243 liOUOO 551,300 :!.0 so $353,070 S303 .070 S253,070 $203 ,070 S l53,070 s 103,070 
Tuuu Oporating E;<pcnses S1.631.91J 51.508.476 Sl . 180,6.90 s l 700,232 $1.1 ~9.789 SI,079,0 14 Sl ,t 45.424 l60l.977 S I.S60.0JI5 SU36,445 s 1,493,848 S I .686,739 $1 ' 152.433 S I ,'100,323 

p .•nss-Through CXlltn>'.S 

Mwou:rumco & MnnagemOlll S203,267 s-.142.789 S28U39 S'l99.Qol6 S3393TI SJ78.127 $4 17.885 .S.\29,87·' )468.~24 S507 374 $516, 124 S584,874 $623,624 S6~2.374 

Uull1ics $707.319 $603,871 5365,452 S201,163 so so so so so so so ~0 so so 
fn>Urn!IC< 529.91~ S3J,299 $36.909 s .. o.J9• S44,1il5 549, 192 S:54,149 558.987 SIW.803 S71 ,127 $78,007 s.&S.SO I l93,669 $ 102,579 
Pnymenl m Ueu o(To;~;c.: $59,0 13 S70,457 S8 1 ,737 $86.820 S98,:i29 $109,779 Sl21.32 1 Si~4,8a2 St36.05l Sl47.302 .S158,:i52 $ 169.802 Sl8 1.052 5 192.302 
T ota l 1'11ss-T hrough Exponses S999 .533 $950,446 S765,637 S627,423 ~82.541 $'137.098 $593,355 $6 13.661 S669A79 5725.803 S78l.68J S840,1TI S898,3d5 5957 ,255 

I Sit e & f:~c ili tl' Rem Cn&" I I s 12.027.344 I s 12.021.344 I so I so I so I s o I so I so 1 so I so l sol so I -~0 t 
s t4.-ls6 .;166 I Sl,946,32B I S2,J_7 .655 I 51,6423JO I 51.138.779 1 Sl.l i7639 I ~u1o.m I $2.27G.531 I $2 ,526,9 16 1 sz.oso.m 1 s2.3s1.s1s 1 

Sl.088,763 I s I 125,051 I •t 155,3d0 1 s 1.28o..294 1 $i.92 J.409 1 s2.05J.JJ6I s t.m .m I s2 .456.03 1 1 S2,76(i,163 I sJ.zos .893 1 

rs ll.3'l7 .soJJ! tSR;>i,noll iSt.tn.3101 f IS36t ,035l l ~1s2.6Jo 1 S835756J ($1,173.1171 1 S7l5 ,385 1 S85l.J I.! I 
so I so I sol .o I .so l 50! so 1 so l so I so t 

~I sol so 1 sol so 1 so 1 

lntrnstru£1 ur• usts for Silo 11 11 d Kxisling f'ndllly lmpcovem cnt 

Builui"I_ Cod• ~lie $5,591l,6Q7 H()oi,S7fi S436.340 S272,425 S38,384 S[l so $108,·100 S5.G78.1 1J-I so so so so so 
Puci lity Demolilion so so so so so 50 so so so so so so 
Site lmpnJ¥emen~< $1.550,000 so so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Parldng S I .D25,000 $0 $0 so SCJ so so so so so .so so $0 

U1jlity tJpJIIllde SJ,OSO,OOO so so so so $0 so so so so so so so 
Wntcr & Sewer Upgmde $675,000 so so so so so so so iO .so .so so so so 
Ro>d lmprovem<nl> s 1.500,000 so so so $0 so 10 w so l C so so so 

I ~i~n BDU Conungancy JL U.J47.67d I SIOI-~19 I SI09.085 I S68, 106 I $9.596 so I so $27.1001 Sl,41\1,5411 so S\1 so I so so I 
I Soft CoSI< II $4,1&4,59ll Sl:M,524 I Sl36,356 I S85 ,133l S t 1.995 so I so ~33.875 1 s_t,n4.~36 so so so 1 so so 

I Totllll.ufr:.su:udureCus u I I S20,922,91>4 I 5632.6t9 1 sest.7s t 1 $>123,6&4 1 ss9.975 1 so 1 so 1 s 169.375 1 ~.872,1781 so 1 so 1 sol so 1 so 1 



Option 3, lt~roUon 3, M<t r kct Absol"l' lion. I'>IMC IC OpernUng Custs, . .. ~ Comhln~d fnfro.tru~LUrc 

G R ~ss :<.rvruucs 1'197 19~H J~91J l tillll 20Ul 2002 2110.1 2110·1 20US 2 0Uit 211117 2UUR 21Jl)9 11110 

Le<uc lncomo S!i I ~.560 $742.050 S867,0.:l0 S9'1J,52.:l s 1,049.198 11.174.22 1 $l .ns,oso~ l1.379.7l J S 1.545,lJR S l ,717,tl15 SU94.114 1 $2,079,297 S2.170,l70 $2,468.049 

w~ SIIICll Income so so so $0 so S60,000 l\) S60.0IJO so $60,000 .so S60,000 so S60,000 

E~pen.oe PIWi-Through $799,627 S760,357 $612,510 S564,681 S458 . o!l~ SS37.098 $593.355 $613 .663 $669.479 $725.803 S782,683 S~40. 1 71 S898,JA5 $957.255 

Otho:r Income so so so so so so $0 so so so so so .so i O 

T ota l Gross Re•·en ue 51 ,414.187 $1.501.•07 s 1,479.560 1 1.488 ,206 Sl.S07.6 12 Sl ,771.3 19 $1.921.40') $2.053.396 $2.214,817 $2.502.818 $2,677.624 $2.979 ,474 $3.168.6 15 S3 .435,304 

ll...en: V~c""cy & Oe~u L<l« I S460.3&5 / $413.M4 I $354,508 1 SJJ2,860 I S227,317 / S ll 7,420 I so I so I SSS7.599I mo.m 1 S639.53S I S323,444l S402,452 I s276.411 I 

I EIIecliV(' G·ross Rrvcrm~ I $953.80 1 I $ 1,088,763 1 S l.l l5.05'l l Sl , l55.346 / S l ,280.294 l SI.C.SJ,900 I SJ,92 1,409 1 S2.U~ .J96 l Sl .357.11 2,038,089 1 5 2.456,03 I I $2,766. 163 I S3,20 ,893 I 
Operotin~ ltxpcns<s 

IMMCIC - Sllll!ne:: & Benefi t' S577.9j5 S'727.556 SRBS.634 SI .OS2.542 S I.084.1 1B Sl. l 1~ .642 $1.150.141 S1.026.693 S894.802 S754.07d S(/.)4,097 SM4.4.<13 S>l57,776 S47l.509 

ITeuont lmprovemCilt Allow:mce $300,000 1305,976 Sl OD.OOO S6B9.740 .$404,01!0 ~100,000 $631 , 10~ $100.000 s 1,009.7•10 S12.~.osn S'J20,000 $951. 106 $454,705 $740. 180 

Admmiurauve s 160,713 1200.356 $240.712 S2&UB3 $287 ,14 1 S292.498 $297 855 $266.784 :n.J4,9')8 1202.498 SJ69.284 $135.356 s 13? , 1 ~2 S13M,927 

Morkotlng S\!2.000 SB4.MO S77.869 $71.639 S65,908 :;al,6)6 $55.785 $51..32:' $47 .216 $43.439 $39,964 S36,1ti7 SJ3,82.:l S3 1. 119 

Prores3ion41 Serv1co:s S690.000 SG34 ,800 $584 .o 16 1537.295 $494.3 11 $·1 54,766 $418.385 SJS~.914 S354 12 I $325,791 $299,728 $275 ,750 1253.690 5213,395 

S once Dtnymg Co$!$ $441.55 1 S396,722 .S340,005 S'319,24J SI UJ.)OO S51.300 so so S353 .070 S303 ,070 '25.3 .070 $203.070 S I 53.070 S l03,070 

T utnl OponHIJIIt E 'p•11ses S2,262 . 199 $2.,~50,050 S2..22l!.237 $':!,95 :2 ,242 $1.436.858 $2_175,841 S2.553.27 1 SL829.712 $:1..893 9~7 S~US2,953 S2..086. J43 12,046,49 1 $ 1.490.108 S I ,7 18.10 1 

PIISS-Tl truuAh Exp•ru"'" 
Maintennnc• & MMol!"l'l"n• $203..267 $242,789 Sl8J.SJ9 $299.046 $339,377 $378. 117 ~17,865 5429,874 S-168,624 S507,J74 S546, 11A SS84,S7-I $62.3,624 $662.374 

Uulltics 5707,319 S603.87 1 $365 .452 $201 , 163 so so so so so so so so $0 $0 

1n=ce S29 .~34 SJJ.2qq S36 .909 $40,394 $44,635 !l.49, ! 92 $54, 149 $58.987 S64,SOJ $7 1, !27 $78,007 $85.501 S9J,669 $ 102.579 

Poyrnem in Lieu u[TIU<el S59,013 $70.487 $81;7'37 sso.S20 $98.5 29 $109,779 Sl2 1,321 $124,802 $136,052 s 147.302 $158,552 s l69,aoo $ 18 1.052 S l 92,302 

Total P ass-Through E'xJtenSI!$ 5999.533. $950.446 S/65 .637 $627 .423 $482.541 $537.098 S593,355 S61l.b63 $669.~79 $725.803 $782.661 58<10.177 $898,345 $957,255 

. . 

T otal • ~~"'"'"' S1.161.7J2 I Sl JU0,496 1 S2,993,1l74 j S2 .912.93Y I S3, 146,626 I 52.44).)75 1 S3,563.-l27 I :no78.75s 1 $2.R6U27 1 s 2.s86 .669 1 12.388.553 1 S2.675,456 I 
S953.801 I S1,088.76l I SI,J:b,0521 Sl ,b53.900I 51 ,921,409 1 st.tJs3.JYb 1 Sl.357 m! S I.751,Q441 s2 .o:l.~ .o89 1 s2.456.031 1 S2,766, 163 I ~.208. 893 1 

IS2.Jn? .!.HI 11 tS~.l i 1,73311 iSI.b61J,8l.2il (Sl ,:!-59.0391! ts t.ns.217 1l !S18Y,<l79l l 1 52 .~06 • .dJ'I •I I I l~b. 11)1 1 !.~}I),T.IK,ll (~3().618) 1 S377.609 1 S533,437 I 
DoE Subsld v D!£iu llolancc S9 .000.000 I $2.611514 1 so 1 !iO I so l so 1 so I so 1 so 1 so 1 so I 

$':! .211.7331 so 1 .so l so l so 1 so 1 s o 1 

Jn(111Slrudu ro Cwts fur Site <lll d E~l.rtln ~ FacUl ty ln1pruvcmtw t 

Bullrling Code Rdit SS,590.o97 $404,.876 S4J6,340 1272.~25 138,384 so so \108,4()') S.S.678 , 194 so so so so so 
Facility DemoliTion $2.700.000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Sitt lmprovemenli s 1.550,(J)J $4, 145,000 so so so so so .!00 .so sa ~0 so so so 
PllfkmR S I ,02.5,000 S l.725.000 so so so $(1 .so so so so so so so $0 

llti illy U~gnde 53,050.000 $2.025.000 so w so $0 $0 so so so so so so so 
.. 

Water & Sewer Up,rnde $1'>75.000 S l 675,000 so so so $0 so so so so ~0 so so so 

Road Improvement> Sl..SOO,OOO $3.125,000 $0 so so so so SCI $0 $0 so so so so 

I 
Des! go ond Conun~enty 

I I sJ.J47.67~ 1 $3,949,969 I SI09,08sT S~8 . 10b I S9.596l SU J so rn 1001 Sl 4 1~ .549_1 so_! sol so I .so so 
Sort Cosu S4,184.5'13 I S4,937.46J I $136.356 I s8s. m I S11 ,995 I Sll so sJJ.sn I .SI.774 .4J6l so I so so I so s o I 

I Tolall.! tfrru;l.ructure Costs I I S':lo.9u.964 I 124,68'1.>06 1 s.681.781 1 S42M64 1 S59.97S I so 1 so I SI69.37S I ss._sn.1111 1 so l so 1 so 1 so I so l 



(J)IIJOII - , ll tnlllun 4, ~lurkot i\h<orp!ion, J '''' Or<n>IJH~ Cu>ls. uud C..mhiurd Iurru.,trur.!ur" 
Gro55 Rev•nues 1997 1?98 1?99 101111 2110 1 ::!U02 2Q03 !011-l 1(1US 20116 111117 li)IIH lll ll'J 2010 

wse !t~eome S61-1.560 S742.050 $867.050 S923,525 s 1.049. 198 11.174.221 s I,Jzg,o5-l Sl.l79.7JJ '1.545,338 Sl.717,UI5 S I ,894.941 S2,tm.197 12.270.270 S2,468,049 
L.nd .Sal"" Income so .so sn so $0 ~60,000 so S60.000 50 160.000 so $60,000 so S60.000 
Expen•• Pass-nu-ough $799.~27 $7110.357 $612,510 $564,68 I $458,414 $537,0?8 $.593.355 S61J.6G3 $669.479 S725,803 S7R2.68J S840,177 S898.345 $957.255 
Other Income so so so so $0 so so S!J sa so 'll $0 so so 

TntaJ Gross Htvenue $ 1.414,187 $),502,~07 Sl,o\79.560 ll-488,:!06 Sl.S07,612 Sl,'771.319 S1,921.409 52.053.396 S2.214,ft l7 S2,502,81 H 12,677,624 S2.979 ... 7J SJ,i68.615 S3,485,30.1 

luu: Vocnncy & Cn:dit l.os• I I s460.385 1 $413 .644 1 S354.508 I S332,860 I $227,3171 Sll7,4.l0 I so l so 1 s857.S9\l 1 mo.87J I SGJ9.S35 I s523.4« 1 $402,45< 1 .S276,4t21 

I E ITtctive Gross Revtnue I I s95J,so l 1 s 1.088.763 1 $1.12S.OS2 j S l .l55.346 1 S l.280,29d I Sl ,653,900 I S1,921,409 l U.053.3961 SI,J57,2 1& 1 $1 751.9441 S2.038,0B9 I s2.456.0)1 I sz.766.163 1 s3.208.s93 1 

Opcru tlng E•1oc.nso:s 

MMCIC - Slllaries & Benefits 5321,075 SJ30,707 S340,628 $350.&47 SJ6 1.373 1372.21~ SJ06.70.1 SJI5.905 $325.383 5335,144 S:\45.198 S355,554 S366.22 1 S377.208 

Tonont T.mprovt~nent A llowo,nl:<! SJOO.OOO $305.976 $100.000 1689.740 S4CM.OSO S·IOO.OOO $031.106 S IOO.OOO Sl.009.7110 S724.080 sno.ooo $951,106 S45-1 .705 $740,180 
Admin,.srmti ve Sr.!/;!85 $9 1.071 S92,856 S94,642 $9(>,428 S9S,2lJ S81.7115 SSJ.21-I ~IW.b42 S8M71 187.499 1 88.928 $90,356 .$91 ,785 

Markeung SSO,OOO $64.000 S51.200 $40.960 $32.76~ l26.214 S20,912 $10.972 S20.~72 $20.972 s1o,m SZ0.972 S20,972 S20.912 
Professoanul Services $400.000 S320,000 $2.56.000 S20ol,800 s 163,840 $131.07:! StCM.SSS S83.886 S67.109 $67. 109 S67.109 $67.109 S67.109 $67.109 

Sp""" C:11'T'1 1n~ Costs SJ41.55 1 SJ%.722 $340,005 $3 19,241 l10l.301) ~5 1.300 so so $353,070 $303,070 S"..53,070 S203,070 .S.I53.070 ~103,070 

Total O pernting Exp.nsc:s ~1.63 1 .911 s 1.508.4 76 s 1.180,690 $1,700.232 Sl.l59,78'9 SI,•J79.014 s 1.1·15,424 ~603.977 ~ 1.~60.915 $1,536.445 ~ 1,4!13,848 51,6&6,739 s 1,152.433 S l,400,323 

P nss·Througll ExpfllSes 

Mtuntenauce & Mttntt~cmtnl S203,267 $242,789 S281 ,539 S299.CM6 $339,377 S378.127 S4!7,8K5 1429,874 S-168.62~ SS07.37_1 $546,124 $584.874 S62J.624 $662.374 

Utlliu~s S707,3 19 S603,871 $365,452 $201,163 so so so so so so so so so so 
Insurnnce S29.93•1 $)3.299 $36.'l09 S40.39J $44,635 $49 192 S54.149 $58.987 SG4,803 S7l , J27 S78.007 .$85.50 1 S93,669 s 102.579 
Poymentln Lieu of Toxes $59,013 $70 ... 87 $81.737 $86.8~0 $98.529 .SI09,779 s 121.321 $124.802 5136,052 S!47,J02 $158,552 $ 169,802 SI81,0S2 s 192.302 

[Total Puss·T hrouglo E:<pcn~es 5999.533 S950,ot~6 $765.637 S627.~23 5482,541 S537,098 $~93.3~5 $613,663 $669,~7\1 $?25,803 1782.683 S840,177 S898.J45 $957,255 

.. l, ' j' , . 
S ole & I aclloly Rdit CosL< so 1 so 1 so l $01 so l so so ID so l so 1 so 1 so I ~o I so l 

S2,63 I ..1•1•1 I S2.45S.922 I sl.946,Jls 1 S"2.327 ,655 I s r ,642.330 1 $1.616.112 51,738,779 ~ 1.217,63~ S2.5JO,J95 I sz.m.24s 1 :n.z76,531 1 U,526,916 1 U,050.778 I S2.357 .578 I 

ToW Rl!!venues. s953.so l 1 s t.oss.763 1 SI,J25.052I Sl,l55,346l s uso.294 1 Sl.fl5.3.900 SI.921.40<J $2,053.396 SJ,.l.S7.218 I S2.03R 089 I S2,456,031 I S2 766, 163 1 S3.20S,S93 I 

tSI .077.fo·l'll I~ I.J70.159)1 tS8~ 1.~7~Jl I 1,171.31011 15362,035)1 537.788 182,630 Sill 756 •Sl.IT\.177ol ts~8.4~·~ 1 (570.88. 11 s7t5.385 1 "illT:lli] 
S9,(XXJ,QO() I n .32.2.357 I ss.952.t9s I ss .130.92? I n.9s8.612 1 $3,596.577 $3.596,577 S3.59b.577 I 1.9t3.097 I Sl.674.654 I Sl.603,7691 St.t\03,769 1 

st.6n 643 1 Sll70, 1591 Sl 1'12,310 I $162.,03 I so 1 so Sl.l7l, l771 s~1o.JO<l 1 Ho.m l so I so 1 

E.xblang Facilit)' Impnw ment 

Building Code Rdit 55590.691 S40ol,876 $436.:140 $27'2.,425 S38.38~ so so SIO&AOO $5,67:, .194 ~0 so so $0 so 
F:acitlly DeonolltJon S2,700.000 so so so so $0 so .so $0 so so so so 
Site lmproverncnu 51,550.000 )-l.t ~5.000 so so so so so lO \0 so so s.o so so 
Parking 11,025,000 Sl.725.UOO so so so _jn so so so so $0 so so so 
Uullty Upgn.J... 

W•ter & Se"' er Unnde 

_!J.OSO,OOO S2,025,000 so so so so so so so so su so so -~ 
S67S.OOO Sl ,675,000 so so so so so ~0 so sn so so so so 

Road Improvemen<S Sl.500.000 $3 125,000 so so ~0 so so so \0 so so so $0 so 
D<.S1g11 oud Conun~cncy q.>•7.67• 1 S3.949 96!J SI09.085 I S68,l06 S9.596 so ~o I S27.too I S I,41'J.~4Q su 1 SOj_ so so so 

Sort Cosu s~ tllot.S9J I s-1.931.·161 s 136.356 I S&5.133 I 111.~95 .so so I S3J,875 I SI ,77•1Al6 so I SOJ so so so 

I .SZll.922.904 I S~4,6S7,J(I61 s6st.7RI 1 So;2S.6~ I ss9.97s 1 so 1 so I SI69J7S I SU72.17M I sol so 1 so 1 so 1 \o I 



Opl u 11 3, Iter" !lou 5, Ueiaycd f\hsorpllon, MMCl C 0 l<rnllrogSust•, aHol Spilt l u [ra<lnocluro Cu>L• 
Gros< Reven11•s ~~~7 ~~~X I~Y~ 2011\J ~ !lU I 1 (102 2111)3 111114 211115 21lll(f !OU7 20llll 2011~ 20 10 

L=e lncome S-484.560 1544.560 $6()4_5.1i0 $867,050 S I,043.996 Sl.l i ·l.221 Sl.J28.054 SI.J79.733 SU45.33B Sl.717.015 Sl.~9~.941 S2.079.: 97 $2.170.270 li.46S,Ool~ 

l."nd SJII:l Income so so so so so S60.01JO ~0 S60.000 so $60,UUO so $60.000 so $60.000 

E'pen$6 Pa.r Through S757.403. $696.2 12 S527.l53 S5J4.0ol5 $456,447 $537.098 $593.355 $6 13.663 5669.479 $725,803 $782.683 $840,177 SS98.345 .$957.255 

Ol!oet Income so so so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Tolnl GI'<ISS Revenue S l .241 .963 Sl ,240.772 Sl.l31..813 $ 1.4! 1.095 Sl.500,443 $ 1 ,771 ,3 1~ Sl .92 1.409 S2 .053.396 $2,21~.gl7 $2.502,818 $2,677,1>24 12,979.474 S3,168.615 SM85.304 

!Len· V.nCllncy k Crrdit Lass I I m4.7ss 1 s587,415 1 ssss.~Q9 1 $382.558 1 $231.895 j sl l7.42o 1 so I so 1 S857.S9'l I S7S0,873 J sG39 .. m I sm.4-l-' I S402..,t52 1 $276.4 12 1 

0 E Jperal oe. ~XJlenses 

M MCIC · S11huies tL Beoefi u S.577,93> S727,556 S835.1'i:l<l SI ,052,S4:C Sl.OR-4,1 18 S l ,l 16,642 $1,150.1~ I Sl.!l26.69l S894.802 S754.074 S604.097 Sli44.~4J 5457.776 $47 1,.509 

Tonllllt lm"rovcment Allownnce S144.000 ll44.000 S IM.OOO S I .074.536 S289.JSO $248,080 S469,130 H44,000 $I.J9d,536 $609,180 S56R,080 S789. JJO $~98.705 S l .ll4.976 

A~m1ni~tmtlve s 160.713 S200.J.56 $2~0.712 S28l.783 S287,14 1 S292.498 $297.855 1266.78-1 $234,998 $202.498 $169,284 SI35,J.56 $137.142 $138,927 

Morketing 592.000 SS4.640 $77,869 S71.639 S65,908 S60.636 155 7!!5 SSl.322 $47,216 543.439 $39.964 $36,767 S33,S25 $3 1,119 

Professional Services S690,000 $63u.800 $584.016 $537 2'J5 ~494.3 11 $•154,766 $418.385 5384.9 1~ $354,121 n25,7Q l S299.728 $275.750 $2.53,690 $233.395 

Spocc Crurying Costt S55 1,27 ! S.56J.404 S56 1 ,.)47 $366,908 SI03,340 $51.300 so ~0 1353.070 $303,070 P-~3,070 S203.070 s 153,070 s 103.070 

T ollll O ji<Tutlug lhlJ•ns"" S2.215,919 $1,354 ,755 $2.•193.778 $3,384,703 $2.323,99& S2.223.921 .S2..J91.295 Sl.S73.71~ $3,178.743 $2,23~.053 $ 1.934.22.3 $J ,884,515 s 1.534,208 $2,102.997 

Pnss·Through Expetl6es 

Mrutut!!nance & Mana.g~mc:ml s 162.967 ~ 1 8 1.567 noo.t67 l S281.539 S337,796 SJ7~.127 $4 17,8!5 So;29.d7~ .$468,624 $507.374 ~541>,124 $584,874 $62.3.624 S662,374 

Uuliue• 5707,319 1603.871 s 365M2 I $20 1, !61 so so so so $0 so so so so $0 
ln.sun:tm:e $29,154 ffi. !l~ S3:!,33.i I S~0,055 $4J,605 S49, 192 5.54.149 5.58.987 S64.80J $7 1, 1::7 $78.007 $85,501 )93,669 s 102.579 

Payment in Lieu of TiiJ(es S47.J 13 S52 713 S58,113 1 \ 81.7J7 $98,070 SI09,779 Sl21.32 1 s 124.8_02 s 136,052 $147,302 $ !58.552 S 169.8U2 518 1.052 $19 2,302 

Totul Pa£S·ThrouRl• Exp•o.scs S9d6.753 5870.265 S659.066 I 5604.494 S~80.•171 $537,098 $591,355 S61J.66.l 5669.~79 $72.5.803 S7S2,6~3 $840,177 $898.345 5957.255 

Sli & Fac11lty R•OI Costs I I s 12.027 .JM I s I 2.027 .344 I so I so 1 10 I SO! so 1 so 1 so 1 so I $0 I so 1 so l so 1 

T olol E:tpen5cs I I SJ5,J90,016 1 s1s.2su64 1 53.152.845 1 53.989,197 1 S2.76l.Ot9l s3.948.m 1 s2.963.ss5 1 s z .716.907 1 sz.na.693 1 2.,432.553 1 1J,060,m 1 

s667.m 1 s6s3.m 1 s 6 .314 1 51.028.537 1 SI.65J,900 I sl.lS7.m l SJ.751.944J S2.!l38,08Q I S2.766,t6.3 1 u2os.89] 1 

I (SI-1.522.83911 IS I4-'>9'J.m7l l (Sl.I>0<'>.531 11 JSl.~t.ll.o6tl l !Sl.I 07.11Yii ISI.O.il.241lj IS431.'179ll 1 l.WJ()(l~ l~ il>L21 .<~I ~'1 ! I $678,818)1 $1 48,64 I I 
s9.ooo.ooo 1 )0 I so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so l so 1 so 1 

so 1 so 1 so I so I so I so I 

Bwldioe Code R•nt S5.590.697 $40-1.&76 S4J6,3JO 5272.42.5 $38.18~ so so s 108,400 S5.678,l94 so so so .so so 
Fad lity Demolnion so so so 50 so so so so $0 so so so 
Site ln•provements 5 1.550.000 so ~0 so $0 so so so so so so so SD so 
l'arldng $1.02.5.000 so so so $0 so so so $0 so so so so 
Uti lity Up!lfild.e !>3.050.000 so SIJ so $0 so so so so so so 50 $0 

\Voter & Sewer Upj[ffiJe S675.000 so so so so 50 so $0 $0 so $0 so 50 so 
Rood Improvements .n.soo.ooo so ;n ~u so so $0 so so so so $0 so 

I DeSI!\'n ond Conungency I I SJ . .J47.67d I J.IOI 219 1 SI09.085 I S68,10b S9.591i I so so I >.!7, lllCl I $1.~111,5491 so I SO L so lO so 
I SoftCo<ts J I SJ.IS-1.593 I SI16..)2J I s J]6,JS6 I SS5.13l Sl1.995l so SO l S33,0'5l Sl 774.4361 so I so 1 so I so iO 

I i'-"' Tolltl L1Cr:tslructure Costs II S20,922 96-t I ~632,6191 S681 ,7SI I S4256641 l59.975] so 1 so 1 st69,:ml sun.ml sol so 1 sol .~o I so 1 



llpllun .l, H•nlf inu G, Dt i"Jiutl Ab uqJ!Ion. l uw Op.,.,tln~ C osl.'<, .mol Split lni MLIInlth.trc Cu.ta 
Gross Rt!ve:ruu:s 1997 199~ 1999 20110 ~Oill 20U2 10\)J 2UU4 2005 2UU 6 'LIIY7 2UU8 2U09 20111 

Lease lnC~>me ~4~4,51\0 S544.500 $60<1,560 $867,050 $1,043 ,996 Sl,l74;12 1 $1.328 ,054 $1.379,733 s 1.545.338 ~1.7 1 7,015 11.8~4.941 S2.079.297 5'2.270,270 .S2A68.049 
L:Jnd $~ lnCOI)\e so so so so so sc.o.ooo so S60.000 so ~60,000 $0 S60.000 so $60,000 
Exponl~ P:a~-1lvough S75?A03 $696,212 l527.253 S5"4,0-l5 S456,447 .$537,098 S59J,l55 S613,663 S669 ,479 S725,KQ] .$182,683 5840. 177 5898,345 $957 .255 
Otluo: Income so $0 so $0 so so so so so so so so so so 

Tolll l G ro~ Rrmruue s 1..24 1.963 .S I ,240.772 Sl,l31.~ 1 3 l l .'l 11,0<)5 s 1,500.443 SI,T/ 1,3 19 SJ,92 1 ,409 S2,053.396 S2,214 ,817 S2.502.818 S2.677.624 I' S2,979,47 4 13, 168 ,61 5 SJ,485,304 

!Less: VociUicy & Credl1 Lo« I I $57.1,785 1 ~587,435 1 S58!i,49Y I S3!l2,S5& 1 rn 1.s9s 1 Sll7,420 I so 1 ~o I $857,599 1 mo,m l S6W .. m I $523.444 1 $402.4521 s 276.4 12 1 

~---Krn_e_c_tl_ve_G __ ro_s_s_R_e •~·~""~·--~1 ~~~S~~~7~1~77~I ___ S~6~5=1-~lJ~?~I~S=5~·1=6J~I4~I ~S~I~,02~8,~J~37~1~S=I~2~6=8~~~~ ~S=I~.6~5=3·~~='~I~\=1~,9=2~1.~409~I~n~,0=5J=.3~%~I~S~1=.J=S7=,~=1~8~1-=S~I.~75=1~,9~4~4~1-=S=2~.0=38~,0=8~Y~I-=$=2.=4=56=,0=~~~~~~S=2 -~76=6~,1~6=1~I~S3=20~B~,8~9~3 I 
0 E prntm~ · xpeoscs 

M.MC!C • Snlttrie! & Benefits S321.075 $3~0.7117 S340,628 $350,847 S36 1.373 .Sl72.214 $30t>,7~ 53 15,905 $325.383 S335.144 .$3ol5.198 $)55 ,554 $366.221 $377,208 

TenllJlt lmpm,.,rnt:nt Allowance $144,000 $1<14,000 S J•l4 .000 Sl,074,536 $289,180 $248,080 $469,130 $144.000 S I ,J<J.t ,536 $.609,180 J568,U~O $789. 130 $498,705 $1.124,976 
Admmistrauve $89,285 S91.07 1 S92,856 $94 ,642 $96,428 S98,2 14 SKI.78S S8J.114 $84,642 $86,07 1 l87,499 $88,928 S90356 $9 1,785 
M>l'~Ung S80,000 S64,00-J $51 .200 $•10,960 S32,768 n6.2 14 $20,972 ~20,972 $20.972 $20.972 S20,972 .S20.9'72 120,972 S20.972 
Prcfnssionol Service> $400,0()() S320.000 s-'..56.000 S204,800 $16:l,M40 $131,072 $104,858 $83.886 S67, l09 $67,109 S67,109 S67 ,109 S67,109 S67,109 

Sp= Wln'yina Cons S5~1.27 1 1563,40<1 S56U~7 l366,908 $ 103 ,340 S51.300 so so $353.070 ~303,070 $253,070 1203,070 S 1 S3,1J70 $ 103 ,070 
Total Opor.Hi.ug EX)JCIU<S $1,585,63 1 $1.513 ,182 $ 1,446,232 12.132,693 SJ.046,929 $927,094 S9&3.44ft $647 ,977 S2.245.7! I $1.42 1.545 Sl.34 1.928 s 1.524.763 s 1.196,433 Sl.785,1 19 

rnss-Th rough Expe.rues 
M;unt.onnoce & Mnnogement $162,967 SU1.567 5200.167 S2~1.539 S337,796 $378,127 $4 17 ,885 S42.9.~'7·l ~68.624 5507,374 $5-1 6,124 $584,874 S623.624 ~662,374 

Uti li ties S707 ,31 9 $603.871 $365,<15 2 $2.01 ,163 so so so 50 so so so so so so 
I BiiUGlilt:'e $29,154 $32.1 14 15.35,334 $40,055 $44,60.'> s-19,192 154,14\1 158,98"1 S6~.80l tl1 ,127 S78.007 $85,50 1 $93,669 $ 102 ,579 

Poyrnem m Lti:!J of T.u .. $47.}13 S52,713 S58, 11 3 S8 1.737 $98,070 SI09,719 $12 1.321 Sl2d,S02 SIJ6,052 $ 147.302 s 158.552 s 169,802 $18 1.052 $ 192,302 

Tota l P35S· Th rough Ex]>onses S9J6.7H S8"10.265 $659,066 $60<1.494 S480,471 S.S37,098 $593.355 5613,6/iJ S669A79 S/25 ,803 $782,683 S&4.0. 171 SS9U45 $957,255 

' ' S ole & Fbcohl • Rdll Cost$ so 1 so I so I $0 so I so I $0 j $0 I . so I 
S J .t.~ I 0,790 I s2.1os.29s I S2.737, 1 7 1 >~.s21 ,)99 1 $1,4Gol,l\12 1 S I ,576,803 s l .261.639 I $2,9 1.5.19 , 1 $2 ,1 47.348 1 S2,124.6 11 1 l:/.,364.940 1 $2 ,M4,778 n.742 ,374 1 

$653.337 1 $546,314 1 s1 ,26s..s4s 1 SI,6B,900 I 1 1.91.1,409 $2,053,396 [ Sl.357,2l I SI,7SI.944 1 52.o1a.os9 1 $'2,456,03 I I $2,7~. 1 63 n , os.s93 1 

f5l3 757A5·11! {S 1.558 ,911>CII t$ 1,70il.ri511 l IS258.852JI s 1s9.1os I 134 ,606 S79 J.756 1 1~1557.91:11 1 1$3115,oiC>-i) l i!.~l'>5l~l l S9 1,091 1 $67 1.385 s 466,s Js I 
so I so 1 so 1 so 1 sol so so I .so I sol so 1 .\o I so so I 

S9 ,000,000 I so 1 so 1 so 1 so l so sa 1 $01 so I so 1 so l so so I 
Snbsldy Carry-O•er so l so 1 so I 50 

T:oL.·\l .Reve nu e 

c= Nel l ncomo/(LIJSII) 

lnfrnstru<turo Cosls for Site <u> ~ > rtlng Fu cllll~ Impro\orn•nt 

Building Code Rdit $5,590,697 $404,B76 $436.340 S272.425 SJB3%4 so ill $106.400 15.~78. 194 so so so so so 
Fnc11i1y DemuhtiDil so so so $0 $0 so so so so l.O so 10 
Site lmprovemenl.> Sl,550,000 so so so so so so so w so so so so so 
Porktng SI.O"..S,OOO so so so so so so so so so so so so 

U!i li ty Upgrade $).050,000 so so so $0 so so $0 so so so so so 
Wrtt.ol & Sewer Upgr.ulc sc.75,000 so so so so so so 10 so so so so so so 
R1>aJ fmpro\'W\ents ~ 1.500,00(1 $0 lO $0 so so so so so so so so so 

DesiJ!.O ond Conllnl!"ucy II SJ ,347 ,674 I SI01,21\I I SlOil.O!iS ~6S.l06 S9.s9G I so I so I l27,100 1 S l ,4\~,S••I so I so 1 so so so 
SoH Co"• II SU&4.5'1J I Sl~b.524 I $13b..lS6 $65, 13.) S lt.Q~5 I so 1 so I SJJ.875 I s 1,77•1 ,436 so I so ~0 so so 

Tota l lnrrn•lnlc.lure Cosls I IL..::S2~0:,.:.9c::22!::.9.::.:64::...li_...:S~6::.:J2:::.6~1.::,.9 .!..1 _:S::::68:::,:.,.L 7:..:B~t..._I_.:._S4:;:25;::,·::::M:::...L4 1 _...:15=9.c::_97~5JI _ _ ___:SO~I _ _ _ so~I_.:-_S.:,:I6::o:9.:'..3.:.:?5:...l.__.,1i::::S·,::,R7:..:l::..:· 1_'78·~:....t...l __ ......,:::$O:....L.I __ __:S:::..O -'-1 ----=s~o.l.l __ __:s:;:.o.J..I __ ___:s~o I 



'JpLluu 3.JiornUun 7. Orl~ytd ,\l••oquiuu, MMl'lr. 0 '"' utiJ•g C•"'"• uoul Cotuhoutd LJ[rtUiru<llmc 
Gro.., lkvonud 1')~7 1~~8 )99Q ZOUtl 2\10 1 2002 21111) 2011-1 20115 2011(t 21107 2U08 2009 21110 

Lo:u< ln~om< ~4114,560 SS-14.560 S604.560 S867,050 s 1.0<13.996 Sl.l74.221 ~I .32~.05·1 Sl.379.733 s 1 .5~5.338 $1.717,015 .\UY4.941 $2.079,297 $2,270.270 $2.468,049 

Und SDJoJ Income so so so so $0 $60,000 w S60,000 su $60.000 so $60,000 so $60.000 

Expe~Li< PIISS-lbmugh $757.403 $696,212 S527.253 $544.045 ~51>.447 S537,098 S393.35S S613.663 S669.479 $72H03 S782,6SJ S840, 177 $898,3·15 $957.2.55 

Other lncnme so so $0 so so SCI w 10 so so SO w so ~0 

Totol Gross R•••nue Sl ,241.963 s 1.2•10,772 $ 1,131.8 13 $1.411.095 $1,500,443 $1 ,771.319 .$1.921.-109 $2,053.396 S2.21·1.817 S2.502.~ I~ $2,677,624 5:!.979.474 $3,168.615 SJA85,304 

!Leu· YLICUo<y & Cm:lh Lou II m4.ml sss7.43s 1 .5585,4991 $382,5581 $1..31,&951 .$117,4201 so 1 so 1 $.&57.599 1 s7so.m I S6J9,S35 1 S523,444 I 54o2.m 1 S276,4 U I 
I lirfcctlvo G ro>.< Revontn II S667 m 1 S65J,JJ7 I .S546.J I41 Si.Ol8.537 1 s 1 ,26s,.s.~s 1 s 1.6>1.!100 1 Sl.921.409 j S:!.053,J9o I SJ,l57.m 1 .SI,7SI.944 1 S2.U3R,089 I 52,456,o3t 1 $2,7~. 1 63 1 S3.20S.893 I 

O p onuJn g Kxponsos 

MMCIC · Snlarie:; &. Beru:fit< $.577,935 S727,556 SS85.6l4 \1.052.542 S1,0811, 118 Sl,l 16.64l Sl.150,141 SI.026.693 S894,802 S75·1,074 S6Q.I,097 J-144,443 $457,776 S47J,509 

T011BRt lrtll'_rovemcnt AllC)wanCll SJ4.4.000 Sl.t4,000 $14>1,000 !>1.074.536 $289, 180 S24S,Cl80 $469, 110 SI.W,OOO Sl J94.536 $609.180 SSI\8,0&0 S789,1JO !.498,705 s 1,124,976 

Admimstrnlive Sl60,7 13 li200.356 $240,712 5281.783 ~2.87, 1 41 s:!92.498 ll97,S55 $26li,784 S234.998 $202.498 $169,284 SI3S.J56 s 1.37,142 Sl38.927 

Marketing S92,000 SS4,(>'~0 S77.869 S71,639 S65,90S S60.6~6 555.7!!5 S51,32l $47.216 S.;3,439 S39,964 $36,767 S33 ,825 S31.119 

Proresllonnl Servicor S6'i0,000 Sb34,800 \584,016 $537 l95 $494,311 $454,766 $418,385 $384,914 S354.121 512~.791 $299,728 5175,750 S253,690 $233.395 

S pnce Cnrrym~ Cosu I ~551 ,271 S563 .40ol $561,547 B66,90S SIOJ.340 SS I.JOO so so $353.070 .S303,07!J SL.S3,070 5203.070 Sl53,070 5103.070 

Total Oporutlug EXJ,~nses I S2.215.,Q J9 52.354,755 $2,493,776 SJJS-1,703 S2.323 Q98 $2.223,92 1 S2,3QI.295 ~ 1,87J.712 D,l78,N3 S2.13R.l)53 s 1,934,223 $1.81Yl,.SI5 $ 1.534.208 52,102,997 

T PASS· hruua• £xp•n5"'1 

Mnintenonce & Mormgenwu 5162,967 5181567 $200.167 5281.539 S337.7% S37S . Il7 5411.885 S429,874 S468.624 S$07.374 $546,124 $584,874 5623,624 $662.,374 

Utilltie, 5707,319 $603,871 S365,.J52 5201,163 so so so so so so so so so so 
ln>urnnce S19, J54 S32. 1JJ $35,334 $40,055 $4'1.605 $49,19'1 .554, 149 $58,987 $64,803 $71,127 sn.U0'7 $85.501 $93,669 $102,579 

Pnymontm Lieu of Tnxes $47,313 152.713 $58. 113 56 1.737 S9S.070 SI09,77Q $121.32 1 S124,802 $136,052 5 147,301 SIS8,.5S2 s 16q.so2 S I8 J,052 SJ92,302 

Totnl Pll,>S-T h rouAb Exponses 5946,753 $870 ,265 $6.59 .066 $6().1.494 $480.471 S5J7.098 s.5,3,JSS 56 13,663 S669,479 S725.803 $782.683 $8-40,177 S89~,345 $957 ,255 

I Sltt & Facility Hent Costs I I so l so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 so I so I so 1 so 1 so 1 so 1 lO I so I so l 
I Totnl Execnscs u . t62,tm 1 ~J,m.roo 1 - ' S3.94R.223 I $2,963,855 I 12.7JG.907 I $2,724.693 I S...432,S53 I $3,060,252 I 

SJ,357,21H I $1.751.944 1 $2.038,089 1 S2AS6.031 I S2,766,16 3 1 13,208, 931 
ISUII,YIJ)j ($:!68.66211 U33,609 1 Sl43,64 1 I 

sol .so I so 1 sol 
so 1 wl sol 

ln1r.lstrucluro Costs ~ r Slto 11111! E..Utiug FocJIII} lmpruvrment 

Duildong Code ~Ill $5,590,697 S404,87b $436.340 5272,1125 S3S,384 S() so SIOS_dOO $5.678,194 so so ~0 so so 

Fw:illl)' Demolition $2,700,000 so so so S•J so so so $0 $') so so so 
Sit< Jmprovcrncna Sl.SSO,OOO ~.145,000 so so so so so so so $0 so so so so 
l'arldng $1.025,000 s 1.7"..5,000 so so so sn \0 Sll so so so so so so 
Utili ty UpE""de $3,050.000 S2.02.5,000 w 0 so :so .so so so sn so so $0 so 
Wou:r & Sewer Upgnu!e S675,000 $1,675,000 so so so SIJ so so so $0 so so so so 
Ro.W lnopro~m"'m 51.500,000 SJ.I25.000 so so so so so $0 50 so so so so so 

l Dc:st~n and Conungency I: S3.347,574 I SJ.949,91i9 I tl09,085 I S6~,106 I S9,59ri I so I ~I m,Jrol S 1.41~.S4Y so I so so I so so I 
Son Co•u s.tl84_593 I 54.937,41.>1 SJJ6.3~6 I s8S,I33 I SJJ.99s I so I sol SJ3.&75 I $1 77d.~31i so I so so I sn so I 

l Tot.aU, rr:tsl..tuc;tul"'! C wM I I $20.92:!.964 1 $24 .68'7 ~'06 I ~681,781 1 $425,66-1 1 s59.97s 1 so I so 1 S169,3751 S8.872 1781 .sa I so l so 1 so! so 1 



Option 3, It~r•tion 8. Delayed Ahsorp tlun. Low Operntl••ll Cos1.0, aod Cou1blucd l11frnstruclurc 
( ' It '-="t:nud ,-ross I Y97 lY98 19Y, ;won 2001 200l 2UOJ !011~ 20115 21111(, ~0117 21)1)M 2009 2010 

L=• lnoomc l4&4.560 $54.!..51\0 S60J,560 S8!>7.0~0 $1.043,996 $1,170.21 Sl.328.054 $1,379.733 SI.545.3J8 S1,717,015 s I.R\14,941 $2.079,297 $2.270,270 S2.468.049 
U!nd Sole! Income so so so so so $60,000 $() $60.000 so S60,000 so $60,000 so S60,000 

El<Jl"n>e I'as.1· Through $757.401 $696.2 12 SS17,:!.S3 $54-4,().15 '1456,<447 .$537,096 1591355 S61 l.6b1 $6119,479 S72:l,803 .$' 81,6&3 SS40.177 S898,345 $957,255 
Olher Income so so so so so .so .so so Ul $0 so .so so so 

Totul Gross R•'l'cnu• .s 1.241.963 $1 ,:!40.772 $ 1. 131.813 51.411.095 S l,500.ol43 $ 1,771.319 $ 1.921.409 $2.053.396 $2,214,817 t:1,502.818 Sl.r-77.624 t:1,979,4'N $3,1 68.6 15 $3,485,304 

!Leu: VDC>Dcy & Cred11 Los.< I SS74.7bS I $587,435 1 $51!5,499 1 s3s2,558 1 $.231.8~5 1 ~117420 1 so l so 1 S851..5991 mo.sn l s639.m 1 ssz3.444 1 $402,452 1 $276,4 12 1 

Rffec.tlve Gro I b\'cnue I $667 1771 $653.337 1 ~546,314 1 s 1,028.537 1 $ 1,268,548 1 s1.653.900 1 $1.921,4091 n.os3.39o 1 $1,357,218 ! ~1.751.94-t l nms.os9 1 $2.456.031 1 52,766.163 1 H.208.8931 

MMCIC · Solllrles & Bt.ndl!! S32J.075 $130,707 $340,628 $350,847 $361,373 sm.11~ S306,704 \315 'l05 SJ2.5,JS3 $335,144 SJ45.198 $355,554 $366,221 S377,208 

Tomunt lmprov..,n<m Allowoncc .~144 .000 j 14~ ,000 ~lol-1 ,000 SI.074,536 S289.1 so S248.0SO S469, \JO Sl44.000 Sl,394,53(\ 1609,180 S56S.080 $789,130 S•l98.705 s 1.124,976 

[Admimstrnti ve $89 285 S91,0? 1 S92..856 $94,642 :!;96,428 598,214 $81.785 $83,214 $84 ,642 S86,07l S87.499 $88,928 $90.356 S'.l l,785 

Morkelln~ sso.ooo $64,000 $51.200 So\0,960 S32,76& ~6.214 $20,972 S20.972 $20.972 S20,972 $20,9'1'2 $20,972 S20,972 $20,972 

Proft>sionol Service> S400,000 $320.000 ruo,ooo S204,8()() $163._840 ~13 1.072 _$_10-!,858 ~3.886 ${)7,109 S67 , I 0\1 ~67 , 1 0<1 S67,109 167,1 09 S67,109 
Sp;~ce CiltT)Iing Cos!! S55l.Z7l S563,404 $561.54? \366,908 S103,340 551.300 so so $353,070 $303,070 lli3,070 5203.070 $ 153,070 $1 03,070 

T otul Op=tln~ £xpl'J1S~ li 1.585.63 I Sl,5 13.182 $1.446.232 ~2. 132,693 SI,046.929 1927,094 S983,448 S647.1177 $2,245,7 11 S l-421.545 SI.J41,928 $ 1.524,763 s 1.196.433 s 1.785,119 

Pn>S· Throucb Exp~'""" 

Mnimenonce & Mllllllj!em.enr ~ 1 62,967 Sl 8 1.567 1200.167 $28 1..539 . ~337 ,7% $178.127 541 7.8~5 s-129.374 $468,624 ~507,)74 $546,1 14 S5M,874 $623,624 $662.374 
Utiliues $707,3 19 S603,871 S365.4S2 $'20 1,1 63 so so so so ~so so so so so so 

$2'.1.154 .$32,114 \15,334 $40,055 S44,605 :.49.192 $54, 149 158.987 564,803 $71,127 S78,007 S8S,501 $93,669 5101.579 
Pnym~nt in J...cu ofTilXts 547,313 152.713 $58, 113 $8 1.737 $98,070 $109.779 $121.321 s 124.802 s 136,052 S I47,J02 $158..552 S169.S02 118 1.052 1 192,302 

T olal P:JSs·Throogh Exp<nsc:s S946.753 $870,265 S659.066 $604,49-1 $480.471 $537,098 SS9J.355 S61J,663 $669.479 $725.303 $782,683 S840,Jn $898,345 $957,2.55 

Site & Fac•ilty Refil Casu S{) j so l so l ~o I .sol so I S(J so sol so I so 1 so I so so I 
$2,383,4~7 1 s2.1os.29s 1 $2,737. 187 1 S l ,527,399 1 $ 1,464,192 1 $1 ,576.503 ~ 1,261.639 n .915,191 1 S2,J47,3~u I S2,124,611 I s2.364.94o 1 $2,0 ~.778 s2.742 . .374 1 

L 

S653,337 I 1546. s , ,268,548 1 51,653,900 1 $1,921,409 12.053.396 S1.357.21H I Sl,75 l.9« 1 l2.038.os9 I s 2.456,a3 1 1 s-2 .766.163 SJ,2os ,s93 I 
ISI,Sb5..l(rll! IS 1.730,11011 CS 1.558.9~1~ IS l.708.6Sll j 1s2sa,sml $ 189 708 1 S344 .606 S791 756 IS1557.oJ73 11 I:S395AI14JI I S8~ .523J I $9 1.091 1 $67 1.385 s466.5 ts I 
s9 .ooo.ooo I S7. 134,793 I 15.404.683 I SU78,196 1 SI.87K.I96 Sl . 78.196 $ 1,878.196 1 sol so 1 so 10 1 

Sl,865.207 l Sl,730,ll0 I 5t.sss.9s4 1 lO I so so S l .S57.973 1 so 1 so 1 so so 1 

l.nfmsl ructurc sts (or Silo: ""d l!xisllns f/n clllly l.mprov~mcnt 

B~ildlnR Code Refit $5,590,697 $404,876 ~3~.340 S2n.42S S38.38~ so so SIOS,400 $5 ,678 , 1 ~4 Sft so so so so 
Fw:ilily Demolition $2,700,000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Silt lmproverneniS Sl..550,000 lo4, lol5,000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Porl:in~ S 1,02:l,OOO SI,7:!.S,OOO so so so so $0 so so so so so so ~0 

U 1ili ty U pgr;odc Sl,OSO,OOO $2,025,000 so so so so $(1 so so so so so so so 
Wo1er & Scw.:r Upnrodc 1675,000 Sl.675,000 so so so so so so so so so so so so 
Ro:od lmprnvome:nu SI.SOil,OOO S3,125,000 so so so so $[1 \0 \0 so so so so so 

I De~•gn And Connngeocy II S3.J47,67~ Sj,l!-'9,969 I ~109,085 I S6g,I06j S9.596 I so I so I 517. 100 st .. • l9.549 so I sol so I so I so 1 

I Sofl Com II $o1,184,S9J $4,937,461 I SI3G.356 I SBS,IJJ I Sll,995 I so I su I S33.S75 Sl.71o.I ,4J6 i O so I so I S{) j so 1 

I 'I'otJtli.ufrastr.uc&urc e~ .. I I S70,922.964 I :5"24,687 .306 1 S68l,78J I s-125,664 1 S59.975 1 so l su I S l69,m 1 s8.sn. ns 1 so.L so 1 so I so 1 ~o I 
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6. EVALUATION OF OPTIONS 

The following summarizes the pros and cons of each option from the point of 
view of each interest group. All options assume that the DoE will complete an 
env ironmentally safe closure and will transfer the property to MM ""'IC and the 
community in a condition that will permit an economically viable reus ·. 

Option 1 

Community 

• An environmentally safe closure is assumed. 

• While environmentally safe the lack of investment in amenities wi ll limit the 
extent to which is will be seen as a phys ically attractive commun ity asset. 

• Salaries and tax contributions are lower than 2 and 3. 

• While financially feasible, it is less physically attractive than 2. 

• Given the goal of rapid exit by MMCIC and re lated commun ity involvemen~ 
the community is more vu lnerable to loss of control ofthe outcome of the 
conversiOn. 

DoE 

• Less economically attractive than other options . 

• DoE's rapid exit goal is threatened. 

MMCIC 

• Risk to MMCIC will be reduced. 

• A quick MMCIC exit will likely reduce the potential value of the transaclion 
to MMCIC and, in tum, DoE. 

• Transfer of the property to a private developer will reduce the ab ility for 
MMCIC to selectively market the property toward speci fic ends such as 
maximization of quality jobs. 

Development Options 6 .1 
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Comprehensive Reuse Plan 

Option 2 

Community 

• An environmentally safe cleanup is a sumed. 

• lncre sed investment in site and building improvements, increases th . qual ity 
of the Mound as a private neighbor. 

• Produces the highest number of high paying jobs, over the shortest period of 
time. 

• Maxim izes tax revenue. 

• Success reduces risk and the potential of additional investment requi red of the 
community. 

DoE 

• Will have potentially less cleanup costs under this option, wh ile enjo ing the 
potential for a more rap id transition to a financ ially feasible development. 

MMCIC 

• Th is is the most financially feasible option. 

• Jobs and economic benefits are maximized. 

• The feasibility of keeping jobs and providing economi benefit to the 
communi ty as a first priority is improved. 

• There is a r1eed for a successor public/privat • ope to r. 

Option 3 

Community 

• An environmentally safe conversion is assumed. 

• The most attract ive to the community as an asset. 

• The hi ghest paymg jobs. 

• Significantly longer absorption period. 

• Reduced potent ial fo r financial success . 

- -··-·-------··- --- ------- ---- ---- - --- ----
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DoE 

• oh cleanup costs potentially reduced under th i option. 

• The protracted absorption pace of this option increases the potential for 

MMCIC failure and the necessity for a continuing role for DoE. 

MMCIC 

• Not financially feas ible because of a lim ited market. 

• Results in a greatly extend d time frame for implementat ion. 

• Produces the most high paying jobs. 

• Unable to create an "investment grade" property in wh ich private d e lopers 

w ill be interested in investing. 

Summary 

The overa ll summary of the evaluation of the three options is that O ptions 1 and 2 
a re financially feasible . Option 3 is not financially feasible and should not be 
pursued further as a strategy for successful conversion of the Mound. Between 
Options 1 and 2, it is Option 2 that should prov ide the basis for further 
de elopment of a preferred option. This work should take advantage o f the 
spec ial characteristics of Options 1 and 3 that warrant further consideration. 

The relative advantages and disadvantages of Options 1 and 2 are impacted by a 
series of variables including the pace of development, com munity goals. and 
operation and maintenance strategies and costs. 

Options 1 and 2 feas ibility is greatly impacted in a negati e way if, for whatever 

reason, converted buildings are not ava ilab le for marketing as anticipated in the 
fi nancia l model. Delays resulting from a protracted schedule for clean up and 

transfer will result in a requirement for additional grants to finance the ongoing 

operation of the MMCIC 

Options 1 and 2 feasibility is also impacted by the extent to wh ich MMClC 

management operations must be funded from real estate operations, i.e . from 

rental income as opposed to funds that are granted to MMCI because of the 

addit ional demands for managing a convers ion of the DoE f: ci li ty to a financial ly 

viable private development. It is evident from the ana lysis that there is n amount 

of a management grant that wi ll be required until such time as the transfer to a 

pub lic/private or private rea l estate management organization i::; complet d 
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Options l and 2 fe sibility is impacted by thee tent to which the Do lean up 

and transfer process reates a fac ility that can be 1 ased and operated fi r 

marketa ble lease rates. Th is w ill require at a minimum, bringi ng the bu ild ings and 

s it to a condition of code compliance, completing neces ary deferred 

maintenance, and providing an energy system that produces stea a nd chilled 

water at market competitive rates. The extent to wh ich dditional improv ments 

will be necess ry will be the subject of further ana lys is o f a preferred o pt ion for 

the reuse of the fac ility. 

pt ion 2 offers greater potential for DoE savings than Option I bee use of the 

demolition, rath r than preparation for reuse, of nearly I 00,000 additional square 

fe t of building. 

Option 2 wil l be vi uatly more attractive that Option 1 because of the additional 

investment in site and building improvements. As such. it will have mo re positive 

impact on abutting properties, and establish a positive direction for improveme nts 

that can be undertaken as land is sold and new development is accom !ish d. 

O ption 2 is more financ ially attractive t the community because is pr duces th 

highe t salari sand, therefore, tax revenues. 

O ption 2 offers more ommunity control of outcome than Option l becau ·e some 

form f publ ic/private management is assumed· sa veh icle f r attraction and 

m nagem nt of appropriate and necessary gran . These grants are in tend d to 

support the ongoing financial viability and ongoing succ ss ofMo nd operat ions 

and devel pment as a vehicle for creation of jobs. 

prion 3 is not f asible to pursue further because of the combination f a lim ited 
m rket, resultin in a very long period of absorption, and a h igh level of 
investment, that will not result in a sufficiently high increa e in lease in m . 
These fac tors result in a scenario that is n t financial! satis factory. It is 
rec mmended, however, that the aspirations for a high quality phy icn.l 
environment rem in a goal fo r MMCI r other successor devel per/mJ.nagers. 

i n th is goaL it could be possible that over the long run , as the project 
demonstrates its success, land is developed, and rental levels increase w ith new 
leases, a series upgrades may become affordable. 
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