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July 15,2005

Commissioner Phillip Coyle
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005
Received

Dear Commissioner Coyle,

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11,2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The El Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training
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Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in EI Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be injeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners

---~ -- -- --



Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on Lawton/Ft Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.

- - '--- - - - -- -
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July 15,2005

Commissioner James H. Bilbray
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005

Dear Commissioner Bilbray, Received

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July II, 2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The El Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, ROTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training
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Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in EI Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be in jeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners
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Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Malonev). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Malonev). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on Lawton/Ft Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.
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July 15, 2005

Commissioner James T. Hill
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005
Received

Dear Commissioner Hill,

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11,2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The EI Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training
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Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in EI Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be injeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners

--- -- --



Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on Lawton/Ft Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.
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July 15, 2005

Commissioner Anthony J. Principi
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005
Received

Dear Chairman Principi,

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11,2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The EI Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training

--- --



Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in EI Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be in jeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners

-- ---



Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on Lawton/Ft Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.
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July 15,2005

Commissioner Samuel K. Skinner
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005

Received

Dear Commissioner Skinner,

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11,2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
fmal speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speakingprimarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing nom the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The El Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center nom Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training

- --- --



Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in El Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be injeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners



Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on LawtonlFt Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.
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July 15,2005

Commissioner Lloyd W. Newton
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
AJlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 1 8 2005

Received

Dear Commissioner Newton,

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11,2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
AJtillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearanceof the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The EI Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an ~atched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training

----
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Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in EI Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be in jeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners
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Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on Lawton/Ft Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A ofthis letter.
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July 15,2005

Commissioner Sue E. Turner
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005
Received

Dear Commissioner Turner,

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11,2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The EI Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training

- - - - - -



Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in EI Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be in jeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners

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



Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on Lawton/Ft Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.

-- -- ----
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July 15, 2005

Commissioner Harold W. Gehman, Jr.
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005

Received
Dear Commissioner Gehman,

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11, 2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The EI Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training

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



Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in El Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be injeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners



Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on Lawton/Ft Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.
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July 15, 2005

Commissioner James V. Hansen
2005 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
212 S. Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington, Va. 22202

BRAC Commission

JUL 18 2005

Dear Commissioner Hansen, Received

It was a pleasure to appear before the Commission on Monday, July 11,2005 in San
Antonio, Texas to express our joy over the expected arrival at Fort Bliss of the 1st
Armored Division, and our deep concern about the realignment of the Air Defense
Artillery (ADA) Center, School and an ADA brigade to Fort Sill, Oklahoma.

The last item on Monday's agenda was the appearance of the Oklahoma delegation. The
final speaker, MG Toney Stricklin, USA, Retired, represented the Lawton/Fort Sill
community, speaking primarily about the Net Fires Center. His remarks were a rebuttal
of mine. I have carefully considered his comments, and continue to stand by my
presentation to you. My comments on his testimony are enclosed.

I would like to "cut to the chase", sensing from the hearings that the data you are
receiving is overwhelming, and the time for decisions is rapidly approaching. So below
are my personal views. I hope they may be of some use to you in this complex process.

Because the BRAC process was so secretive, you are in the position of receiving after-
the-fact technical argumentation by military retirees and civilian community
representatives concerning the move of the Field Artillery (FA) and ADA Schools,
Centers, and an ADA tactical brigade. The proposals for this profound change were
developed in the Pentagon, without site visits and coordination or discussion with those
affected in our region. I don't know whether the Ft Sill/Lawton community was involved.

The Army Chief of Staff, in March 2005, verbally designated Fort Sill as the Net Fires
Center.

The El Paso community was blind-sided by the BRAC proposal. I believe that Fort Bliss
was, too. The active-duty community is now silenced by DoD protocol. As a result, there
has not been an open debate or even a dialogue with the community of experts on this
major issue. We have learned, from BRAC records, that the plan until January 2005 (or
later) was to move the FA School and Center to Fort Bliss.

Here is my estimate of three potential courses of action:

A. Move the FA School and Center from Sill to Bliss. Reinforces the considerable
success of Bliss' combat development history, including extensive networking of ADA
fires. Bliss has maneuver land to host at least five large schools, per BRAC data. The Net
Fires Center would be positioned to exploit an unmatched environment comprising large
maneuver spaces, all-weapon firing ranges, joint and combined arms, major joint
interoperability exercises, RDTE capabilities, designation as a Joint National Training



Capabilities Persistent Site (Sill is not), two engineer/science universities, contractors
(many defense contractors are in EI Paso), large urban amenities and a workforce of near
300,000. And, expected reductions in personnel spaces due to consolidation (bands,
protocol offices, etc) would be realized. The FA School and Center would initially be
hurt by the move through loss of staff, but would recover. Networking with integrated
field testing of Future Combat Systems (FCS) at Fort Bliss/WSMR, and Joint Unmanned
Combat Air Systems (J-UCAS) at Holloman would be enhanced. The Net Fires Center
would flourish. Forts Bragg, Benning and Hood would still have more troops than Fort
Bliss. But Sill, in the first quartile of Military Value, could be in jeopardy of closure. The
cost to close Sill would be enormous, due to impact-areas clean-up. Senator Inhofe
(SASC) would probably be unhappy.

B. Leave everyone in place. Fort Sill could remain open. Personnel space reductions
would not be realized. FAIADA interaction would be more difficult due to physical
separation, so networking of these fires would be slower, but the impact would be
minimal. Networking re FCS and J-UCAS would be OK. Designation of Bliss as the Net
Fires Center based on track record and environment is rational, but would be an affront to
the Army, and could be dropped. My guess is that Senator Inhofe would be mildly
displeased by this course of action.

C. Move ADA to Sill. BRAC data (Army Detailed Analysis, Volume III, Appendix
A, p.23) say Sill does not have ample maneuver land to host even one large school-
much less two. Personnel space reductions would be realized. ADA would be temporarily
very heavily impacted by the move, and permanently impacted by removal from the near-
ideal Bliss environment, as described above. The School could not fire Stinger at Sill.
The ADA Brigade and its battalions would not be able to train as they fight, due to severe
maneuver space limitations, relative absence of combined arms, and lack of firing
opportunities. The Net Fires Center would operate at a creative level that could have been
far surpassed at Bliss. The German Air Defense Center at Bliss would be faced with a
significant decision about their future. The Germans will not inject themselves into this
debate. They perceive BRAC to be a sovereign process of the US Government.

I would vote for A, for all the reasons above and in our testimony and submissions. B is a
viable fallback, acceptable although somewhat flawed. C is seriously flawed, and in my
view is not in the Nation's best interests.

I hope these views will be of use as you continue your vital and difficult work. Please
call on me if I may be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,

James P. Maloney
Major General, US Army, Retired

Copy to: All Commissioners

--- ---



Point (Stricklin). Stinger is fired by the honor student in each graduating class, as a
demonstration.

Comment (Maloney). True, as it pertains to Army students; however, every USMC
student who is graduated from the ADA School fires a Stinger. Marines fire the majority
of the Stingers.

Point( Stricklin). JLENS requires altitude of 12,000 feet, and there is an available altitude
ceiling at Fort Sill of 40,000 feet. Thus Sill is OK for JLENS.

Comment (Maloney). My testimony did not state that JLENS was incompatible with Fort
Sill; however, since the issue has been raised, JLENS may not be operable at Sill, but
altitude is not the issue. JLENS is tethered and can move about in a horizontal direction
depending on winds aloft. This horizontal motion requires a five-kilometer radius of
safety. By map inspection (see attached map), there appear to be no locations on Fort Sill
that would allow JLENS deployment. And, JLENS is operated in pairs. Plus, JLENS will
require frequency coordination actions that are in hand at Fort Bliss.

Point (Stricklin). Fort Sill maneuver areas support FA brigade training, and will be
adequate for ADA training.

Comment (Maloney) Sill's maneuver areas (see map) are not adequate for the training of
one or more ADA battalions, much less an ADA brigade. And, adequacy for FA brigade
training is not relevant to ADA needs. ADA, and future Air and Missile Defense
battalions fight as battalions. They do so in order to provide moment-to-moment linkage
to Sector Air Defense Centers, Regional Air Defense Sectors, and the Joint Forces Air
Component Commander. These linkages are vital to identification, friendly protection
and control of the fires of ADA batteries, as well as distribution of fires to the optimal
ADA battery. Doctrinal distances, 20-30 km. separation of four batteries per battalion per
FM 3-01.87 (even near-doctrinal distances) and maneuver to simulate battalion and
brigade training are not available at Fort Sill. At Fort Sill, ADA cannot train as it fights.

General comment: MG Strickland focused on LawtoniFt Sill's ability to accept the ADA
contingent. In my view, the issue for the BRAC Commission should not be whether
ADA could be shoe-homed into Fort Sill. The issue should be: where can a Net Fires
Center best serve the Nation? Clearly, the greatest synergies would occur on Fort Bliss.
Bliss should be a FORSCOM/TRADOC post. It provides those unmatched attributes
described in our testimony and in course of action A of this letter.

--- --
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