
147th Fighter Wing 
Ellington Field Joint Reserve Base 

A Vital Part of 
National Security and Homeland Defense 

Today and into the Future 

Robb Parr. Col (Ret) 
Former Commander. 147th Fighter Wing 

Flawed BRAC Process 

We believe the DOD recommendation to the 
BRAC commission to inactivate the 147th 
Fighter Wing is wrong. 

It is wrong because the DOD deviated 
substantially from its own guidelines, and BRAC 
law in arriving at this recommendation. 

I The BRAC Process was Flawed . . . I 

Consider Homeland Defense 
DOD and the BRAC process are committed to Homeland 
Defense as the highest priority. 

U.S. Fighter wings have both a world-wide and a 
Homeland Defense mission. Where they are stationed, is 
key to accomplishing both missions. 

Ellington is strategically located near numerous high 
value, potential terrorist targets. Seems to be an ideal 
bed-down base. 

It is the only asset capable of dealing with an airborne 
threat, and a simple alert site is inadequate. 

Opening Remarks 
My name is Robb Parr and I am former Commander of the 1 4 P  Fighter 

Win I am here to present the Citizens' case opposing the 
inaavation of the 147* FW at Ellington Fidd Joint Reserve Base. 

It is now obvious that Senior Leadership is aware of importance of the 
Houston Infrastructure to the Nation. And, that the 147* is a vital 
part of the layered Homeland Defense for that area. 

The final disposition of Air Defense assets for the Houston area needs 
more review by Senior Leadership. But to do that, we must first stop 
this BRAC recommendation. 

The very fact that the,Air Force let this recommendation slide under the 
radar screen and into the BRAC process is In ltself indicabve of a 
flawed proce'ss. 

I will proceed. 

; - I j ~ , ; q ~ < > , :  *-;,,,!>j >"?.,?* ,-<.<<;? 

I Flawed In Four Areas 

I Homeland Defense -This recommendation leaves 
crucial national assets along the Texas Gulf Coast I inadequately defended. - I Data Metric - The DOD did not utilize meaningful data to 
score Ellington Field's present and future military value. I 
Misleading Cost Analysis - This recommendation does 
not save money 

Application of Military Judgment -The DOD did not 
use the data that it did assemble in an appropriate 
manner. No evident use of Militaty Value or Military 
Judgment. 

I DOD & BRAC Commitment 

I Homeland Defense I 
The National Defense SPategy, as set fDm, in the 2001 QDR report 
makes protectina the U.S. homeland the hiahest ~riori tv for the 
Dewrtment of Defense. ' 

I The Air Force consulted with USNORCOM to ensure these (BRAC) 
recommendations consider the aeoara~hic locations of our installations I 
and preserve sufllcient instal'tions'near our borders and near 
hiah-valye tamets to support air sovereignty as part of homeland 
defense. I 

I We find no evidence of meaningful indusion of either concept in the 
recommendation. I 
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"Preserve Sufficient lnstatllations Ne 
I Borders and their High Value Target" I 

Flawed Data Metric 

Homeland D.(.nu mMc not 1nclud.d - Re: IN Cdtda #Z 
- Smwr - Four (q am lMtss plua 2 C h  rurtsnsbbcrwguatrr 
- cormsnd PW 2khr m fdu n plae camvw . JdM Tnldng n d  d b d  - Re: UV Crit.ri. I1 - J M t  a-lsl AU CCmM Wh M m e  nd N w l W  arc,* 
- ArwmortrsnnpWh*nm,aFLPoll La - ~lnptcn F& hsa bsm Jam - Amy msl G d  Cosst G w d  NASA 

- OIhr U1llt.y V a l u  armul*. and rmiulom- Re: UV Criteria I1 - &OT n ssW& ~~~~~~~~~~~r +e. - I n s ~ ~ s n M f c r  Ime w*m-* wly u- vpr-ffi - - L q , 3 n m r s l p e p e  mumshsd.n mcwhfmmolhasqumn phn*iq 
- No c n M t o r  s hw.ble-n#ty rdaonrhp M r h  allam *Ith nirmId 

o-ormse - ~ ~ s n d n f c r ~ u s l a o l a r y y q r a n d s r p o n f m m b r * d o n ( D M  
c,,."., 

Supersonic 
Elsctmnii 
Counter 
Measures - Chafflflan - kr 
P.ehJ*lng - Lights Out 

Alert Site vs. Full Wing Co-Loc 

A t s a n s M . n m e ~ l m n s l t o ~ ~ h a l n d ~ s ~ y ~ ~ H h a e Y I b s m ,  

THIS MAKES 110 SENSE I 

Afghanistan 

Ellington / Montgomery 
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I MCI Airspace Calculation 

Attr # Attribute Description Corrected Ermr 
Value Value 

1203 Access to Adequate Supersonic Mission 6.048 3.36 

I I 

I ELLINGTON TOTAL MCI 48.08 45. 

Cwected MCI or48.08 rakes the Ellington ranking to: - Ern among 26 ANG Fighter Wings (from lW) 

-=4 ----.". 
Flawed Application of Military Judgment 

Eight (8) Air Guard fighter units with lower 
numeric (MCI) scores receive more and or 
new aircraft. 

BRAC Use of Military Judgment for 
Adjustment is Not Apparent. 

I Flawed Application of Military Jud 

Misleading Cost Analysis 

BRAC Calculations not indusive of all costs. 
- up to 533.1 Million 20 year cast versus $3.6M savings 

No credit was given for Air Wanior support. 

- 5100.WO annual savings to Air Combat Command. 

- Net PnrSent Value. 20 yean is $1.5 Million 
Cost of operating a remote alert site. 

- $6 Million additional annual cost to USAF 
- 5120 Million in 20 years 

Burden shift to other agencies (Army Aviation. US Coast Guard, and 
NASA) not cons~dered. 

- U00,WO per year yet to be distributed 

I ANG F-16 BRAC MCI RANK1 

Ellington II. - / 

-1 - GAINING UNITS - LOSING UNrrS 

I Flawed Application of Militan, Juds 
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"Recommendations that are Not consistent with rankings of 
installations must be fully justified." - Where is the justification? 

'Transformational Recommendations: is one with no military 
value justification, military judgment is the sole rationale, it is 
not cost effective, it has long paybacks." - This seems to refer 

Transformational has no leaal basis and should be removed. 
These should be justified in terms of military value or the force 

"BRAG Red Team White Papff 18 Awl05 
Examples of Militaly Judgment 

Vandenberg 8 Patrick - Polar Orbit 
Andrews AFB - Supports President 

- Essential to Homeland Defense 

CONCLUSION 
The Department of Defense has not made a "BRAC" case 

for inactivation of the 147th Fighter Wing. In fact, there is 
a compelling Homeland Defense case for leaving it in 

This recommendation leaves numerous, crucial national 
assets unprotected during a time when they are at risk. 

This recommendation was not developed using 
meaningful or accurate data or process, and, in the 
context of BRAC, it does not save money. 

We find no merit in this recommendation and respectfully 
request that you vote to non-concur. 
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Petrochemical & Refiningsj-+ 
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Port of Houston -7 Virtual Aerial Tour W( -le;;e3,, 

I More of the &FBI-9" Terrorist Targets 

1 NASA Johnson Texas Medical 

B~oconta,nrnent Nuclear Major Publtc 
Laboratory Power Plant Event Venues 

---a& ~~ 
on tho Toxu  Oulf Coast 
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147th Fighter Wing 
Ellington Field Joint Reserve Base 

A Vital Part of 
National Security and Homeland Defense 

Today and into the Future 

Robb Pan; Col (Ret) 
Former Commander, 147th Fighter Wing 

Flawed BRAC Process 

We believe the DOD recommendation to the 
BRAC commission to inactivate the 147th 
Fighter Wing is wrong. 

It is wrong because the DOD deviated 
substantially from its own guidelines, and BRAC 
law in arriving at this recommendation. 

I The BRAC Process was Flawed . . . I 

I DOD and the BRAC process are committed to Homeland 
Defense as the highest priority. I 
U.S. Fighter wings have both a world-wide and a 
Homeland Defense mission. Where they are stationed, is 
key to accomplishing both missions. 

I Ellington is strategically located near numerous high 
value, potential terrorist targets. Seems to be an ideal 
bed-down base. 1 
It is the only asset capable of dealing with an airborne 
threat, and a simple alert site is inadequate. 

Opening Remarks 
My name is Robb Pam and I am former Commander ofthe 147m Fighter 

Win I am here to present the Cit~zens' case oqposlng the 
Inadlation of the 14P FW at Ellington Field Jo~nt Reserve Base. I 

It 1s now obnous that Senlor Leaaershlp IS aware of Importance of the 
Houston Infrastructure to the Nabon And, that the 147m IS a wtal 
pan of the layered Homeland Defense for that area 

The final dlsposlhon of Air Defense assets for the Houston area needs 
more rewew by Senlor Leadersnlp But to do that, we must first stop 
rhls BRAC recommendat on 

The very fact that the Air Force let this recommendation slide under the 
radar screen, and into the BRAC process is in itself indicative of a 
flawed process. I 

I l will proceed 

Homeland Defense -This recommendation leaves 
crucial national assets along the Texas Gulf Coast 
inadequately defended. 

I Data Metric - The DOD did not utilize meaningful data to 
score Ellington Field's present and future military value. I 

I Misleading Cost Analysis - This recommendation does 
not save money I 
Application of Military Judgment - The DOD did not 
use the data that it did assemble in an appropriate 
manner. No evident use of Military Value or Military 
Judgment. 

Homeland Defense 
The National Defense Spategy, as set forth in the 2001 QDRreport I 
makes pmtect i~w the U.S. homeland the hiahest IJdori t~ for thq 
Demrtment of Defense. ' I 
The Air Force consulted with USNORCOM to ensure these (BRAC) I 

recommendations conslder the geographic locations of our installations 
and preserve sufficient installations near our borders and near 
hioh-valye tam& to support air sovereignty as part of homelana 
defense. I 

I 'We find no evidence of meaningful indusion of either concept in the 
recommendation. I 
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I Borders and their High Value Targetn I 

Flawed Data Metric 

- JdR Tniniw nd a d b d  - Re: W Crlbri. m 
- a w  am.*  rr c o m ~  nm urn. na h y  nw- n m  
- rr wmcr trrw m h y #  F l  Po*. .a 
- L l m p t C m F * d ~ . m Y r m J ~ ~ l - h y N W n r ~  -st- hASA 

Other Yi1lt.q Valw a m i b  and o m i u i m .  Re: W C ~ t l  
Eno n &*urn d EL ptol's 'Ac- to S-r *M+Z 

- !moraUnt la ID. w y nssb., -r ~ + a  
- r a g e  nsv rsnp -s 4 r u n m . o .  .rmgh tor - pbs wng - ho c r m  h. s 1aw.bU ummun*y rrs0onshp r r h  L av. m s  urn mm.1 

SEmp-U 
- No cram tor h a n d  vdua ol a aww s r a  md rrpcrtk~ arb.*aol (M 

stmn) 
- L a r l a M  nsw.(lm r w  r e  nslvdd tn m&c but rd pst d m 1  ~ m n g  

WWamanb 

I Large Usable Airspace 

Super Sontc 
Electronic 
Counter 
Measures - ChafVFlan - Air 
Refueling 
Lights Out 

Alert Site vs. Full Wing Co-Lo 
- Air Smmignty h r t  (ASA) S b  

- Immdlme--to sp&k h m  - S d l  u n k p n t  d s r c r a  v p r s c n n *  and aqui-l 
- S W d  by writ mw, c&xmM or ram. 
Flghurwiw 
- Robust -ss cspMinV to brcA mnn 
- nmcdrnsted wnh .Iw de, wn%n am. to implant MI nrponss. 
- W h a ~ s e a n t , h x w m ~ h e k w .  - Local Famllktily h p r b ~ .  
- Pll& hnlmNwlth 1w.I m a  
- Pil& hnllsrW wnh . C d d . ~  md d, --nh, pocsdue 
- Support pssamd l e  q d y h n I W  wlfh drrim 

I 
m. m -4 w m  to PIOM.;. a m -  d m T- GUN cw hen 

c.m n pr .  # Elmptm tor 52 tl M t.en u b o d  end !.em - ma WI anng ytmhz~~$UIx -1.5 go susy  8 ma r * ~  a 1  na urn- ma BMc nl"*II on* a s  *as-- m .rr n mmd 
pra. pmabrp a1.o.r -,I* I 

I Joint Training - Warrior M 

~:lilrrg?cc b'k??d T.?:nsl; Fovcr  
Afghanistan 

10 

Airspace Comparison: 
Ellington / Montgomery 
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I MCI Airspace Calculation 

Corrected Error 
Value Value I I 

1 1 1203 j A- to Adequate Supersonic Mission j ,.a8 i 3.361 1 
ELLINGTON TOTAL MCI 48.08 45.38 I I 

Corrected MCI or 48.08 raises the Ellington ranking to: 

ern among 26 ANG Fighter Wings (fmm lom) 

Flawed Application of Military Jud 

Eight (8) Air Guard fighter units with lower 
numeric (MCI) scores receive more and or 
new aircraft. 

BRAC Use of Military Judgment for 
Adjustment is Not Apparent. 

I Flawed Application of Military Jud 

Misleading Cost Analysis 

BRAC Calculations not inclusive of all costs. 

- up to $33.1 Million 20 year coat versus $3.6M savings 
No credit was given for Air Warrior support. 

- $100.000 annual savings to Air Combat Command. 
- Net Present Value. 20 years is $1.5 Million 

Cost of operating a remote alert site. 

- $6 Million additional annual cost to USAF 

- $120 Million in 20 years 

Burden shifl to other agencies (Army Aviation, US Coast Guard, and 
NASA) not considered. 
- $400.000 per year yet to be distributed 

I ANG F-I6 BRAC MCI RANK, 

I Flawed Application of Military Judg 
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The HonombIe J a m a  V. Hansen 
BRAC Commissioner Brief 
Ellington Air Guard Station 

147th Fighter Wing - Mission Brief - BRAC Recommendations - Military Value/Military Judgment Assessment . MIIItnry Value - Rop0rt.d vs. Actual . MIIItary Judgment Applied to MCI/Smtegic Relevance 
Jolnt Warfighting, Tmlnlng, and Readiness 
Cost - Benefit Analysis 

Homeland Defense 
Military Risk - detached AIM W. full Wing p 
Scenario Dlscuorlon 

14f" Fighter Wing Mission Brief 

F-16C Block 25 Capabilities 

TGP (Limning, LANTIRN) 

. Nlght vision goggles 

SADL Data Link 

Ths Block 25 F 16 Is a FULLY stetbof-thbert P t~ i s l on  
Guided Munitions platform 

Loiter Time 
4 Hours Un-refwled with Ihrae h g s  - 6 Minute Average Time to Launch 

F- 16C Block 25 Capabilities 
= 17 A/C -Airframe, Power Plant, and Avionics - INPOT (Ogdm ALC) Modifications Compkted 

r Falcon UP 
r Fdcon SLIP 

DEPOT ModMications In Progm.0 
j Falcon STAR - Suspended 13 May 2005 

*Expenditures - $31M Over the Last Four Years 
. Secvlca Life Extended to 8000 Flight Houn . Programmed Retinment - 2Oll 

Actual Flight Hours of 147 FW Fleet = 4578 AVG 
There are YEARS of capablllty left - the money has 

almdy been spent.. . 
I n l c # r i l , .  S c r o i e r  . B x e c l l s n c e  l w a l  
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Core Competencies 

Home Land Defense (Alert Site) 
Defend from the air 
h 4 x population centers 

r 2 x nudear power plant8 
r Chemical planta 
i Houston shipping channel and pon 
i OtYShorc Oil Pladorms 
P POTUS CAP / Crawfod R ~ c h  
b Strategic Oil kum Stong. Sites in Eat  T a m  

Alr Sovereignty - Counter alr only at the 
moment 
j NORTHCOM drv.lopine ROE lor .ir-to-mdscc capability 

I n t c # r i l y  - S . r o f e e  - B r c e l l e n e e  

- OR1 Proven - Apd 2005 
Precision Guided Munitions 

JDAM, WCMD. LQB. MAVERICK 
~ t s n o l v e  Counter AIr 
Close Air Support/ Time Sensitive T-ting . 93.7% mission employment effectiveness: "Excellent" . 94.7% wrtle generation effectivenew: "Excellenr 

1 COMBAT Bound - August 05 
AEF W OIF 
Tactical Airborne Reconneisssnce System (TARS) 
upgrade (Jun 05) 

Joint Training Critical Asset - Ft Pok JRTC 

BRA C Recommendations 

Core Competencies 

= Counter Drug (Alert Site) - DrvgS trom South America d Mexi@ 
Counter air only 

AEF (Strike, CAS, OCA, DCA, SEAD) . Rainbow with our AEFprlners (Ft Smith end Duluth) 
i 4 jeu cacb fmm each unit m &ploy a U ship pnc* 
t &mpinin(l jets (U) for H o m c l d  Dcfenle 

Military Command Post 
Pmvides 249 C4 for South Central United Ststes 

* Provide the only military base presence in SE 
Texas 

Alert Mission 

Air Defense Alert 24/7 
Defender8 of the Gulf Coast since 1RM - Robust Capsbi1M.s Post dY1 1 - Professional Air Sovereignty Alert (ASA) record: . "m . ., " ~xcellent " and .'Outftsndincr" ratings 
on lsst t h m  HO NORAD/IO Alert Force Evslustions - One of seven siert sites in the CONUS on September 11 
2001 
Four 14P F-16's escorted Air Force 1 September 11 
zoo1 
t nod& - Louidma - Nrbnska - Wwhingon DC 
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I ' Ellington AGS I 
Retire assigned F-16C Aircraft - FY07 
Air Sovereignty Alert to remain (Detachment) 
ECS elements remain in place (MSG+) 
GSU (272 EIS-LaPorte) relocate to Ellington 
Manpower Loss - Civilians (3) Military (0) 
Cost Savings - NPV 20 years is $3.6M 

= No Natural Infrastructure or Community Issues 
Minimal Economic Impact 

'-' Comparison in Peer Group* 
I I U/F~- / Mm I _I_ I h 4 I 

Eli- 

144 IW Crrsno Air 
Terminal AGS 

I58 C W  Rvrtinpm 

- Fighter Mission com~tibi l i ty Index- I 
Current / Future Missions 46 % . Operating Environment 

OsPLocstional Factors 

Condition of Infrastructure 41.5 % 
Key Mission lnfrasbuctura . Operating A r m  

Contingency and Mobilization 10 % 
Mobiiity Surge 
Growth Potential 

43.m 

40.79 

Cost of Operations and Manpower 2.5 % 

16.13 

11.33 

1:- 

177 FW Allantic Ciry 

147 FW Ellington AGS 

144 FW Frcsno Air Terminal AGS 

8 UNITS Wl7H A LOWER MCI RATING THAN 

47.02 

42.88 

158 FW Burlington 

140 FW Fon Wayne LAP AGS 

148 FW Duluth IAP AGS 

ELLINGTON ARE GAINING AIRCRAFT...??? ' I  

5022 

4519 

43.09 

m- 
Retire Block 25, Gain F-15. 

Re& Block 25 

Re& Block 25, Gain Block 32 

3 

21.52 

40.79 

34.49 

32.55 

6 9 9  

57.07 

Gain 3 Block 25 (20) 

Retire Block 25, Cain Block 30 

Retire Block 25 
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Military Value/Judgment 
Assessment 

AF Military Value - ~ho~sighted- 

. EUington Field identified as a "w 
F O R H O M E L A N D *  

No other F-16C Block 25 location mentioned . Four of six F-16C Block 25 locations to receive newer Fighter 
Aircraft (3 have lower MCI than Ellingon Field) 

Only P-16C Block 25 locations discussed in 40 BCEG 
meetings henveen 4 January - 07 May 2005 

147 FW end 148 FW - "Losers" . Total Squadron Capacity is 1 
Actual Capacity is 2 

* (BCEC Qud Chn, 29- 05) 

Unlimited Surface- 
50,000 All-Altitude 

.4[,m.+i>r fh.cr-n.arer. Disuiz~ilu - F-fBBloJr4(YSO/W 

Air Cornbar Tr.rim>~~Arrus . F-SJSF . F/A-P 

l r , . s . i , .  . s - r n i . .  . R * " . l I . " . .  .wawmto 

"Based on -rather than or 

White Paper- Mentioned ns Concern8 or Criticisms ollhe ProceSa . l l M a c h l O O 5 ; l 4 ~ ~ 1 0 0 6 ; l b A ~ l l O O S  I I . Red Team Tdking Paper to Interagency Lasltive Council VEC) 06 Apd 
M O K  I -""- . Conmms over Lack of Consistency Among DoLJ, Military 

Departments, and JCSO sppnmches 
Chairman Prindpi Lcner to SECDEF and Congress on 01 July 05 

Requiring More Detailed Explanstion on ANG Process for 
8RAC 

Military Value Not Usedl 1 

Military Judgment - shortsightea 

I I Individual Quentiona Max Points Enmed Pointn 

Proximity o l h p n c e  Suppaning Miaaion 1 22.08 1 4.26 I 

Ramp Area and Serviceability 

I n t e , r i l y  - S e r o f e e  - B r c e I l e n e e  

Burlington F- 16 Airspace 

Mrntly 
overland - Noovcrland 
low ny M a  

One podsized 
ovc*(IatCr 
working m a  
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. . EUington 
14,OOOCULWYLES . ZI .WOS(Iy* .  . c#l I: 37#7 

. 53 MO CUBIC Ulos . 13.3M SO MIk, 

COI 41.33 

92.500 Cubic Mi Diff 

2m)bAton 

8J00 Sq Mi I)iB 

laBMQt3 

. 12.200 CUBIC Wiles . 6.WOSOMIks . Cti I -  56.99 

U3.800 Cubic Mi DiB 

l.5.600 SqMi Diff 

Mostly overland 
One good sized 
over-water working 

Same areas used for 
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. 21,6mSa1y*. 

. 60.000 CUBIC Utka . 7.1WSaWlo. 

86,000 Cubic Mi DiIl 

. All Ovedand 
Supersonic: N/A 
Lights Our N/A 

* Not suitable for 
Future Mission 
Aircmft 

** 'SPC-1m.r B u E * ~ ~  L 
ONLY U,MO~t  of 
a d b k  rinp- due m 
CklrIiO" 
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AU Ovedmd 

Supersonic: N/A 
Lights Out N/A 
Not suitable for 

Future Mission 

** "SPC-IWsr BuckleY i 
ONLYU,LaOkt of 
.Milab& .inpom due m 

Imteurily - Sert7ic. - Ere 

Extremely Limited 

Supersonic: N/A 

Lights Out: N/A 
Not suitable for 

Future Mission 

A i d  

Supersonic: N/A 
Lights Out: N/A 

Not suitable for 

Future Mission 

I Inteurity - Seroiee -  re 

Ellington - 144,OODCUBICNLES . 21.MLOSOUu.. . CII l:37.aS 

Buckley - 14.820 CUBIC M#ks . 6,UOSO Mlks - cn 1:13.25 

Ul.180 Cubic Mi Diff 

980XMors 

3 Ellington 
1U.OOOCUBICYLES . 21 .~8911* .  
011:37.W 

Dcs Moincs 
. 18 575 CUBIC MI.. . 10.750 SO M8ko - cn I 2867 

U7.425 Cubic Mi Diff 

. i B B A k m  

- 2- 
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Ellington has Outstanding 
Airspace-and lots of it!! 

Military Judgment Issues 

Proximity to Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 

Low Level Routes an, Cold War Era Crhris... Not 
Flown since Desert Bonn, yet 7.25% of CIftsrla 1 

Entin, low-fly areas Ignored (Warrior complex) 

I - Ellington/Sioux Falls I 

18896Mors 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r o i e c  - B s e * l l e n e e  

Military Judgment Issues 

- Proximity of Airspace Supporting Mission . Data and Equations are too complicated and convoluted 
to compute 
DoD resistant to providing a full accounting of work uaed 
to arrive at scorn 
i Unable to verify their result8 
i Equation8 and data provided do not rcconcilc with anavers 

Comparison Analysis behveen other ANG sites is 
revealing 
b Ceo-locationd faclors such an proximity to strategic National 

infr~lrmcturr and wodd-dans airspace ideally suited for current 
AND f u m  missions appcnr to have been muginalizcd 

Military Judgment Issues 

. Range Complex Support Mission 
Same equation as "Proximity of Airspace Suppotting 
Mission" . Too complicated and convoluted to compute with 
equations and data provided 
Unable to verify DoD results . 30% of score related Air-to-Ground Ranges - . .. . 

Equation skew& towards "Cold War Ere" tecklcs and 
needs- not Cumnt and Futun, Missions '1 I 

1 I n t e g r i t y .  S e r n i c e  - B x ~ e i l e n c a  I 
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I *Access t o  Adequate Supersonic Airspace (OSD Question 1203) 1 . Only Credit For Single Airspace 
k Volume and Operating Houm are each worth 50% of total wore . No Credit For Multiple Supersonic Ranges 
b Wl47A W147B W147C W59A W59B . USAF Made Calculation Error for Ellington 
k Awarded M points raw wore / 3.36 points weighted wore 
k USAE Sprmdshcct V16 contains qualifying aimpace and arvihules 

AChr4t highut VwIUed a i v  is WSSAmK! 
Rnr.conis00mdmlghM.comisb.05 

WMI, thls E m r  Comctlon slone: Ellington Ovsrall 
MCI Scorn Improves to 48.08 (70 of 154) 

1 . * . r r i t r .  s . r a i r . -  E r c r l l . n c r  .MLo.onS 

I - within 50nm I 
Bush IAP (IAH) . r - . m  . NL.", 

Hobby IAP (HOU) . 4-r- . -.7R . * L " W  

H m b  Fidd (Dm) . , r l l ' -  . I*.", 

S u g p . W  Aiqmi  (SGR) . "-- . tl-- 

B w o d ~  County (LBX) . I.-- . -..".- 

Utilization 

Suitable Auxiliary Airfields Within 50 NM 
CriW'a Minimum is 8000 feel Long and 150 feet Wide 
C r d  For One Suitable dux Field 
i Bush lntcrconlinental . No Credit for Hobby, Sugar Land, Hooks, and Brarorie 

County 
i Each hns at least one 7000 foot runway 
i Minimum regulatory requinment for F-16 Alternate Airfield is 7000' 

[ *%I cradlt yields MCI value of 50.67 I 
(60 overall versus 80) I 

' m h - * r a r m ~ ~ " E n a r ~  

I n l e , r i l y  - S e r o i c . .  B r c e l l s n e e  

Military Judgment Issues 

. Ramp Area and Scrviceab'i ty 
Maximum Scorn Reached at 241,000 SY (2.2 M SF) 
Credit For 147,000 SY = 25% of Total Scom in this 
-@7ory 
i S n w  C d t  ns Burlington With 75.000 SY 
i Same Gnlit M Des Moines With 65,000 SY 

Did not account for 60,000 SF ($4M) of recently 
completed new ramp space and aircraft sun shelters 

Did Not Include 242,000 SY Available From City 

' utilization 

I 

F-15 I 42.8' x 63.8' 1 Four (4) 1 22 1 88 

I F-22 1 44.5' x62.1' 1 Four (4) 1 21 ( 84 1 

Total o n  

Ramp 
108 

Aircraft 

- Type 
F-16 

I I I I 

F-35 34.8' x 50.5' Four (4) 26 104 

Dimensions 

32.8' x 47.6' 

Number of 
parking rows 

Four (4) 

AircmR per 
mw (90 offset) 

27 
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Jointness - Joint Operations 

- Selection Criteria for 2005 Round of BRAC states that I 16Military Value s h d  include at a minimum:" I 
> Section 2913@)(4) The impact on Join1 WarIighting, Training, and 

Rendineas 

Appears Not To Have Been Considered: 
i Jointnesa - EUington AFRC, USCG Air station 
r Joint Operations - Air Warrior I1 (CAS at Ft Polk) 

Joint Training - Warrior MOA 

Air Warrior I1 Support at Polk JRTC 

Air Warrior I1 03-07 
Feb 03: 7 days 4x4 CAS; 56 sorties total 
P 112 St"krr I3n$~dc ( omhrr ' lhrm (SI)f:l>, Pr I r u ~ \ .  WA 
r 5th h r r  Cuppnn Clpcran<~8v kpad rnn  (A\OS!. 1.t I*.u,r, \VA 

1 Air Warrior 11 04-05 
Mar 04: 4 days 3x3 CAS; 24 sorties total 
b 312 St" krr H n g ~ d r  1:oonlrr '&an! {SHClj: 13 LEUTS. \V,$ 
i 5rh i\>r bupporr Opcrrcsurb Spmdwn (AWS),  kt I*nlr, \VA 
P 112 5HL'I (L 5rh AS05 dcplo)rd ro Iraq rlirr rycrr>\c . Air Warrior I1 05-05 

Mar 05: 6 days 2x2 CAS; 24 sorties total 
i ZIlOrh hlountrln Il>nnol>, l't D m .  h\ 
r 19th h S O S .  1% Campl,cll. EY Gmod.~dI!Hmadiw 

Jointness - Joint Operations 

* Jointnese - Ellington AFRC ORB) 

Senator Hutchison and Congmssman Delay 
Exchange Propew Initiative at Old Spanish Trail 
&Q& Reservists to Transfer (Army, Navy, USMC) 

MILCON in FY 07-09 -Add on in March 05 
- 42 Acres adjoining South Boundary of ANG 
Three Phase Project - Ph1 (Entry Control Facility, 
Fencing, Utllities) starts October 06 
Joint Use Securitv. Dlnina. Medical. Flre Protection -. ", 1 I t n n  I I 

ning ~t ~ 0 1 k  Ioint I 
I Readiness Training I 

Center - urbanized 

Claiborne Range . mIc Surfam 
Attack . Strafe . Night CAS 

Wamor MOA . Priimeryuser 

Red Leg Impact 
Area 

I a w r  ATCAA lllC)(WC21000 L i n  munitions, 
Warrior M O A  SFC-IX,lH)O r ~ m b a i  L.SCK 

I n l e g r i l y  - S e r o i c e  - E ~ e c l t c n e c  

Air Warrior I1 Support at Polk JRTC 

Home station Support . n . t ~ R P d k , U i Y t m i "  
> / a ~ ~ C m b t T - ( s E X r ) u d  LhAki.SuppaOp-k-Jg-bm(UOShPP 
~ , W k W . o n * . C P ~ W U )  . h h / l l C h / l l l h M C @ . P C H m k T X r 8 ~  . WITUJI-PtH4TXI24.on*. . I I I ~ ~ . P t S 4 O E 1 . o n * .  . I . ~ ~ M C @ . P I H ~ T X I ~ ) ~ -  
~ . I U V . P I H ~ ~ T X I ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~  

Deployed Support 
. m h M C @ . P 1 S h . R c r . H l i 1 0 A  . . - ~ C ~ ~ ~ Y T ~ ( S B C I ) , N ~ ~ A P B , N V ~ ~ ~  I I I s B ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ K N ~ ~ ~ ~ W " I ~ N V N V ~ ( A  
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"V" I Joint Training - Economic Impact I 
13 Air Warrior 11's conducted at Polk JRTC each 
FY 

$100.000 to deploy a fighter unit to Barksdale 
A FB, LA for 2 weeks to support 
i Appmx 4000 Army troops receive training each exercise 

ACC funds 7 of the 13 A Wll's 
-14P has the only AEFtasked F-16's in the vicinity- 
routinely participate In at least one A Wll each FY from 
home station (SAVINGS: $100,000 min per FY) 
.Capability to support hvo per year easily done 

Questionable* 

I Cost calculations flaws and omissions 

Air Warrior savings to Air Force - not considered I 
Extra cost of operating "remote" ASA site - not 
considered 

Burden shifted to other government agencies at 
Ellington - not considered 

Reported: 0 Militaly and 3 Full Time 
Actual: 380 Military and 176 Full Time 

Full Time Current I Officcn I Enlisted I Civilians 

I '  "Programmtic losses from the mtirement of F-16C 
aircraft " - misleading as to cost and impact 

I 

Joint Training - Bottom Line 

"Botrorn Une is if i t  mmn 'r Eot the local 
Low'siana/Texas units, 6 exercises a year (24,000 
US b y  personnel) would never see an aiplane 
in their last mission rehearsal." 

548* CTS/DO 

Non-BIUC Actions* 

BRAC (Rctmrted I3 Mav) 

Reported Thru Reported r) 
Inu-maas 1 4 d ( p n n j l  I ( 

$1.6 M 

Net lmplcmcntation Cost8 $1.0 M <S.1 M> 

Annual Rccuning Saving. 

Payback Period 

NPV Savings 

35 

n 
27 

Cost Savings Questionable 

Payback as Reported 
One Time Costs $1.6 M 
Net Implementation Savings $0. I M 
Annual R ~ u r r i n g  Savings $0.4 M 
Payback period 5 yr&!?012 
NPV Savings (20 yrs) $3.6 M 

All Personnel Reductions and Costs associated 
with the "realignment" are accounted for as 

178 

173 

173 

I P R E B T  .' 
Next.. . 1 I 

243 

84 

81 
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Cost Savings Questionable 

'Wues  for Personnel and Base Opera fing Support 
include the Programmed Instdation Population 
(non-BRAQ changes, so that only changes 
attn'butable to the BRAC action are reflected in 
the change columns. " 

COBRA ww NOT used ns n comparative dccisioonl nid - b ~ e  
d o s m s / m ~ e o t s  dmmded h a h c e  ofdarn cnUs 

I r t e # r i l y  - S * r o i c *  - B = s e I I e n c .  

Outcome #1($7.275 M) 
RIF Costs for 172 Employees ($42.3K/ea) 

Outcome #2 (MWC HOU > SA)* ($39.743 M) 
Moving Costs for 172 Employees ($12Wea) 
Salary Cost (Fully Loaded) for 3 years 
i. (S73K X 172 X 3) 

* 149th does not receive nddidonnl F-16CBlock 30s 

Fighter Wq w/o AIut 

$26 million 
Pita Wing w/Home-station 
AIut 

$27 million 
Alen Detachmntt 

$1 1.5 million 
Wing + Detachment 

$37.6 million 

Cost Savings Questionable 

172 Full Time Positions are associated with the 
Aviation Package of F16C Aircraft I 

I 3 Full Time Positions are associated with the 
GSU at La Porte I 

I 172 +3 = 175 Net Loss of Positions (full-time) I 
Only 3 of these positions are accounted for in the 
"hd payback" model 

Here* what* mt'sshg.. .. ... 
I n l e # r i t y .  S e r v i c e  - B r c . I l e n s e  

Cost Savings Questionable 

Payback Comparison brliYatui 
* One Time Costs $1.6 M 9 . 9  M/W13 M 
b Nct Implcmcn~ation Savings $0.1 M $0.1 M 
i Annual Rccuning Savinge $0.4 M $0.4 M 
b Payback period S p / U ) U  NEVER 
i NPV Savings (20 p )  $3.6 M <UZ'M/U3.IM> 

Most experienced in AF 
Estimate $10M in assets 
per pilot 

Training ('4.5M per pilot) 
Experience 
Tactical Knowkdge . Intangibbs 

I n l s # r l l y .  S e r o i e e  - B r e e l l c n e r  
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Homeland Defense 

Homeland Defense - Job # I  

What's at Risk in the 4& Largest City in the U.S. 
with an ASA Detachment ONLY? 

Coverage for more than a single threat 
Response Time During National Emergency 
Limited Maintenance Capability 
Limited Munitions Availability/Storage in 
"Enclave" plan 

I "Everything" 
I r t c # r i t y .  S c r o i c c  - B r c e l l c n e e  - 

I I n t e g r i t y  - S e r o i r s  - B r e e I I . n c e  I 

Air Defense Alert 2417 . Defenderr of the Gulf since 1956 

*Point Defense of Houston 
- r h g u t  Popu~ lon  calm l p p m x  8 mN11on 
- rn lndmnids  &? Woddwm;  ;5MLNstlondru 

Houston has all 9 primary terrorist target Sets 1 
Represents a National Strategic Center of Gravity 

-NASA NSHONI Tmsun - bill10116 lo 
W I K .  

- T w .  Nud..r FsslIMy 
- T*ns u.dM Wnhr 5 mNllbn p.llnh annrully 

Recipe for Disaster 

Asymmetric Enemy using multi-axis attack 
- JUSTLIKE 911 

Close Ship Channel 
* Hit Multiple Petroleum and Chemical Plants 

Target First Responders - e.g. Medical Center 
Take out a National Symbol - NASA Space Center 
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Multi-Axis Attack - How? 
Combination of seaborne, ground 8nd air 
threats 
i Tanker/Container ship takes out causeway/scuttles at 

chokepoint in ship channel 

r Foreign Cargo plane(s) on legitimate flight plan to 
Hobby targets one of numerous petm/chemical plants 

P T ~ c k  bombs target Medical Center/NASA 

Multi-Axis Attack - Risk Mitigation 
Combination of seaborne, ground and air assets 
required 
Reduce coordination problems with military that has 
a full complement of assets and personnel to 
conduct interface and training 
Improve lntelllgence Sharing with large Intel staff in a 
full wing - Enclave does NOT have lntelassets 
essigned 
Rapid plus-up for military is a couple hours with a 
wlng here 
Retention of a fuii wino k m ~ s  a munitions storaoe 

- Multi-Axis Attack - Defense Issues  

Combination of seaborne, ground and air assets 
required 
Terrorist surveillance cues attacks 
b Navnl Suppon would bc coincidcntnl 

Const Guard assets too dispenmi and lightly m e d  

i. High probability that limited Air Dcfensc resources will bc 
overwhelmed with too many targets with excessive msponse times 
due to long logistic tail 

Pre-attack inteliigence likely to be late in coming 

1 Coordination between LEADHS and milltary limited I 

kYDP programmatic issues vs. BRAC - platform based decisions and 
NOT . Military Value/Judgment - P C N I I I C ~  and logk is an issue 

Correction of enon lasd to a significant improvement in score 
Joinmess -can find no metric that indicates it wss even part of 
the "military value" process . Cost Savings - Huge imns like personnel mover, retraining I costs, /loss of experience base In MX and Ops, incmasul 1 

I deteched o lw~a~ons for AIM. sum12 of Joint I 
~~eretion&xe,rcises  for^ WI ~dleccounted for in Do0 
calcuiations . Homeland Defenoystmtegic and Naionel Economic fectonr . S ~ ~ c a n t  h3%tqRiskassodated with losing fighter presence in 

port/peuo-chemical HUBS due to time-lag to plus-up and deterrent 
iacto;assoaated with a visible military capnhilit). in tlouston 

I n f e # r l f y .  8 e r o i r .  - B z c * l l . n o r  I 

Could Cost? 

'rr 

Questions? 
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* Wington Field ANGB 
MIIitary Occupied - 190 Acres 
Land Available for Construction - 17 Acres 

(See Drawing on Next Slide) 
EUington Field ANGB Facilities 

Total Facility Sqwre Footage - 448,000 (includes 
80K sq feet of new MILCON m T  in BRAC data calls 
Available Facility Square Footage - 23,000 

(7i.WC;znd F M  lrrtd >r irl,in ron,p,,and N07'i t~c~l~~~lrrrk~f)  
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F- 16 ROADMAPS 

F-16 Roadma~s Quarterlv UDdate Process 

Roadmaps Q 
Manager - - 

ASCNPVR 
Chief 

ks-.d - 
ASCNPV 

Chief 

a 

2 -D 
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147th Fighter Wing 
Ellington Field Joint Reserve Base 

A Vital Part of 
National Security and Homeland Defense 

Today and into the Future 

Robb Parr, Col (Ret) 
Former Commander, 147th Fighter Wing I 

I Flawed BRAC Process 

W e  believe the DOD recommendation to the 
BRAC commission to inactivate the 147th 
Fighter Wing is wrong. 

It is wrong because the DOD deviated 
substantially from its own guidelines, and BRAC 
law in arriving at this recommendation. 

I The BRAC Process was Flawed . . . I 

I Homeland Defense I 
I DOD and the BRAC process are committed to Homeland 

Defense as the highest priority. 

U.S. Fighter wings have both a wodd-wide and a 
Homeland Defense mission. Where they are stationed, is 
key to accomplishing both missions. 

Ellington is strategically located near numerous high 
value, potential terrorist targets. Seems to be an ideal 
bed-down base. I 

I It is the only asset capable of dealing with an airborne 
threat, and a simple alert site is inadequate. I 

Opening Remarks I 
name is Robb Pam and I am a former Commander of the 14P 

MYFighter Wlng. I am here to resent the Cibzens' case opposlng the 
inactivation of the 14P &at Ellington Field Joint Reserve Base. 

It is now obwous that eleded officials are aware of the importance of 
the Houston Infrastructure to the Nabon. And, that the 147m is a vital 
part of me layered Homeland Defense for that area. 

The final dispw~tion of ,Air Defense assets for the Houston area needs 
more rewew by Senlor Leadership. But to do that, we must first stop 
this BRAC recommendation. 

The very fact that me k r  Force let fhis premature recommendat~on 
sl~de under the radar screen, and Into the BRAC process IS In Itself 
lndlcabve of a flawed process 

Robb Parr. Col(USAF Ret~ed 
Former Commander, 14P Fighter Wlng (f989-199d 

Flawed In Four Areas 
Homeland Defense - This recommendation leaves 
crucial national assets along the Texas Gulf Coast 
inadequately defended. 

I Data Metric - The DOD did not utilize meaningful data to 
score Ellington Field's present and future military value. I 

I Misleading Cost Analysis -This recommendation does 
not save money I 
Application of Military Judgment -The DOD did not 
use the data that it did assemble in an appropriate 
manner. No evident use of Military Value or Military 
Judgment. 

DOD & BRAC Commitment t 
Homeland Defense 

The Natbnal Defense S&ategy, as set forth in the 2001 QDRrepwt 
makes protecting the U.S. homeland the hiahest arioritv for the 
pwartmeni of De&nse. ' I 
The Air Force consulted with USNORCOM to ensure these (BRAC) 

recommendations consider the geographic locations of our installations 
and preserve sufficient Installations near our borders and nwr 
hlah-valye tametp to support air sovereignty as part of homeland 
defense. 

'We find no evidence of meaningful inclusion of either concept In the 
recommendation. 
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"Preserve Sufficient Installations Ne 
Borders and their High Value Targe 

Homeland Oderue nmbk not lnclvded - Re: W Cribria %I 
- S b . q , r ; M  
- Four (4) dm M e r s  p*lr 24-hr uaUWb sravqumar 
- C m s n d  PorL Zehr  mh Mt in W e  -my . Jolnl Tnining n d  d i h d  - Re: W Crit.riaI1 
- ~olnt a-u- ~v ~ c m b ~ l  m M ~ W  snd NWMM -nn 
- AlrWrmbrnurpmhArmyaFtPolk L a  
- EllWon Fdd has d v m ~  btln Jdnt - h y  N h d  G d ,  b s t  G d  NPSA 

Other Y1llt.q Val- anml* .  and -Ions - Re: W CribriaH 
- Emr n d Elmgtm s.Acc- 10 swmsm~ m e -  
- Inccnuslmt ctemtcr I- whmnar. W l y  w.. suprwE -a 
- Lnpe-nmp-e W m w D h r j s  aavphforndhrlqumn @mr.uginp 
- N o c m  hl a hvosMecanrmnm, rdabmshp M w h  dl- Mm mnmd 

canp-sa 
- N o c n d t f P - M a s r a w t n p r s . n d o l p o n t c r n d . n m ( D m  

S h I  
- L & d ~ r ~ r r e n s * l d a d m m . b . b u t m ( p n d ~ b d d n p  

rwrar-ms 

Large Usable Airspace 

Alert Site vs. Full Wing C o - L o c a m 7  
Air Sonmlgdy Akti  (ASA) S b  - InmQll. -* 10 w1IC mnr 
- SMI u n m t  d-nh PMmr ma momnt 
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I I I 
ELLINGTON TOTAL MCI 48.08 45.38 

Attr # 

1203 

cwrected MCI or 48.08 raises the Ellington ranking to: 

8h among 26 ANG Fghter Wings (from l@) 

I ANG F-16 BRAC MCI RANKING 

Attribute Dascription 

Access to Adequate Supenmic Missim 

- GAINING UNITS - LOSING UNITS 

. 'Recommendations that are Not consistent with rankings of 
installations must be fully justified." - Where is the justification? 

'Transformational Recommendations: is one with no military 
value justification, military judgment is the sole rationale, it is 
not cost effective, it has long paybacks." - This seems to refer 
to Ellington. 

Carected 
Value 

6.048 

"Transformational has no leaal basis and should be removed. 
These should be justified in terms of military value or the force 
structure plan." 

E m  
Value 

3.36 

"BRAC Red Team Whrte Paper 18Aw# 05 
Exatnpks ofhfilfiary Judgment 

Vandenberg i% Patrick -Polar Orbit 
Andrews AFB -Supports President 
Ellington AGS -Essential to Homeland Defense 

I $ , -  >,: I I Id 7':-! r ,,r -a 17 

BRAC Calculations not inclusive of all costs. 
- up to $33.1 Million 20 year cost, versus $3.6M savings 

No credit was given for Air Warrior support. 
- $100,000 annual savings to Air Combat Command. 

- Net Present Value, 20 years is $1.5 Million 

Cost of operating a remote alert site. 
- $6 Million additimal annual cast to USAF 

- $120 Million in 20 years 

Burden shift to other agencies (Army Aviation, US 
Coast Guard, and NASA) not considered. 
- $400,000 per year yet to be distributed 

The Department of Defense has not made a "BRAC" case 
for inactivation of the 147th Fighter Wing. In fact, there is 
a compelling Homeland Defense case for leaving it in 
place. 

This recommendation leaves numerous, crucial national 
assets unprotected during a time when they are at risk. 

This recommendation was not developed using 
meaningful or accurate data or process, and, in the 
context of BRAC, it does not save money. 

We find no merit in this recommendation and respectfully 
request that you, the BRAC Commission vote to non- 
concur. 
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-% 
Opening Remarks 

My name s Robb Pan and I am a former Commander of the 147" 
Fwter WIng I am here to resent the Cnlzens' case opposmg the 
Inactiuatbn of the 147" &at Ellington Field Jolnt Reserve Base. 

It k now obvaub that elected dfklak ere aware of the Impottarm, of 
lhe Houston Intrastru*um to the Netlon And that the 147" k a mi 
part of the layered Homeland Defense for that area. 

ition of Air Defense assets for the Hwston area needs 
more rev w by Senbr Leadership. Bul to do that, we must first stop 
thk BRAG recommendation. I 

I The very fact that the Air Force let this premature recommendation 
slide under lhe radar screen and into the BRAC pmcess b In h n  
indicatiue of a &wed proce&. I 

Robb Pan. Cd (USAF Rel~red) 
Fomw Commander, 147h Fghler Wfng (1969-1996) 

Flawed In Four Areas 
-= 

I H w l a n d  Defense - mis recommendation leaves 
crucial national assets along the Texas Gulf Coast 
inadequately defended. 

I Data Metric -The DOD did not utilize meaningful data to 
score Ellington Field's present and future military value. I 

I Misleading Coat Analysis - This recommendation does 
not save money I 
Application of Military Judgment - The DOD did not 
use the data that it did assemble in an appropriate 
manner. No evident use of Military Value or Military 
Judgment. 

I 147th Fighter Wing 
I 

- 
Ellington ~ le ld  Joint Reserve Base 

A Vital Part of 
National Security and Homeland Defense 

Today and into the Future 

Robb Parr, Col (Ret) 
Former Commander, 147th Fighter Wing 

Flawed BRAC Process 
-%iz-- 

We believe the DOD recommendation to the 
BRAC commission to inactivate the 147th 
Fighter Wing is wrong. 

It is wrong because the DOD deviated 
substantially from its own guidelines, and BRAC 
law in arriving at this recommendation. 

I The BRAC Process was Flawed . . . I 

Failed to Consider 
Homeland Defense 

DOD and the BRAC process are committed to Homeland 
Defense as the highest priority. I 
U.S. Fighter wings have both a world-wide and a 
Homeland Defense mission. Where they are stationed, is 
key to accomplishing both missions. I I Ellington is strategically W t s d  near numerous high 
value, potential terrorist tamets. Seems to be an ideal I I bed-down base. I 
It is the only asset capable of dealing with an airborne 
threat, and a simple alert site is inadequate. 
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DOD & BRAC Commitment toww 
Homeland Defense 

The Nationel D e f ~  Strategy, as s t  fom h the 2001 ODR report 
makes Dtect ina  Me U.S. homeland the hiohest Drioritv f o r m  
pemrtment of Defeng.. 

ll-m Air Force consulted watl USNORCOM to ensure these (BFIAC) 
recommendations consider the mraDhic  IocaUons of our installions - - .  
and preserve sufficient instsllations near our bordem end near 
hioh-value taroets to suppon air sovereignty as palt ot homeland 
defense. ' 

We find nuyi&m of meaninglul inclusion of either concept in the 
recommendation. 

"-8 
Alert Site vs. Full Wing C O - ~ o c a m  

P --- Joint Training - Warrior MOA 

Afghanistan 

DOD L BRAG Commilment to Homeland Defense . 
"Preserve Sufficient Installations Near Our 

Borders and their High Value Target" 

Flawed Data Metric %-- 
. WornlndmenurmtrlcnotI~~Iud.d-R.:YVCrft.dm 

- S m q k l o a h .  
- F W ( ~ ) W . N I " ~ ~ * ~ U ~ - E W - .  
- C o m M d P . m . 2 U r , l r ( h M h ~ ~ h , .  . J d d  Tmlnln~ not cndlW - R.: YV Cmd I1 
- J o n - & k - m k h b . m d N y M . r W z d L  
- U W m i m ~ ~ l m * l ~ F L P D L ; , L r  
- E W h g m n * d h . l h r y . M X h ( - * n v M a u l G d , ~ Q u r d , N * S *  

~ Y U l t w y V . h n n o ~ l k . m d o m ~ - R . : Y V C ~ ~ l  
- E m r h E N . h d ~ m ' . ' I c c u m ~ b ~  
- ~ a a d ~ b ~ v d u m h a a . ~ ~ b , s ~ ~ .  
- L r p . n * m p ~ * ~ - . ~ s ~ ~ r m o n p l * . ~  - M E R d l t a . ~ M . m r m n x y ~ ~ ~ o p " m k ' " m ~  

mmp- 
- N o c n d l ~ d m m b u d v . L N r . ~ - ~ ~ I o ( ~ ( D u n  

Slorm) - Lo,Mn&@mmArrr-hrnabMndptdamr*~ 
wirmr*.. 

~lliogton does h u e  ~ h r  l~rsstruclinrs $0 suppon future rntes~ohs 

1 Large Usable Airspace W-1 
Super Sonr 
Electronic 
Counter 
Measures 
ChaHFlare 
Air 
Retuelmng . ugiltsout 

DCN: 12535



Airspace Comparison: m3 
Ellington & Montgomery 

Misleading Cost Analysis 

I BRAC Calculations not inclusive of all costs. 
- up to $33.1 Million 20 year cost, versus S.6M savings I 

No credlt was given for Air Warrior support. 
- Sl 00 000 annual savings to Air Combat Command. 
- Net Present Value. 20 years is $1 5 Mlllion 

Cost of operating a remote alert she. 
- 56 Million additiial annual cost to USAF 
- $120 M~ll~on in 20 years 

Burden shift to  other agencies (Army Aviation, US 
Coast Guard, and NASA) not considered. 
- $400 000 per year yet to be distributed 

--& 
MCI Airspace Calculation ~rm 

Attr Y AlMbute Description Corrected E m  
Vdue Value 

1203 Access to Adequate Supemic Mlssion 6.048 3.36 

I '  
I I 

ELLINGTON TOTAL MCI 48.08 45.38 

Cwecled MCI a 48.08 ralses the Ellington ranWng to: 

.9 among 26 ANG Fighter Wings (from lW) 

ANG F-16 BRAC MCI RANKINGS- 

GAMING UNITS 

LOSING UNITS 

7k 
USAF Criticism of its own processB 

I "Recommendations that are consistent with rankings of 
installations must be fully justified." - Where is the justification? I 
Transformational Recommendations: is one with no military 
value justification, military judgment is the sole rationale, it is 
not cost effective, it has long paybacks." - This seems to refer 
to Ellington. 

I "Transformational has no and should be removed. 
These should be justified in t e n s  of military value or the force 
structure plan. I 

WRAC Red Team Whiie Psper 18 April 05 
Examples of Milimy Judgment 

Vandenberg 4 Patrick - Polar Orbit 
Andrews AFB - Supports President 
Ellington AGS -Essential to Homeland Defense 1 
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1 CONCLUSION 
The Department of Defense has not made a 'BRAC' case 

for inactivation of the 147th Fighter Wing. In fact, there is 
a compelling Homeland Defense case for leaving it in 
place. 

This recommendation leaves numerous, crucial national 
assets unprotected during a time when they are at risk. 

This recomrnendation was not developed using 
meaningful or accurate data or process, and, in the 
wntert of BRAC. it does not save money. 

I We find no merit in this recomrnendation and respectfully 
request that you, the BRAC Commission vote to non- 
wncur. I 

I Aerial Tour - Port & ~ e t r o c h ~ % 1  
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Cost Savings Questionable 

Cost calculations flaws and omissions 
Air Warrior savings to Air Force not 
considered 
Extra cost of operating "remote" ASA site 
not considered 
Burden shift to other government agencies 
at Ellington not considered 

s a m m t r t  c c s n r ~ s m a c a n r p m s r w  

Cost Savings Questionable 

Payback as Reported 
- One Time Costs $1.6 M 
- Net Implementation Savings $0.1 M 
- Annual Recurring Savings $0.4 M 
- Payback period 5 yrsl2012 
- NPV Savings (20 yrs) $3.6 M 

All Personnel Reductions and Costs associated 
with the "realignment" are accounted for as PRE 
BRAC actions (next) 

S . ; m n l b l , C M I R A M ~ C ~ B r L 1  

I Cost Savings Questionable 

1 Per the COBRA Report: 

"Values for Personnel and Base Operating 
Support include the Programmed 
Installation Population (non-BRAC) 
changes, so that only changes attributable 
to the BRAC action are reflected in the 
change columns". 

Cost Savings Questionable 

172 Full Time Positions are associated 
with the Aviation Package of F16C Aircraft 
3 Full Time Positions are associated with 
the GSU at La Porte 
172 +3 = 175 Net Loss of Positions 
Only 3 of these positions are accounted 
for in the "final payback model 
Here is what's missing ....... 

Cost Savings Questionable I I Cost Savings Questionable I 
Outcome #I ($7.275 M) 
- RIF Costs for 172 Employees ($42.3Wea) 

Outcome #2 (MoveHOU >SAY ($39.743 M) 
- Moving Costs for 172 Employees ( $12Wea) 

-Salary Cost (Fully Loaded) for 3 years 
($73K X 172 X 3) 

* SA does not receive additional F-16C 
Block 30s until 2010 

Adjusted Payback 
Payback as Reported 
- One Time Costs $1.6M $8.9 M1$41.3 M 
- Net Implementation Savings $0.1 M $0.1 M 
- Annual Recurring Savings $0.4 M $0.4 M 

1 - Payback petiod 5 yrs/2012 NEVER 
- NW Savings (20 yrs) $3.6 M <$3.27Ml$33.1 M> 
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Section 1-1. Cost data to s u ~ ~ o r t  31M ex~enditures to umrade service life of aircraft 

147th F-16 Lifespan Improvement Modification costs 

TYPE MODIFICATION YEAR No. of Aircraft CostlAC Total 

SLIP FY04 Dollars 15 $595,000.00 $8,925,000.00 

Falcon Star FY 04 Dollars 2 $938,000.00 $1,876,000.00 

Falcon Up FY 05 Dollars 18 $1,120,000.00 $20,160,000.00 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $30,961,000.00 

Source: HAFB Depot Customer Support Team 
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I Section 3-1. Port of Houston Facts I 

PORT OF HOUSTON FACTS 

Port Ranking: - 
1 st in the U.S. in foreign tonnage for nine consecutive years, 

2nd in U.S. in total tonnage for 14 consecutive years, 

6th largest in the world 

Tonnage Handled During 2004: 
200 million short tons (estimate) 

Tonnage Handled During 2003: 
190.9 million short tons 

Number of Ships Calling at Port During 2004: 
6,539 ships called 

Containers Handled During 2004: 
1,440,478 TEUs (20-ft equivalent units) for a total of 13.96 million tons 

Total number of container units moved in 2004: 
898,727 container units. Up from 777,168 in 2003. 

Goods Moved in Foreign Trade During 2003: 
140.6 million short tons valued at $65.9 billion 

Top 5 Trading Partners (Tonnage): 
Mexico, Venezuela, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Nigeria 

Top Import Commodities (Tonnage): 
Petroleum and Petroleum Products; Iron and Steel; Crude Fertilizers and Minerals; Organic Chemicals; Wood and 
Articles of Wood 

Top Export Commodities (Tonnage): 
Petroleum and Petroleum Products; Organic Chemicals; Cereals and Cereal Products; Plastics; Animal or Vegetable Fats 
and Oils 

Top Import Countries (Tonnage): 
Mexico, Venezuela, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Algeria 

Top Import Countries (Dollars): 
Mexico, Germany, Venezuela, Saudi Arabia, Brazil 

Top Export Countries (Tonnage): 
Mexico, Italy, Brazil, Belgium, South Korea 

Top Export Countries (Dollars): 
Mexico, Belgium, Brazil, Netherlands, South Korea 

Top 5 Trading Partners(Dol1ars): 
Mexico, Germany, Venezuela, Brazil, Saudi Arabia 
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TOTAI, IhlPORTS AND EXPORTS 
(Tonnage amounts are short tons) 

Leading Trading Partners Combined Import and Export By Tonnage 
Mexico 
Venezuela 
Saudi Arabia 
Iraq 
Nigeria 

Leading Commodities Combined Import and Export By Tonnage 
Petroleum and Petroleum Products 
Organic Chemicals 
Cereals and Cereal Products 
Crude Fertilizers and Minerals 
Iron and Steel 

Leading Trading Partners Combined Import and Export By Dollar Value 
Mexico 
Germany 
Venezuela 
Brazil 
Saudi Arabia 

Leading Commodities Combined Import and Export By Dollar Value 
Petroleum and Petroleum Products 
Organic Chemicals 
Machinery 
Plastics 
Vehicles, Except Railway 

Leading Import Trading Partners By Dollar Value 
Mexico 
Germany 
Venezuela 
Saudi Arabia 
Brazil 

Leading Import Commodities By Dollar Value 
Petroleum and Petroleum Products 
Iron and Steel 
Machinery 
Organic Chemicals 
Vehicles, Except Railway 
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Exports 
(Tonnage amounts are short tons) 

Leading Export Trading Partners By Tonnage 
Mexico 
Italy 
Brazil 
Belgium 
South Korea 

Leading Export Commodities By Tonnage 
Petroleum and Petroleum Products 
Organic Chemicals 
Cereals and Cereal Products 
Plastics 
Animal or Vegetable Fats and Oils 

Leading Export Trading Partners By Dollar Value 
Mexico 
Belgium 
Brazil 
Netherlands 
South Korea 

Leading Export Commodities By Dollar Value 
Organic Chemicals 
Machinery 
Petroleum and Petroleum Products 
Plastics 
Electric Machinery 

*These statistics were updated June 21,2005. 

Port of Houston Authority 
1 1 1 East Loop North Houston, Texas 77029 
P.O. Box 2562 Houston, Texas 77252-2562 

Phone: 71 3-670-2400 
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Section 4-1, USAF Fighter MCI Ranking 
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Fighter NCCI (except A-10s) 
Base 

Maxwell AFB 
McChord AFB 
McConnell AFB 

Crt3 
Contingency 
,ABoMlWon 
,Future 
Fa- 

22 86 
40.23 
44 .MI 

Crt 4 
Clutof 
Opal 
ZUanpawsr 

85 68 
57.08 
75.83 

Overall 
MI 
Score 

59 61 
60.73 
56 47 

Cr t l  
C m n t  
and 
Futum 
W d o n  

61 81 
49.83 
47.44 

Crt 2 
CondRh 
of Infm- 
~~m 

64.46 
77.97 
68.32 
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USAF BRAC 2005 Base MCI Score Sheets 

Base Score Sheet for Ellington Field AGS 
MCI: Airlift 

(The questions that iost the most points are at the top of the list) 

Max Points 
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the ovetall MCI score. 

Eamed Points 
This ts the number of points this formula did confribute to the owra#l MCI scwe for &IS base. 

Lost Points 
The difference between Max Points and Eamed Pants. 

Running Score from $00 
The maxwnum MCl uxxe is 100 and the minimum is 0. This is a running balance that sttum the itnpad at 
the lost points from the formula evaluation on the overall MCI score for the base. 

Running 
Score - 

E a r n e d  !&a - from 
Fomruia poi* Po&& points - 100 

1 1246 00 Proxirn11-y to Low Level Routes Supporting Mi& 13.98 2.54 11.44 88.561 

1248.00 Proximity to DZaZ 14.72 8.06 6.66 81.90 

1273.00 Aerial Port Proximity 8.10 3.04 5.06 76.84 

8.00 Ramp Area and Serviceability 5.98 1.49 4.48 72.36 

1.00 Fuel Hydrant Systems Support Mission GKnnntl 4.32 0.00 4.32 68.04 

1249.00 Atrspace Attributes of DZlZ 8.30 4.94 3.36 64.68 

1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 11 -95 8.96 2.99 61.69 

19.00 Hangar Capability - Large Aircraft 3.32 0.63 2.49 59.20 

$214.00 fuel Dispensing Rate to Support Mobility and Surge 2.20 0.28 1.92 57.28 

9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 5.98 4.48 1.49 55.79 

t 205.20 Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96 0.57 1.39 54.40 

1271.00 Prevailing InstaNation Weather Contiins 3.22 2.13 1 .I39 53.31- 

21 3.00 Attainment I Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1 .Of 0.67 52.64 

1402.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.31 0.56 52.08 

1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.00 0.25 51 -83 

1269.00 Utilities cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.02 0.10 51.73 

1250.00 Area Cost Factor 1.25 1 .I9 0.06 51.67 

1205.10 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operattons Growth 1.96 1.96 0.00 51.167 

2207 00 Level of Mission Encroachment 1 66 1 66 000 57.67 

1241.00 Ability to Support Large-Scak Mobility Deployment 2.20 2.20 0.M) 51.67 

1242.00 ATC Restrictions to Operations 5.98 5.96 0.00 51.67 
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USAF BRAC 2005 Base MCl Score Sheets 

Base Score Sheet for Ellington Field AGS 
MCI: Bomber 

(The questions that bst the most points are at the top of Me list.) 

Max Pwnts 
1 hls IS the maxlmum number of points #a formula am cantnbuntrlbute to the overaN MCI xwe 

Earned Prrrlrts 
Thls a the number of pants thls formula dbd contribute to the overall MCl score for thts base 

Lost Poi* 
The dtfference between Max Points and Eamed Pants 

Running Score from 700 
me m m u m  MCI score a 100 and the minimum is 0 This rs a runnrng balance that shows the impact of 
the lost pornts from the formula evaluahon on the overall MCf score for the base 

Runniw 
Score 

MaxElmed Lost from 
fwmula Points Points Poi- - - -  loo - 1 1245.00 Prommity to Airspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 20.24 5.59 14.65 85.35 

1246 00 Proxrmtty to Low Level Routes Suppmng Misshi 16 56 346 1310 72 25 

1266 00 Range Complex (RC) Suppwts Mmton 12 45 3 76 8 69 63 56 

9 00 Runway Dlmenslan and Servrceabllity 5 52 000 5 52 5804 

1235 00 Instaflatron Pavwnents Qualtty 4 94 000 4 94 53 10 

1233 00 Suffiaent Munltrons Storage 2.91 000 2.91 511 19 

8 00 Ramp Area and Se~ceabrlity 3 49 0 87 2 61 47 58 

8 0 33 231 27 

I 9  00 Hangar Capabllfty - Large A~rcraR 2 91 0 73 2 18 43 09 

1 00 Fuel Hydrant Systems Support Mission Growth 2 03 0.00 2 03 41 06 

123 1 00 Ceftrf ed Weapons Storage Area 2.03 0.00 2 03 39 03 

1205 20 Butidable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1 96 0 57 1 39 37 64 

1271 00 Prevatllng instalfalion Weather Conditions 3 68 2 43 t 25 36 39 

1232 M) sumcent ~cplmves-slted Parkrng 3 20 2 11 1 09 35 30 

213 00 Attainment I Ernmlon Budget Growth ktrwvance 1 68 101 0 67 34 63 

1402 00 BAH Rate 0 88 0 31 0 56 34.07 

1403 00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0 25 000 0 25 33 82 

2269 00 Uhhbes cost rattng (u3C) 0 13 0 02 0 10 33 72 

1250 00 Area Cost Factor 1 25 1 19 0 06 33 66 

1205 f 0 Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1 96 1 96 0 00 33 66 

1207 00 Level of Mlsston Encroachment 2 03 2 03 0 00 33 66 

1241 00 Abtllty to Support Large-Scale Moblllty Deployment 1 76 1 76 0 00 33 66 

1242.00 ATC Restnchons to Operabons 5 52 5 52 0 00 33 66 
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USAF BRAC 2005 Base MCI Score Sheets 

Base Score Sheet for Ellin!$on Field 
MCl: C2lSR 

(The queshons that bst the most paints are at the top of the list.) 

Max PUI* 
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contnbute to the overalt MCI score. 

Earned Points 
Thrs a the number of points this formula dfd contnbute to the overall MCI score foc this base 

Lost Points 
The dffference between Max Pants and Earned Pants 

Running Score from f OO 
The maximum MC1 m e  is 100 and the rntnirnum 1s 0. This rs a runnag balance that shovvs the ~rnpact of 
the lost points from the formula evaluation on the overall MCI score for the base 

Running 
Score - 

U l w -  Lost from 
Fornula - Points Points Points - - -  1OO - 

1 1245.00 Proxrmity to Alrspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 29.90 17.02 12.88 87.12) 

8 00 Ramp Area and Se~ceahlity 9 13 2 28 6 85 80 27 

1235 00 installatton Pavements Quality 16.19 12 14 4 05 76 22 

9 00 Runway Dimenston and Semceab$rty 9.23 6.09 3.04 73 18 

1214 00 Fuel Dtspensmg Rate to Support Mobility and Surge 2 80 D 35 2 45 70 73 

19 00 Hangar Capability - Large A~rcraft 2 91 0 73 2 18 63 55 

1 00 Fue( Hydrant Systems Support Mission G M  2 08 0 00 2 08 66 47 

1205 20 Buddable Acres for Air Operations Grawth 1 80 0 52 1 28 65 19 

21 3 00 Attainment I Ernisson Budget Growth Atlowance 2 40 1 44 0 96 64 23 

1251 00 Frequency Spectrum Ltmitatrms (FSL] 8 05 7 12 0 93 63 30 

1402 00 BAH Rate 0 88 0 31 0.56 62 74 

1403 00 GS Locall& Pay Rate 0 25 000 0 25 62 49 

1269 00 Ub* cost rating (U3C) 0 13 B 02 0 10 62 39 

1250 00 Area Cost Factor 1 25 1 19 0 06 62 33 

1205 10 Burlclable Aaes for lndustnal Operations Growth 1.80 180 0 00 62 33 

1207 00 Level of Misson Encroachment 2 08 2 08 0 00 62 33 

2241 00 Abilrty to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1 20 1 20 0 00 62 33 

1242 00 ATC Restncttons to Uperatons 8 05 8 05 0 00 62 33 
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USAF BRAC 2005 Base MCl Score Sheets 

Base Score Sheet for Ellington Field AGS 
M C ~ :  Fighter 

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list.) 

Max Pants 
Thw w the maximum number of points this formula can conb-rbute to the overall MCI saxe. 

Earned Poi* 
Thrs IS the number of points thrs fomuia did mhbute to the overall MCI saw for this base. 

Lost Points 
The difference between Max Pmts and Earned Pornts 

Running Score ffom 100 
me maximum MCI score IS 100 and the minimum is 0. This a a running balance that shows tfle impact of 
the lost pornts from the formula evaluation on the overall MCI xore for the base. 

Runnina 
Swre - 

mEamed Last - from 
Formula - Points Poll%& Points 100 - 

1 1245.00 Proximity to krspace Supporting Mission (ASM) 22.08 4.26 17.82 82.181 

1246.00 Proximity to Lwu Level Routes Supporting Misston 7.25 0.95 6.30 75.88 

1266.00 m g e  complex (RC) supports Miiton 11 95 6.93 5.02 70.86 

1233 00 Sufficient Munitions Storage 4.79 0.00 4.79 66.07 

1203.00 Access to Adequate Supersonic Irspace 6.72 3.36 3.36 62.7 1 

1270.00 Suitable Auxtlrary Airfields Within 50NM 5.1% 2.59 2.59 60.12 

1232.00 SufEicient Explosives-sited Parking 3.65 I .21 2.45 57.67 

1214.00 Fuel Dispensing Rate to Support Mobility and Surge 2.64 0.33 2.31 55.36 

8.00 Ramp Area and ServiceabiRty 2.97 0.74 2.23 53.13 

1221 -00 Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft 3.88 1.78 2.10 51.03 

1271.00 Prevailing in st^^ Weatfrer Conditions 5.52 3.64 1.88 49.15 

5 0.5 "r .39 47.76 

1235.00 Installation Pavements Quality 2.97 2.23 0.74 47.02 

213.00 Attainment i Emission Budget Growth Allowance 1.68 1 .01 0.67 46.35 

1502.00 BAH Rate 0.88 0.31 0.56 45.79 

1403.00 GS Locality Pay Rate 0.25 0.00 0.25 45.54 

1269.00 Utiiibfs cost rating (U3C) 0.13 0.02 0.10 45 44 

1250.00 Area Cast Factor 1.25 1.19 0.06 45.38 

9.00 Runway Dimension and Serviceability 2.28 2.28 0.00 45.38 

1205.10 Buitciable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1.96 1 -96 0.00 45.38 

1207.00 Level of Mission Encroachment 2.28 2.28 0.00 45.38 

1241 .OO Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76 1 .76 0.00 45.38 

1242.00 ATC Res$tctlons to Operations 5.98 5.98 0.00 45.38 
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USAF BRAC 2005 Base MCI Score Sheets 

Base Score Sheet for Ellington Field AGS 
1 :  SOF I CSAR 

(The questions that lost the most points are at the top of the list) 

Max Points 
This is the maximum number of points this formula can contribute to the overall MCI %we. 

Eamed Points 
Thfs is the number of points this formula did contribute to the overail MCI swre for this base 

Lost Points 
The difference between Max Points and Earned Points 

Running Seore from 100 
The maximum MCI score is ?I)[) and the mlnlmurn IS 0. This is a running balance that shows the impact of 
the lost points from the formula evaluation on trie overall MCI scwe for the base. 

RunnSEq 
SSsE 

- -Earned us? 
Fomrula 

ls?! 
Points Points Pohts - - -  100 - 1 1248 00 Prommity to DZnZ 14.72 1.47 13.25 
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USAF BRAC 2005 Base MCI Score Sheets 

Base Score Sheet for EIIington Field AGS 
MCI: Space Ops 

{The questions that bst the most points are at the top of me list.) 

Max Pants 
Thrs IS the maximum number of points thls formula can contnbute to the overall MCI score 

Eamcd Points 
Tnls IS the numm of pants 811s formula did contnbute to the overall MCI score for this base 

Lost Points 
The dtfference between Max Pants and Earned Points 

Running Score from 100 
The mammurn MCI score IS 1M) and the minlmum 1s 0 This IS a running balance mat shows the lmpact crf 
the lost ponts from the fwmula evalwbon on the overall MCI saxe for the base. 

Runnirtg 
Score - 

Eamcd - Fronr 
Formula Points Points Points - 100 

1 30.00 BuiMable Acres (Space Mission Bed Down Area) 41.50 1.83 39.67 50.33 
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147FW 
147FW CALCULATED OSD 

CALCULATED WEIGHTED OSD RAW WEIGHTED 
NAME EFF % RAW SCORE RATING SCORE RATING 

1242 - ATC Restrictions to Operations 
1271 - Prevailing Installation Weather Conditions 

1245 - Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission 22.08% 19.3 4.26144 19.3 4.26 

8 - Ramp Area and Serviceability 
9 - Runway Dimension and Serviceability 
1207 - Level of Mission Encroachment 
1221 - Hangar Capability - Small Aircraft 
1232 - Sufficient Explosives-sited Parking 
1233 - Sufficient Munitions Storage 
1235 - Installation Pavements Quality 

I ' -  . A*.. . - ,- A 0 .  - 6 .  ' I  . 1 . ;  I 

1266 - Range Complex (RC) Supports Mission 1 1.95% 58.01 6.932195 58.01 6.93 

1214 - Fuel Dispensing Rate to Support Mobilty and Surge 2.64% 12.58 0.332112 12.58 0.33 
1241 - Ability to Support Large-Scale Mobility Deployment 1.76% 100 1.76 100 1.76 

213 - Attainment 1 Emission Budget Growth Allowance I .68% 60.0003 1.00800504 60 1 .O1 
1205.1 - Buildable Acres for Industrial Operations Growth 1 96% 100 1.96 100 1.96 
1205.2 - Buildable Acres for Air Operations Growth 1.96% 28.896551 72 0.566372414 28.9 0.57 

1250 - Area Cost Factor 
1269 - Utilities Cost Rating 
1402 - BAH Rate 
1403 - GS Locality Pay Rate 

ELLINGTON TOTAL FIGHTER MCI 45.39 
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Section 5-2, Point Paper on Fighter MCI Calculation Errors for Ellington AGS 

POINT PAPER ON MCI CALCULATION ERRORS 
FOR 

ELLINGTON FIELD 

OSD Formula 1203, "Access to Supersonic Airspace" 
o Formula states 

To qualify, airspace must be within 150 NM of airfield 
Only count the highest scoring airspace 
Max score is 100 points 
50% of total score is derived fiom Operating Hours of qualifylng airspace 
50% of total score is derived fiom Size of qualifylng airspace 
Max points for each component is 50 points 
Use OSD question 1276 as raw data set 

o Airspace Parameters and Point Values 
Operating Hours (Column 2 OSD Formula 1276) 

100 points if operational 24 hours 
0 points if unavailable for use 
Prorate linearly between this 2 values 

Size 
100 points if size is 105NM x 80NM (Column 7 1276) 
80 points if size is lOONM x 60NM (Column 6 1276) 
60 points if size is 100NM x 50NM (Column 5 1276) 
40 points if size is 80NM x 40NM (Column 4 1276) 
20 points if volume is > 21 00 nrn squared (Column 3 1276) 
Otherwise zero points 

Max point example 
Airspace open 24 hours = 100 points 
Airspace 105NM x 80NM = 100 points 
(100*50%) + (100*50%) = 100 points total 

o 147 FW Calculation for 1203 

Oper 
Hours 
Points 

Volume 
Points 

Total 
Points Score 
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Section 5-4, George Bush Intercontinental Auport Runway Lengths from IFR Supplement 

AIRPQRT/FACILIP( DIRECTORY 6-247 

GEORGE BUSH INTCNTL HOUSTON, TX KIAH P 
N29'59.07' WPS"20.99' 97 UTC-6(.SDT) H-7C, L-176 

(81 ftWf-fSL l-Z%4,5,?0 fWQOxl50 CON LZ3d5,tQ m . d b R  
575 T230 ST775 TFW 007873) 

RWY.Q8R W43&15 (-9402x1 SO CON "1" ST1 75 TF498) U%4Se30;r13 RWV-2& 
Q45Bdl5S (1000RKlW ASP L7&3.45.1w43 

475 TI90 ST175 IT400 007850) 
RWY-15l Q45SO (1 2Y321x1 50 CON w&%&ls R v f i ' f ~  

5 100 MOO ST1 75 l-rm WT8001 
RWY-15R UX4,5&15,50 f5999~150 CON 

575 TTDO ST175 -4043 00TB333 
W5sRwT- 

SERVICE - LRA FUEL - A flrajen Fk Support, C80(3-774-5433] (MC-1 W 3 U I  
REMARKS - RSTD - Rwy 081, c1sd ffo aarrfd'dap and fFwy 26R clsd for dop WOO-1%XX?++. N 

ramp N taxilane btn Twy NG and spot 6 ckd 0300-llFM1Z++. Coptar Asr~lerCtaxi rstd Xcr had 
sfc mavement areas, Dual twy opr Twy NK btn NNS and N ranrp, W mtrline rstd to max 
wgtrpan 125' and E cntrline max wppan  274'. CAUTION - Bright tgt aprx 1 NBW fr thtd 
Rwy 26L and 900' S of ccntrline. Deer and bird haz. Rwy 15L-33R and Thy WA arwf WB mag 
anomalies may affset conpass M g  for &of. Twr has ratd Yis of movemefit areas. MISC - 
Rwy Q B R - a ,  tX3i-26R, 09-27 and 1 St.-33R grooved. U W M .  

COMMUNICATIONS - UNICOM - 122.95 AT15 - 124.05 REMRKS: C281-443-4744. 
ASM - am-: CC2814456397. MONTGOMERY CO ROC) - 122.4 REMARKS: (fPCO9 
APP - (R) (E) 1ZQ.L3S 124.35 257-7 316.15 379.1 tf 20.05 El (1 24.35 3163 5 W) (37"3.1 N, EJ 
TWR - (El 120.725 7 2 5 . 3 5  127.3 135.15 288.25 X0.2 GND - I f  8.575 119.9s 127.7 
DEP - (R) ( E )  119.7 123.8 d 33.1 2572 257.7 281.4 (1 79.7 281 -4 N) E133.6 257.2 E) E123.8 
257.7 W) CLNC DEL - 128.1 F5S-MONTGOMERY CO CXO-NOfAM 1AH 

NAVAIPS - HUMBLE VORTACW - HA 1 ?&.&XI 1AH CH 11 3 N29T7.42' W9S020.J4' 004' 
1.7 NM to Fld. 9Q/[A)SuO0.0'E HIWAS. MARBE NDB - HW 379.000 H S  NW04.49' 
W5'24.77' 143 " 5.6 NM t o  Fkl. Unkf4007.6'E NlXlN N D W M  - MHW 326.QOO diVP 
N29"59&0' WSS012,90' 261' 6.6 NM to Fld. 793O54.3'E 

ILSf RADAR - 1 1 5  - 33R L C X  fPwy 1st.. unuse 25" I& af as. LUC Rwy J3R muse byd 25- e i t k  
side cnt~tine. IU-DM€ - 08R,  08L, 0 9 , 1 S R ,  26R, 27. Rwry 09 LOC urwse byd 2S0 left cntrlim. 

GEORGE M BRYAN, MS KSTF P ~~33~2s.w~ ~ 8 e ~ ~ 0 . 9 2 '  322 UTW-SDT) 
H 4 ,  L-l4G 

[B) RWY-I8 t?&,EX3 (sSSCk3SO ASP S25 T30) l3.69 IWW3k 
4;im-, 

SERVICE - LGT - ACTIVATE-EJIIRL, PAPI Rwy l8-36-CVAF. PAP1 IFuy 18 OJS UEN. FUEL - 
(NC-100LL. A) 

REMARKS - Attended 1400-01002++ Men-% 1400-2300Z++ Sun. 
COMMUNICAT10NS - CTAFRINltDM - t 22.7 AWOS-3 - 1 1BsP7S R E ~ R I C S :  

-2-323-49&, COLUMBUS APPJDEP - (R] (F) 135.6 226.0 REMARKS: Opr 
TXX301M3if++ Mm-Fri; 16M)-23002++ Sun; clsd hol, OT rtc MEMWlS CENTER 127.1 
269.4. COLUMBUS tLNC DEL - 126.25 
FSSOREENWOOD OW-NQTAM G11IK) 

NAVAIDS - BIGBEE VORtACW - L 116.200 t-CB CH 169 M33O29.13' W88O30.82' 256" 
?7,? NM to FM. 290/@X)4°0.Q'E HIWAS. BRYAN NDB - MHW 281 .MY0 STF M33*25.92' 
WfBa51 .Q2' At Fld. 33JP0'38.1'W Unmto. 

GEORGE'I"Ow(U, OC NDB - M W  323.000 GTN N3B955.79' W70437.4Sf 1 50O 6.2 NM 
to RONALD REAGAN '#ASHINGTON NATi. UW?OT%T.S'W Urtmto. L-22H-24G-2SE 

GEORGETOWN, WY ROO - 117.8~ 123.1~ (BUFFALO FSS) VQRTAG - L ~17.800 GGT 
CX 925 N42'47.34' W5"4'49.60' 2 8 4 0 f ( 4 7 1  W R ' W  
GGT V 0 R  unuse 105"-279" Mw 4000' 
L-2SA-26E 
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BCEG Quad Charf fmm 29 Mar 05 Meeting 

Candidate WSAF-0050W / Sf 18Jc2 
Realign Ellington AGS, Houston, TX 

Mil Judgment: 

7: A m = &  
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Section 9-1, Point Paper on 147th Fighter Wing Aircraft Ramp Space Capabilities 

Point Paper 

1 4 7 ~ ~  Fighter Wing Aircraft Ramp Space Capabilities 

- The 147'~ Fighter Wing controls and is responsible for over 1.35 million square feet (32+ 
acres) of recently renovated ramp, hangar, alert and support aircraft parking space at 
Ellington Field. 457,000 s uare feet is provided to the 1 -149~  Army Aviation Regiment 4, via permit, leaving the 147 over 900,000 square feet at its immediate disposal. 

- Maximum Aircraft Parking Plan 

-- Using minimum wing tip clearance of 10 feet between parked aircraft, 
andminimum interior taxi lanes of 75 A clear and 75 feet for exterior or 
peripheral taxi lanes, the following table summarizes the absolute maximum of 
each type of aircraft that could be housed on the 1 4 7 ~  ramp without impacting 
Army Aviation Operations. NOTE: Specific aircraft parkingltaxi plan 
would require coordination with LG & Ops. Any Transient or VIP aircraft ramp 
space required would detract from the totals listed below. 

- Preferred Aircraft Parking Plan 

7 

Aircraft Type 

F-16 
F-15 
F-22 
F-35 

-- The following table summarizes parking plans using the maximum lengthlwidth 
dimensions for F-16/F-35 and for F-151F-22 size fighter aircraft and the following 
assumptions: 70' spacing between aircraft parking centerlines, 100' interior and 
exterior or peripheral taxi lanes, no impact to Army Aviation Operations. NOTE: 
Specific aircraft parkingltaxi plan would require coordination with LG & 
Ops. Again, any Transient or VIP aircraft ramp space required would detract 
from the totals listed below. 

Dimensions 

32.8' x 47.6' 
42.8' x 63.8' 
44.5' x 62.1' 
34.8' x 50.5' 

Aircraft per 
row (90 offset) 
27 
22 
21 
26 

Number of 
parking rows 
Four (4) 
Four (4) 
Four (4) 
Four (4) 

Total spots 
(wI4 alert) 
56/52 
52/46 

Aircraft Type 

F- l61F-35 
F- 1 5lF-22 

Total on 
Ramp 
108 
8 8 
84 
1 04 

Aircraft per row 
(90145 offset) 
18/16 
16/14 

Max 
Dimensions 
34.8' x 50.5' 
44.5' x 63.8' 

Number of 
parking rows 
Three (3) 
Three (3) 
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Section 9-1, Point Paper on 147th Fighter Wing Aircraft Ramp Space Capabilities 

--- Additional parkinglshelter capability is available in the 23,000 square foot 
main hangar. Sufficient for eight (8) F-151F-22 or ten (lo) F-16F-35. 

-- Additionally, the 1 4 7 ~  Fighter Wing has immediate capability to shelter 3 1 aircraft 
in the following manner: 

7 - new ramp shelters 
6 - existing ramp shelters 
7 - in the main hangar 
2 - under the wash rack cover 
4 - in alert shelters 
2 - in Fuel Cell Maintenance 
1 - in Hush House 
2 - in Avionic Calibration shelter 

- Bottomline: Per ANGH 32- 1084, an F-16 unit with 18 PA1 is authorized 91,800 square 
feet (1 0,200SY) of aircraft parking apron. Even after allowing for the space provided to the 
TXARNG, the 147'~ still has almost 10 times the recommended ramp space available and can 
support parking of 84 - 108 (depending on type) aircraft under a maximum utilization plan, or 46 
- 56 under a preferred parking plan. Reference Source is the City of Houston, Ellington Field, 
Master Plan and 147'~ Fighter Wing CE airfield plot maps. 

LtCol Hennessll47 OGlCCl4-260417 Apr 04 
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utLlatrw1 i v t  UUGUM~N I -run urscusrjlm PURPOSES ONLY 
NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOlA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, W: 20330-1000 

i 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY HAR 1 4 2005 

MEMORANDtTM FOR RECORD 

SUBTECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFISCEG) Mtg, 7 Feb 2005 

Mr Pease; called the meeting to order at 1300, the Pentagon, Room 56279. A t t m W  is 
at At& 1. The m&g was categorized as deliberative. Mr Pease and Maj Gen Heckman 
reviewed thc agenda and schedule (Slides 2-4). 

briefed the JCSG Education and Training &o mmen&ons .  The 
slides for this presentation are marked 1-7, inserted after Slide 4, and incorporated by reference. 
He briefed three courses of action to be fofwardcd to ISG and noted that Mr. hminguez has non- 
concurred on the recommendation. 

briefed Candidate R e c o m m U o n  #46 addrasing unhgrsduate pilot anrf 
navigator training. The slides for this presentation are labeled 1-4, i d  after Slide 6, and 
incorporated by refennce. ilso briefed scenario impacts on two bases. Mr. Pease 
asked why Pibt Instructor Training is included in the scenario. Mr= Pease also requested cost 
information on the impacts of the recornendation on contract logistics services. 

briefed several candidate recommen&ations reWg to F-16s. The BCEG 
unanimously a p e d  to f o d  scenarios S103J (Slides 8-13), S107J (Slides 14-22), S1192 (29- 
34), 5125 (Slides 35-41), 5126J (Slides 42-49), S137 (Slides 50-59, $319 (Slides 76-81), arrd 
5320 (Slides 82-87) as candidate recommendations. 

riefed Scenario S307J: Close New Castle APT ACS (Slides 62-69). 
Upon deliberation, the IBCEE unanimously agreed to forward S3073, subject to cost reiincaamt, 
as a candidate recommendation. 

The BCEG recommended disapproval of scenarios Sf I83 (Slides 23-27), $430 ( S l i k  56- 
61), and S314J (Slides70-75). The BCEG postponed delibaation on tho r d n d e t  of &os 
pending additional information. 

Following closing remarks by thc co-chairs the meeting concluded at 1730. The next 
BCEG meeting is scheduled for 8 February 05 at 1300 in Pentagon Room 5C279. 

BCEG Recoraer 

DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOIA 
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DELIBERATIVE DCEUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOIA 

GERALD F. PEASE, JR. 
s A F m  
C-an 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
N0"TiEASABLE UNDER FOlA 
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B a r  Closure Execririve C toup Attendance 

**Voting members are underlined 

Prima? Members -4teraate .MentiPers 

d Bnp Grn H3nLrd Moen 3 QmGm E&n& 

d Srg-Gip T u q  Y:%yq 3 Bna Cen C W e s  Ickm 

d M r F n x l M  - _ _  
d Iemr%sr Fcrrmssn -.--- 

d Wr WnnMlcz:\.a w -. v..---. 

dt ~r Steven ~ o g m  - .  ... 

%ir BIII Boo& - - =." -- 

d \fs Maureen Roen 3 - "a-- 
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E&IT JCSGPDE JPHEIPME Scenario Comparisons 
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4 Consolidates . Carlisle Barracks 53.8 

4Criterion 5 (COB 
4nc-Timc Cost 
/Net I n p ~ t h  SIviogr 
.Annos1 RecuniDg &via@ 

fSu&egy f C r p r i o l A n d y r i t I D . t r V ~  ( JCSG/MilDep Rscwmmded 4 Dwvaflided wlJCS(ir 

& . ~ R A  4MiiibryV~hUADllyrklWVaMWi011 *'CXlah6-8Anrlyrir f Dc-coafllctsd wNilDepo 
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Q Scenario Impact: Randolph AFB 

Current Significant Missions 
HQ Alr Education Command 
Air Force Personnel Center 

* 19* Air Force 
SCENARIO GAINS 

HSA 08: Create AF HR Center @ Randolph 
HSA 29: Consolidate CPOs 
USAF 30: Relocate Mkc. AF b e d  Space Activities to AF Bases 
USAF 57: Ciose Scott, Relocate AI#C and US TRANSCOM 
USAF 102: Realign Logktk Support Centers 

@ENARlO LOOSES 
EBT 46: Reat ignlConsoi i i  DoD UPT, NAV 1 rng 
HSA 17: Consolidate Lackland, Ft Sam Houston, and Randolph 
USAF 31 : Relocate US# Fit Standards Agency 
USAF 102: Realign Logistk Support Centers 

= Current Significant Missions 
Euro-NATO Joint Jet Pilot Training 

= Maintenance Training 
lnl ial  Technical Medical Trainlng - 

E&T 46 Realign/Consolklate DoD UPT, NAV Tmg 

sCENARi0 LOOSES 
MED 05: Consolidate Inltbi Enl Med Tech Tma @ Ft Sam Houston 
MED 37: Consolidate Diet Therapy Tech frngiuiiioepital Food Svc Trng 
USAF 102: Realign Logistlc Support Centers 
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MUFTDEUBERAllVE WCUYENT-FORDISCUSWX PURRXYSONLY 
NOT R E L E M E  UNDER FOU 

Scenario S118J 
MILCON Summaw 

All values in 2005 Constant Dollars 
Total Milcon Cost Total 

Base Name MilCon* Avoidence Net Costs 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
Ellington Field AGS 0 0 0 
BASE X (AIR FORCE) 0 0 0 
----------------------------------.------------------------------------------- 

Totals: 0 0 0 

All MllCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where applicable. 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  27 

MUFT DEUBERAllVE W C U Y N T - F M I  DISCUSSOU PURPOBESONLY 
NOT RELE- UNDER FOU 

Agenda 
7 Feb 05 

1300-1315 Owning Busi- Co-chairs 
-Calendar Review 
-1SG Update 

1315-1330 Joint PME Scenario Recommendations Col Walker 

1330-1345 OSD Scenario 146 - Pilot Instructor Training C d  Fleming 

Candidate Recommendations Scenario Team Leads 
-Sf 03J - Close Duluth 

1345-1445 -S107J - Close Hector 
-Sf 18J - Close Ellington Freld 

Break 

Candidate Recommendations Scenario Team Leads 
-Sf 19Z - Realign Seymour Johnson 
-Sf25 - Close Cannon 
3126 -Realign Hill 
-5137 -Realign Eielson 

1500-1 700 3424 - Close Key Field 
3430 -Realign Grissom 
-S307J - Close New Castle 
-S314J - Realign Minneapolis 
4319 - Close Mansfield Lahm 
-S320 -Realign Schenectady 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  28 
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O ~ U F T D E U ~ W ~ E  DOCUYNT-FOROIWUSUOH WRWIIES WLV 
NOT KLEASb8LE UNDER F O U  

Scenario S126 
Manpower 

( 4 ~ ) ~ 8 P M F l ~ W t o H o r r 1 . . d ( * F R C ) - t r m m  0 0 40 M -142 0 0 M .Y) 442 0 0 -YI M -142 

11~)R.4( IPMFI IB~loHlr * . ld ( *FRnBOS- lornMI  0 0 4 4 J 0 0 4 4 a 0 0 4 4 9 

( ~ m ) n q s ~ r * ~ ~ m s t o - ( r ~ a c ) u n p o r r t a n w  o o m .m 4 4  o o m m a4 o o m .m .a4 

( tm)RqopuFtssJo toDn~( * .FRc )sos - tanm o o -7 .I a o a -7 .7 a o o .I 7 s 
,<i",tk'BFU P,oJe,"nrl* M*"w AFi, uIu3*8 3 1 4  n- 
FA b l i  w nlsmrn .$I -4. tw (w .1m .II te la tw -rm -12 #a -tsz tm -rmo 
fihi, Nrr-LIWL P-llltsterr Hnr..,n~ *+ai t.&m-s*v n *ma 
brllt lur lrissm 11 16 162 1W l e a  11 16 16% (0 W ( 2  11 462  180 1W 

WU.~BUUI r m  rarar1om1rrmr41oal r- r~ rlrr1m114mr1iw 
CO(UU D. I~  rarsmrlra~.mrjsr~l  o I o I o I o I o 1 1  o I o I o I o I o 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  44 

MUFTDEUEERlTlVE DOCUYNT-MR DISCU(YYOW PUWO8ES OWLY 
MOT RELEhSbBLE UNDER FOU 

Candidate #USAF-0113 1 S126 
Realign Hill AFB, Salt Lake City, UT 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Hill AFB. The 419th Fighter Wing (AFRC) will distribute its F-16 
Block 30 aircraft to the 482d Fighter Wing (AFRC), Homestead ARB, Florida (6 PAA) and 301st Fighter 
Wing (AFRC), Carswell ARS, NAS Fort Worth JRB (9 PAA). The 388th Fighter Wing, Hill AFB, Utah, will 
distribute F-16 Block 40s to the 57th Wing Nellis AFB (18 PAA). 
Issues: 

Justification 
Enables Future Total Force transfonnatlon 
Increase efficiency of Operations 
Consolidate legacy fleet 

Pavback 
One Time Cost S68M 
Net Implementation Cost: S76M 

S3M Annual Recurring Cost: 
Payback period: Never 
NPV Cost: S95M 

M i l i t a ~  V a l q  
m Distributes force structure to a base of higher 

mil value 
Consolidates AFR to standard squadron size 

lrn~acts 
Criterion &Total Job Change -1,455 
(direct: -764, indirect: -691) 
Criterion 7: No community infrastructure 
issues affecting scenario recommendation 
Criterion 8- No natural Infrastructure issues 
affecting scenario I'eC~mendation 

.' Strategy f Capacity Analysis 1 Data Verification .I JCSGlMilDep Rewmmended . Dewnfllcted wIJCSGs 

4 COBRA . Military Value Analysls I Data Verification J Criteria 6-8 Analysis 4 Deconflicted wIMilDegs 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  43 
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DRIFT DEUBEMTM DOCUYNT - FOR M8CUS8KU WRPUSE8 ONLY 
NOT PsLE*SIBLE UNDER KY 

Scenario S307j 
MILCON 

mlcon for Base. Dover APB, DE IPJXTI 

All values m 2005 Constant Dollars ($I0 
New New Oslng Rehab Rehab Total 

PAC Tltle tm MilCon Costf Rehab Type Cost* Cost* 
- - - -  -----------------.-....------------------ -- -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  -----  -------  - - - - -  - - - - 7  

1411Rlrfleld Pire and ~escue Statlon SF 1,200 n/a*+ 0 Default n/a" 433 
1112 Applled Instruction Bullmng SF 1,100 n/a** 0 oefault n/a** 2,139 
............................................................................................................... 

Total Construction Cost: 2,512 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Net Mllcon Cost: 2.572 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  60 

W*FTDEUBEMlNE DOCUMENT-FOR D I S C U W  PUI(POBES0NLY 
NOT R E L E W  UNDER FOR 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  70 

S314J 
Realign MinneapolislSt Paul ARS, MN 
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DWTDEUBERITM DOCUMENT-FOR Dl lWIYOl l  P U m S E S W Y  
NOT RELE- UNDER FM*  Scenario S320 

Manpower 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  84 

MUFTDEUBER~~VE DOCUYNT-FOR u s u m w  PUFSUSEB OYY 
N O T R E L E U  UNDER MU 

Candidate #USAF-0067 1 S320 
Realign Schenectady County APT AGS, NY V -9 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Schenectady County Airport AGS. The 109th Airlift Wing 
(ANG) will transfer C-130H aircraft (4 PAA) to the 314th Airlift Wing, Little Rock AFB, Arkansas. 

Issues: 

Justification 
Enables Future Total Force transformation 

= Increase efficiency of Operations 
= Consolidate legacy fleet 

Pavback 
One Time Cost: urn 
Net Implementation Cost: S4M 
Annual Recurring Cost: 
Payback period: Never 
NPV Cost: $4 

Militam Val- 
Distributes force structure to a base of higher 
mil value 

I m ~ a c b  
Criterion &Total Job Change : -20 (direct -10, 
indirect -10) 

= Criterion 7: No community infrastructure 
issues affecting scenario recommendation 
Criterion 8: No natural infrastructure issues 
affedng scenario recommendation 

4 Strategy .' Capacity Analysis 1 Data Verification ./ JCSG/MilDep Recommended . Dewnflicted wIJCSGs 

4 COBRA . Militaw Value Analysis / Data Vemcatbn . Criteria G-8 Analysis 4 Dewnflicted w/MilDegs 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  83 
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DWFT DEUBEMllVE DOCUMENT-FMI DII)CUI)(UOI( PURPO9ESONLY 
NOT RELE*UgLE UNER FOU 

Scenario S320 
MILCON 

Nilcon for m e :  Little Rock AFB, AR ink&) 

?.ll values in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
Hew New Using Rehab Rehab Total 

PAC Title lBI nilcon Cost* Rehab Type Cost* Cost* 
----  ......................................... .-. ------  - - - - -  ----- -------  -.-.- ..... 

2113 Aircraft Corrosion Control Hangar SF 3,150 n/a** ODefault n/a** 1,108 
2116 Aircraft Maintenance Shop, Depot SF 476 n/a+* 0 Default n/a** 101 
2181 Installation Support Vehicle Maintenance SF 1,100 n/a+* 0 Default n/a*+ 221 
4421 Covered Storage Building, Installation SF 1,263 n/a* 0 Default n/a** 133 
6100 General Administrative Building SF 411 n/a" 0 Default n/a" 76 
7210 Enlisted Gnaccaopanied Personnel Housing SP 850 n/a" 0 Default n/a** 168 
7220 Dining Pacility SP 157 n/a** 0 Default n/a" 49 
7362 Religious Education Facility SP 309 n/a** 0 Default n/a" 67 
7371 Nursery and Child Care Facility SP 393 n/a** 0 Default n/ar* 88 
7416 Library, General Use SP 48 n/a" 0 Default n/a** 10 
7417 Recreation Center SF 229 n/a** 0 Default n/att 47 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total Construction Cost: 2,068 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
----------.--..-...-..--.--.------------ 

Total Net nilcon Cost: 2,068 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  87 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
April 1, 2004 
CONTACT: Kevin Schweers 

SENATOR HUTCHISON BROKERS PLAN TO STRENGTHEN ELLINGTON 
FIELD, 

PROMOTE HOUSTON MEDICAL COMPLEX 
WASHINGTON, DC -- Senior Department of Defense officials have agreed to a plan of 
action offered by U.S. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) to move 2,300 Army, Navy 
and Marine Corps Reserve troops from Houston's Old Spanish Trail to Ellington Field, 
creating a Joint Reserve Base that will allow the military to operate more efficiently and 
better utilize the base. 
The agreement, when concluded, promises to provide more room for Houston's growing 
medical center and research capabilities, a central engine of the region's economy. It will 
also create new jobs and help expand the local economy. 
''This is a great day for Ellington Field and the medical complex of Houston," Sen. 
Hutchison said. "The plan will allow Army, Navy, and Marine Corps Reserves to better 
serve enlisted men and women and the taxpayers by enhancing Ellington's mission 
capabilities for our national defense." 
Planning and design are expected to commence this year, with the move targeted for 
completion by 2009. Sen. Hutchison, Chairman of the Military Construction 
Appropriations Subcommittee, will work to make sure the Pentagon has the necessary 
resources in a timely manner to expedite the move. Further details of the plan will be 
discussed by the Senator, Mayor Bill White, Medical Center officials and members of the 
Ellington Field Task Force in a meeting early Monday afternoon at the Mayor's office. 
Senator Hutchison was approached two years ago by officials at M.D. Anderson to 
determine if the Department of Defense would be amenable to allowing the land near the 
medical complex to be annexed for an expansion of the University of Texas Research 
Park. The world-class facility is growing rapidly and has long sought additional real estate 
to broaden its reach and capabilities. 
"This expansion will bring jobs and economic activity to Houston and further enhance the 
research potential of the entire medical complex," the Senator added. 'When Mayor 
White asked me to expedite this project, we put the pedal to the metal. I appreciate the 
Mayor's leadership in making it a priority for Houston." 

# 
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Section 12-1, Air Warrior Support Email from 548 CTS DO 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Hampton Joel W Maj 548 CTS/DO [mailto:Joel.Hampton@BARKSDALE.AF.MIL] 
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2005 10:16 AM 
To: Winkler, Terence C Lt Col 147 FWIXP; Baker, Kenneth L Jr Maj 111 FS/OG 
Subject: FW: Barksdale BRAC info 

BusterIButcher, About 3 months ago, the BAFB A-lo's --47th FS wanted to know all the money 
numbers on the support that they provide to JRTC and Fort Polk. I assumed it was for 
somebodys OPR. Apparently they were passing it up to someone in BRAC. When the BRAC 
report came out, it specifically said they were staying in support of JRTC. If ya'll are writing a 
rebuttal for your closure, I thought you might want some of the same numbers. I just sent these 
to New Orleans as well. 

MAJ JOEL "HAMPSTER" HAMPTON 
548 CTSIDO 
BARKSDALE AFB, LA 
31 8-456-5230 
781-5230 DSN 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Hampton Joel W Maj 548 CTSJDO 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2005 1:53 PM 
To: Clemons Mark Col926 OG/CC 
Subject: RE: Barksdale BRAC info 

In the past year, ya'll supported one Awl1 which trained about 4,000 guys. You only did one 
mostly because you were deployed overseas. 

You are in a position to support all 13 JRTC exercises which would equate to approximately 
52,000 (4,000 per exercise) army troops receiving CAS training in their last mission rehearsal 
prior to deploying overseas. 

Deploying a unit down here once a month usually costs ACC around $1 00K per exercise. Hiring 
you for a few man days saves ACC and the USAF a ton of money. If we solely used you for 
every exercise, and not deploy anyone down here, it would save the USAF somewhere around a 
million dollars a year. 

To make another point, ACC currently supports 7 of the 13 exercises a year meaning 6 exercises 
(24,000 troops) will not receive CAS training prior to deploying. With the USAF having no 
intentions of funding these 6 exercises, I go out and find local support like you. Bottom line, is if it 
weren't for the local Louisianarrexas units, 6 exercises a year would never see an airplane in 
their last mission rehearsal. 

Let me know if you need anything else. 

MAJ JOEL "HAMPSTER" HAMPTON 
548 CTSIDO 
BARKSDALE AFB, LA 
31 8-456-5230 
781-5230 DSN 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Clemons Mark Col 926 OG/CC [mailto:Mark.Clemons@neworleans.af.mil] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25,2005 11:56 AM 
To: Hampton Joel W Maj 548 CTS/DO 
Subject: RE: Barksdale BRAC info 
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Section 12-1, Air Warrior Support Email from 548 CTS DO 

Thanks bud, I can probably use the info as I am getting a brief together a well. BTW, we 
consumed some of that great Arkansas rice in a jambalaya last week. Good eats thanks 
much. 

//SIGN ED// 
Colonel Mark L. "Rock Clemons 
926th Operations Group 
Commander 
DSN 678.31 53 
Comm 504.678.31 53 
Cell 504.427.9404 

From: Hampton Joel W Maj 548 CTS/DO [mailto:Joel.Hampton@BARKSDALE.AF.MIL] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25,2005 11:52 AM 
To: Clemons Mark Col926 OG/CC 
Subject: FW: Barksdale BRAC info 

Rock, The 47th was asking for lots of AWll numbers about 3 months ago. 1.E How many 
AWll's they had supported (7), how many army guys were effectively trained before they 
deployed out to Iraq (28,000), etc. I assumed it was for somebodys OPR. Apparently it 
was info they were using to keep Barksdale alive. If ya'll are throwing together a rebuttal 
for your BRAC closure, I can provide the same numbers for you. The attachments show 
some of the justification for keeping Barksdale open was the support they provide JRTC, 
which you do as well. 

MAJ JOEL "HAMPSTER HAMPTON 
548 CTSIDO 
BARKSDALE AFB, LA 
31 8-456-5230 
781 -5230 DSN 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Glass Rodney J Lt Col47 FS/DOF 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2005 11:46 AM 
To: Hampton Joel W Maj 548 CTSJDO 
Subject: MI: Barksdale BRAC info 

Rod Glass, Lt Col, USAFR 
47th FSIADO 
781-91 34 DSN 
3 18-572-8743 Cell 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Steele Gregory W MSgt 917 AMXJSCUB 
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2005 10:lO AM 
To: 47 FS Officers; 47 FS Civilians; 47 FS Enlisted 
Subject: MI: Barksdale BRAC info 

BRAC info concerning the 47" FS. 
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From: Turek Raymond E LtCol2 BW/CCT 
Sent: Monday, May 16,2005 10:04 AM 
To: Turek Raymond E LtCol2 BWICCT; 917 WG/CC Wing Commander; 2 BW 
Commander; 2 BW Group CCs & CDs; 8 AF/DS Director of Staff; 2 BW Squadron CCs; 
917 WG Commanders 
Cc: 2 BW/PA Public Affairs; 2 BW/XP All; 917 WG/PA 
Subject: Barksdale BRAC info 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Details on the who, what, when, where and why of BRAC relating to 
Barksdale. 

vm, 
Lt Col Ray Turek 
BRAC TA 
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Section 12-2, Joint Training Point Paper, May 05 

Point Paper 

1 47th Fighter Wing Joint Training Support 
From Home-Station and Deployed Locations 

January 2003 - April 2005 

- Analysis: A 27 month study was conducted, Jan 03 - Apr 05, of actual flown and forecast scheduled 
sorties by 1 47th aircraft in direct support of Joint Training to include: CAS, TSTITCT, SCAR, CSAR 
and FAC-A missions. This paper details those sorties flown from the home-station and deployed 
locations, as well as a detailed chronological breakdown. 

- Flown from Ellington Field 

-- 1 4 7 ~  aircraft flewlscheduled 480 sorties from Ellington Field in direct support of Joint Training. 
The units supported and number of sorties are as follows: 

--- 21st ASOS, Ft Polk, LA: 344 sorties 
--- 312 Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT) and 5th Air Support Operations Squadron 

(ASOS) from Ft Lewis, WA, at Ft Polk, LA: 80 sorties 
--- ~ & / X I  thJ712th ASOS, Ft Hood, TX: 8 sorties 
--- 8th Tank Battalion, Ft H a ,  TX: 20 sorties --- I11 Corps Artillery, Ft Sill, OK: 4 sorties 
--- 1 9 ~  ASOS Ft Cambell, KY at Ft Polk, LA: 20 sorties 
--- 2 1" CAV, Ft Hood, TX: 4 sorties 

- Flown from Deployed Locations 

-- 1 47th aircraft flew 154 sorties fi-om deployed locations in direct support of Joint Training. The 
units supported and number of sorties are as follows: 

--- 1 1 RS (Predator RTU), Indian Springs, NV: 54 sorties 
--- Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT), Nellis AFB, NV: 40 sorties 
--- 25th ASOS, Ft Shafter, HI: 60 sorties 

- Chronological: 

o Feb 03: 3/2 SBCT & 5th ASOS, Air Warrior 11, Ft Polk, LA 
o Apr 03: Stryker Brigade Combat Team Initial Evaluation; Nellis AFB, NV 
o May 03: 21 st ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Sep 03: 2 1 st ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Oct 03: 25th ASOS, Ft Shafier, HI 
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Section 12-2, Joint Training Point Paper, May 05 

o Nov 03: 21st ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Jan 04: 2lst ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 

11 RS (Predator RTU); Indian Springs, NV 

o Feb 04: 21 st ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Mar 04: 9&/l lth1712th ASOS, Ft Hood, TX 

3/2 SBCT & 5th ASQS, Air Warrior 11, Ft Polk, LA 
o Apr 04: 21 st ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 

1 1 RS (Predator RTU); Indian Springs, NV 
a Jul04: 8th Tank Battalion, Ft Hood, TX 

1 1 RS (Predator RTU); Indian Springs, NV 
o Aug 04: Cope Thunder, Eielson AB, AK 

TSTlCAS 
o Sep 04: Ft Smith TST Exercise 

HogMOA 
o Oct 04: 21'' ASOS, Ft Polk, LA; 21'' CAV, Ft Hood, TX 
CI Nov 04: 21St ASOS, Ft Polk, LA; 111 Corps Artillery, Ft Sill, OK 
o Dec 04: 2 1 ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Jan 05: 21g ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Feb 05: 121" ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Mar 05: AWII 06-05, Warrior MOA, LA; 21'' ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 
o Apr 05: 21g ASOS, Ft Polk, LA 

- Bottom-line: the 1 47th Fighter Wing aggressively pursues and su ports Joint training at every feasible P opportunity from both home-station and deployed locations. 147 aircraft flew/scheduled 634 sorties in 
support of Joint Training on an almost monthly basis from Jan 03 - Apr 05. 480 sorties alone were 
flown from Ellington Field and dedicated towards Joint Training at the Ft Polk, LA, Ft Sill, OK and Ft 
Hood, TX, complexes. 

Lt Col Hennessll47 OG/CC/4-2604118 May 05 
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Section 14-2, Email ANG Weapons Safety Authorizing use of Munitions Storage Facility 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Sheppe, Elizabeth M., ANG/xOS 
[mailto:Elizabet~.Sheppe@ngbbang.af.mi1] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 29, 2003 3:55 PM 
To: Canida, Victor J. 
Cc: Abraham, Steven P. Mr., ANG/XOS 
Subject: RE: Site Plan Approval 

Your site plans have been forwarded to HQ AFSC and have been approved 
by this office. You are authorized to operate using these site plans. 
If any discrepancy should arise during the review and approval process 
we will inform you make changes based on recommendations/comments 
received by either HQ AFSC or the DDESB. 

ELIZABETH M. SHEPPE 
Chief, Weapons Safety 
DSN: 327-2708, COM: (703)607-2708 
E-Mail: elizabeth.sheppe@ngb.ang.a£.mil 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Canida, Victor J. [mailto:Victor.~anida@~~~~LI.ANG.AF.MILl 
Sent: Wednesday, October 29, 2003 4:28 PM 
To: Liz Sheppe (E-mail) 
Cc: Andrews, Craig S. 
Subject: Site Plan Approval 

Liz, 

Will you send me written documentation allowing the 147 FW to operate 
using the Explosive Site Plans, Ellington 03-S1 Through 03-S7, dated 
July 2003. 

Thanks, 
MSgt. Victor Canida, GSM 
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Section 18-1, Block 25 F l6  Cost Per Flying Hour (CPFH) Comparisons, FY 04 
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As Of: 15 March 2004 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 
FY2005 PRESIDENTS BUDGET 

Composite Rates (Per Workyear) 

MANID FY2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2003 FY 2007 FY2008 FY 2009 
ANNUAL RATES: 

OFFICER PAY GROUP A 002810036 $ 20,201 $ 21,067 $ 21,823 $ 22,565 $ 23,332 $ 24,125 $ 24,946 

OFFICER SCHOOLTRAINING 0028 $ 4,939 $ 5,151 $ 5,336 $ 5.517 $ 5,705 $ 5,898 $ 6,099 

OFFICER SPECIALTRAINING 0028 $ 2,793 $ 2,913 $ 3,017 $ 3.120 $ 3,226 $ 3,336 $ 3,449 

OFFICER TOTAL PAY GROUP A 002810036 $ 27,933 $ 29,131 $ 30,176 $ 31,202 $ 32,263 $ 33,359 $ 34,494 

ENLISTED PAY GROUP A 0128 $ 8,775 $ 9.151 $ 9.480 $ 9,802 $ 10.135 $ 10,480 $ 10.836 

ENLISTED SCHOOL TRAINING 0128 $ 1.148 $ 1.197 $ 1,240 $ 1,282 $ 1.326 $ 1,371 $ 1,418 

ENLISTED SPECIALTRAINING 0128 $ 977 $ 1,019 $ 1,055 $ 1,091 $ 1,128 $ 1,167 $ 1,206 

ENLISTED TOTAL PAY GROUP A 0128 $ 10,900 $ 11,367 $ 11,775 $ 12,175 $ 12,589 $ 13,018 $ 13,460 

OFFICER AGR 0034 $ 128,454 $133,961 $138,767 $ 143,485 $148,364 $153,408 $158,624 

ENLISTED AGR 0148 $ 72,516 $ 75,625 $ 78,338 $ 81,002 $ 83,756 $ 86,603 $ 89,548 

ENLISTED IADT PAY GROUP F 0127 $ 30,898 $ 32,223 $ 33,379 $ 34,514 $ 35,687 $ 36,900 $ 38,155 

ENLISTED PIPELINE PAY GROUP P 018110182 S 4,914 $ 5,125 $ 5,309 $ 5,489 S 5,676 $ 5,869 S 6,068 

DRILL DAYS ACTIVE DAYS 
DAILY RATES: 63 360 

OFFICER PAYGROUPA 002810036 $ 320.65 $ 334.40 $ 346.40 $ 358.17 $ 370.35 $ 382.94 $ 395.97 

OFFICER SCHOOLTRAINING 0028 $ 78.40 $ 81.76 $ 84.70 $ 87.57 $ 90.56 $ 93.62 $ 96.81 

OFFICER SPECIALTRAINING 0028 $ 44.33 $ 46.24 $ 47.89 $ 49.52 $ 51.21 $ 52.95 $ 54.75 

OFFICER TOTAL PAY GROUP A 002810036 S 443.38 $ 462.40 $ 478.98 $ 495.27 S 512.11 $ 529.51 $ 547.52 

ENLISTED PAY GROUP A 0128 $ 139.29 $ 145.25 $ 150.48 $ 155.59 $ 160.87 $ 166.35 $ 172.00 

ENLISTED SCHOOLTRAINING 0128 $ 18.22 $ 19.00 $ 19.68 $ 20.35 $ 21.05 $ 21.76 $ 22.51 

ENLISTED SPECIAL TRAINING 0128 $ 15.51 $ 16.17 $ 16.75 $ 17.32 $ 17.90 $ 18.52 $ 19.14 

ENLISTED TOTAL PAY GROUP A 0128 $ 173.02 $ 180.43 $ 186.90 $ 193.25 $ 199.83 $ 206.63 $ 213.65 

OFFICER AGR 0034 $ 356.82 $ 372.11 $ 385.46 $ 398.57 $ 412.12 $ 426.13 $ 440.62 

ENLISTED AGR 0148 $ 201.43 $ 210.07 $ 217.61 $ 225.01 $ 232.66 $ 240.56 $ 248.74 

ENLISTED IADT PAY GROUP F 0127 $ 85.83 $ 89.51 $ 92.72 $ 95.87 $ 99.13 $ 102.50 S 105.99 

ENLISTED PIPELINE PAY GROUP P 018110182 $ 78.00 $ 81.35 $ 84.27 S 87.13 $ 90.10 S 93.16 S 96.32 

Section 19-1, ANG FYO5 Composite Personnel Rates for Alert Model Pay Computations 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone: 703-699-2950 

July 1,2005 

You will find enclosed a letter that I sent today to the Se 
provided by the Department of Defense, the facts we gathered during our site 
hearings, and comments we received from the public, the Commission believes it 
Secretary of Defense to provide an explanation to questions posed in the enclosu 

Please be assured that the Commission has not decided to close or 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 states that 
consider making any changes in the Secretary of Defense' 
installations for closure or realignment, it must seek an expl ecretary on the reasons 
why he did not include such installations in his May 13 list. 

We are in the early stages of a multi-step process. Ou 
additional data and analysis so that the Commission will be more hlly and broadly informed before 
deciding whether or not to formally consider adding installations to his list 

On July 19, the Commission will consider additions to the Secretary's list in open session. As you are 
aware, seven or more Commissioners must support adding an installation to the Secretary's list for 
consideration followed by at least sioners visiting each of the installations in question and 
public hearings conducted regarding 

At the Commission's final the week of August 22, the vote of at least seven 
Commissioners would be requ y change in the Secretary's recommendations. 

I respectfully request your assistance in advising the communities concerned that this is a very 
preliminary stage of the statutory process. The Commission is inquiring, not deciding. Even if, at the 
July 19, 2005 deliberation, seven Commissioners support formal consideration of an installation, the 

far from certain. It will be critical that we obtain the public's advice, assessments, 
follow-on public hearings to assist us in making the best possible decisions. They 
the Commission retains an open mind of all matters and that we need their continuing 

Sincerely, 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyle 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 
USN (Ret),The Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 

Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 
Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 

6 April 2005 

Subject: BRAC 2005 Red Team Meeting with the IEC (Infrastructure Executive Council), 
(Room 3E928,1630 - 18 15, Wednesday, 6 April 2005) 

Background: The purpose of the meeting is to summarize the findings of the 2005 BRAC Red 
Team to date for the IEC. Significant overarching issues are: working group inconsistency of 
strategies, military value and capacity approaches; process for combining functional and service 
recommendations into BRAC recommendations; and DoD integrated story and report 
development. 

Talking Points 

BRAC Red Team asked to look at evolving recommendations fiom a BRAC commission and 
DoD policy perspective 

o We did not attempt to judge recommendations from military standpoint 
o Inevitably, our "process questions" may have influenced the recommendations 

As you expected this BRAC is more about the " R  Realignments than the "C" Closures 
Joint Cross Service Groups and Military Departments have looked at parts of DoD 
previously un-reviewed 

o JCSGs have done well but have also taken differing approaches 
o Desperately need to integrate their efforts by installation and style with consistent 

justifications 
In past four rounds, DOD has: 

o Closed - 97 bases 
o Realigned - 86 bases 
o However, the non-installation infrastructure has been largely untouched 

Size of BRAC 05 
o Much smaller number of base closures 
o Non-installation infrastructure has been looked at very hard - with large results 

Transformation 
o Was very much a part of everyone's thinking and played a huge role in strategic 

analysis 
o However in the report to the Commission, DoD must cast all recommendations 

and justifications in BRAC terms consistent with the law 
Military Value 

o Not consistently used (applied to installations, functions, and weapon platforms) 
o Quantitative 
o Qualitative 

Military judgment is part of military value calculations in some cases and 
applied after military value calculations in other cases 
Military judgment is sometimes used without adequate substantiation to 
justify overriding the quantitative military value (based on 
business/economic factors rather than military requirements) 
Since military value is the preeminent criteria for closure or realignment, 
any military judgment based decision that is not within the purview of the 
particular skills and expertise of military professionals should be 
scrutinized carefblly 

1 
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Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOlA 

Integration 
o JCSG integration goes beyond knitting together. Each group has used different 

strategy, guiding principles, surge requirements, capacity measures, military 
value, and military judgment approaches 

o Need to boil down to BRAC language recommendations 

Metrics 
o Traditional: Plant Replacement Value (PRV) does not properly reflect changes in 

infrastructure 
o Annual Recurring Savings is better measure 
o NPV savings amounts are inflated over the past due to discount rate reductions 
o Civilian positions eliminated 
o Military billets eliminated or converted to warfighting roles 
o Capture new capacity requirements as result of surge, Army end-strength 

increases, returning overseas units, homeland security, etc. that reduced excess 
capacity pool to work with 

o Reduction of annual lease costs is another possible "good news" metric 
Role of BRAC Commission 

o Remove by simple majority vote, those recommendations that "substantially 
deviate from the force structure plan andlor fmal selection criteria" 

o Add to list with 7 of 9 votes super majority 
o Initial Commission reaction to presentation is very important 

Potential Weaknesses 
o Strategy - Lack of consistency among DoD, Military Departments, and Joint 

Cross-Service Group approaches 
o Integration, consistency, strategy linkage, ties to capacity reduction, strong story 
o Surge capacity policy - Should state that policy was for each ServiceIJCSG to 

determine surge capacity based on requirements unique to each group's mission 
o Many candidate recommendations do not need BRAC authority to implement 

BRAC military construction and environmental restoration costs could be 
greatly reduced thereby increasing NPV savings if these actions were 
accomplished outside of BRAC 
We understand why these actions were included under BRAC 

o All candidate recommendations that have payback periods greater than 20 years 
could be considered substantially deviating from the final selection criteria in that 
the COBRA model only evaluates up to 20 years 

With careful review after "roll up" most (if not all) will have shorter 
payback periods 

o Have all issues been addressed 
BRAC law requires all military installations in the U.S. to be considered 
equally (beware of statements such as "removed from further review due 
to.. .) 

BRAC Action 
Close 
Realign 
Inactivate 

where 
losing 
installation 

by what 
moving 
relocating 
consolidating 
privatizing 

to where 
gaining 
installation 

and retaining what 
enclaves 
functions 
activities 
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Re-look at candidate recommendations removed from list before IEC 
review 

Possible Political Issues 
o (Provide Examples) 

Deal Breakers 
o (Provide Examples) 

BRAC 2005 Story 
o Story approach is crucial with respect to commission and public perception 

Strong DoD overview of transformation and infrastructure objectives 
Opportunity to take critical review 
Modernize through transformational thinking 
Overseas moves included in BRAC deliberations so as to properly 
determine location and integrate returning units 
Past BRACs looked primarily at bases - 2005 BRAC looked at supporting 
infrastructure 
Strong role for Joint Cross Service Groups 

o Presentation of Results 
Use various very positive measures of success 

8 Anecdotally take credit for facilities, bases and areas freed up for returning 
units and resources freed up for homeland security and GWOT 

o Recommendations must be tied to installations 
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DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOlA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330-1000 

I 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 2 1 DEC 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AWBCEG) Mtg, 23 Nov 2004 

Maj Gen Heckman called the meeting to order at 0832, the Pentagon, Room 5C279. The 
meeting was categorized as informational in part and deliberative in part. Attendance is at Atch 1 
Maj Gen Heckman reviewed the BCEG Agenda and Schedule (Slides 3-6). Lt Col Herb Cork 
provided an information brief on Air Force installations clustered within 100 nautical miles of 
each other and AF installations not located within 100 nautical miles of other AF installations 
(Slides 8-9). 

Mr Tim Brennan briefed Laydowns at Altus and Wright-Patterson, installations considered 
unique (Slides 11-23), for information. Col Kapellas presented ARC Compatibility for 
deliberation (Slides 25-29). In deliberative session the BCEG adopted methodology (Slide 29) for 
future use of ARC considerations. 

Lt Col Laffey briefed a JCSG Scenario update for information (Slides 1-6). The briefing 
emphasized JCSG Scenarios with potential Air Force doctrinal and capacity conflicts. BCEG 
concerns will be articulated through the AF representatives to the JCSGs. 

The co-chairs reviewed the Agenda for the next meeting. Following the co-chairs' 
concluding remarks, the meeting concluded at 1123. The next BCEG meeting is scheduled for 
November 30,2004 at 0830 in Pentagon Room 5C279. 

MARTIN PANKOVE 
SAFIGCN 
BCEG Recorder 

GERALD F. PEASE, JR. ' 
SAFnEB 
Co-Chairman 

&cc)/4- 
GARY HECKMAN, Maj Gen, USAF 
AFKP (BRAC) 
Co-Chairman 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
NOT RELEASABLE UNDER FOlA 
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Base Closure Executive Group Attendance Date /&) Mflv b S( 

Chairs 

et MS.  red Pease 

ca' Mai Gen Garv Heckman 

I **Voting members are underlined 

I Primary Members Alternate Members Representatives 

I d BG William Halland I;L Brig Gen Mike Evnch D 

I d 1Wr. MadMlezipa C1 Lt Cot Dave Lynch D 

d Mr. Jay Jonian 0 Mr. SteveCarmair 0 

P Mr. Wiiam Kelly QS3ngGmWiiliam.M ilrd w-fi*d 

P MS. ~ a u r e e n ~ o e t z  r/ M,. ~ a ~ ; c e  ~ineberger D 

* Tanparary appointment 
8& 

Others 
1 

d Coi(s) Kappy Kapellas 
%.. - 

0 Col Tom H m g  
x*h. s d  

d Mr. .Mike Ccdlaghm 
+ 

d Mr. Russ Mayes 
LkU lk&-'L 
LA w P&yw 

w IhrLd. T@J?-%ks.ec. 
v - w .  A- 
P ' L k 6 - e  0 
dC1;=iL e ) J h A a  
id L h  
o PA:. TL 

L+GLCFW 
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DRLFT DEUBERATM DOCUENT -FOR M&USSJCN PURPOSES ONLY 
NOT RELEbEbEU U N a R  FM* 

Altus AFB Laydown 

Scenarios 

GAIN - 
E&T 008 Consolidate Heaw Lift UPT 

14 FTW (TI portion) 
32 FTS 
48 FTS 
71 FTW (TI portion) 

LOSE - 
USAF 0027 Realian C-5 and C-17 Fleet 

C-5 Airlift Sqdn 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  13 

-1 DEUBERAlNE DOCUMENT-FOR WSCUWOII PURFOSES O K V  
M RELE- UNDER FM* 

Wright Patterson AFB Laydown 

AFMC MDS - FY - CHG PLAN 
I C-5A (AFR) 6 +4 +2* 1 
C-21A 6 NC 

AFMC Projected Potential 
C-17 0 +12 

Parking USED UNUSED 
C-141 Size 22 7 

Cost to Add 1 C-I7 Sqdn $246.6M 

* Adjustment supports 8 BAl(10%) for MAJCOM 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  14 
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DWTDEUBERInVE WCUYNT-FOR DI8CUIYYON WWOIYS M Y  
NOTRELEhYbBlE UNER FOU 

b) Wright Patterson A FB Laydown 

TBD - 
HSA 0097 Realian Max CPOs Der MILDEP & 

4th Estate - Deconfliction with 
HSA 00031 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  ?'a 

MUFTDEUBERITlYE WCUYWT-FOR M S C U ~ O N  PURF09ESONl-Y 
IIOT RELEMABLEUNDER FM*  

Wright Patterson AFB Laydown 

LOSE - 
USAF 0027 Realian C-5 and C-17 Fleet 

C-5 Airlift Squadron 

MED 0026 Create Center of Excellence for 
Aerospace Medicine 
AF Research Lab, all elements 

TECH 0001 Establish Joint Centers for Air 
Platforms RDAT&E Centers 
Air Platform T&E to Edwards 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  20 
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DRACTDEUBEPAlNE WCUYNT-FOR OISCUSWW PURPOSESMKV 
NOT RELE- UNDER FOU 

Wright Patterson AFB Laydown 

LOSE - 
TECH 0002 Relocate W&A RDAT&E to 3 Primary 
TECH 0012 & 4 S~ecialtv with Wea~ons 

W&A DAT&E (except DEW and Gun 
Ammo) to Eglin 
W&A DAT&E to Eglin 

TECH 0006 Establish Joint Centers for Fixed 
Wina PlatForm RDAT&E 
Fixed Wing T&E to Edwards 
Air Info Sys RD&A to Hanscom 

TECH 0009 Defense Research Service Led Labs 
AFRUIF to Rome 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  21 

ORIFTDEUBEWlTM DaUYNT-FORMSCUIUYOII WRP(MESOKY 
NOTRELEASBBLE UNDER FC4A 

WrightPatterson AFB Laydown 

LOSE 
7 

TECH 0014 Establish Joint Centers for Saace 
Platform RD&A and T&E 
Space Research to Kirtland 

TECH 0018 Relocate W&A RDAT&E to 3 Primary 
& 4 Specialtv: retain 
relocatelrelocate eneraetics at 
Indian Head 
W&A DAT&E (except directed 
energy weapons & gunslammo) to 
Eglin 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  22 
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V 
m m K U L U m c m Q I v T - F a ~ - O Y v  

W ~ U O U m  

JCSG Scenario Update 
Potential Capacity Conflicts 

AF Base Scenario Title 

Andtemr AFB HS6A3!5i!M Co-lacate National Guard HQs 

Andrews AFB HSELA W Co-locate Misc USAF leased Locations 

Dobbins AFB DON 68 Close NAS Atlanta 

Randolph AFB HSaA 2,4,8,29,30,31,85,88,96,97 

Consolidate AFll)oD Personnel Functions 

Robins AFB Ind 83,83 Realign all Depot Maint. WorkloadK;ommod&y Grps 

Robins AFB DON 68 Close NAS Atlanta 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v l c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  I - ~ S R ,  6 

Peterson AFB Tech 14 R e b e t a  Spa- RD&faE 

Peterson AFB USAF a0 Relocate Mise Alr Fatoe h ~ d  FaeHltles 
Peterson AFB HSdA 105 Rekcate USA Space and Misgiie Defense 

Petemon AFB H W  Re*& YDA, FORSCOM, D M ,  712GHSCUM 

49.60, BO. H 4  

63,69,78,BS, 8(il RIEalign Depot Lwel Matnt 

3,12,39 Strat Wstribution, CortaoilrleQ iCPs 

C~- locab  TRANICOM 

HS6A 88,W.W Condidate CPOa, DSS1CIFA, MILI5EP Adjud. 

Consolidate Aem Mad Tm& Aero Med Cntr 

Tech 1,6,8,9,33.M Jnt Gntr tcr &r Platfwme, Ffxed Wing RDAT4LE 
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Detached Alert (remote site at EFD) 
Start Up Annual Expense 

MX 211 
OPS 
Comm 
CP 
Services 
SFS 
Airfield (Utilitieslgrounds Mx 
Support Agreements 
Transportation of parts 
SupplieslEquipment 
SRM 
Vehicle costs 

50 Scrambles 2 Jets 
15 Caps 2 Jets 

$2,651 , I  17.00 
$1,624,448.00 

$320,900.00 $52,400.00 
$190,000.00 $208,438.00 

$1 28,083.00 
$1,156,216.00 

$65,000.00 
$1,530,000.00 

$8,000.00 
$75,700.00 $20,000.00 

$30,000.00 
$28,600.00 

$586,600.00 $7,502,302.00 
Caretaker 

Assumptions: All personnel are permanent party except Pilots 
Military Personnel where required, Technicians and Contract Services for Cleaning 

Some Costs unknown such as MX construction costs, and some operating expenses 
Pay does not include cost of benefits 
Section 19-2, ANG FY05 Composite Personnel Rates for Alert Model Pay Computations 
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Section 20-1,05 July Email from Kent McLemore Explaining Cost Sharing at Ellington Field 

-----Original Message----- 
From: McLemore, Kent - HAS [mailto:Kent.Mclemore@cityofhouston.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2005 3:34 PM 
To: McNeely, Lanny B Col 147 FWJCC 
Cc: Vacar, Richard - HAS; Potts, Eric - HAS; Case, Mary - HAS; Murff, Jim - HAS; Fress, Pete - HAS 
Subject: Response to Question about Reduction in Joint Use Agreement Amount 
Importance: High 

Col. McNeely: 

Below is the information we have gathered per your request. Please overlook any miscues with 
acronyms. 

REALLY SHORT ANSWER: It appears that any decrease in payments by the Air National Guard 
(ANG) will have to be made up by the Army, Coast Guard, NASA, and the Houston Airport System 
(HAS). HAS cannot directly pass on the increase to tenants, but would have to consider raising 
fees to recoup the added burden. 

SHORT ANSWER: Ellington Field is forecasting a deficit of $1.6 million for FY 2006. That includes 
the revenue from the Joint Use Agreement (JUA) of $381,000. Since the amount of the JUA is 
based on percentage of flight operations, any reduction in flight operations by one group will have to 
be redistributed to the remaining groups. The Houston Airport System has no direct way to pass on 
increased costs to our tenants and would have to absorb the increased costs into our O&M overhead 
and consider raising fees to cover the added overhead. Increasing fees would make Ellington Field 
less competitive. 

LONG ANSWER: Based on our conversation last Thursday, the staff pulled together the following 
information. The costs listed in the JUA are related to the percentage of flight operations. Those 
with the higher flight ops pay a larger percentage. Any change in flight ops changes the amount paid 
by the remaining entities. The joint use agreement that ended June 30' had payments by the Air 
National Guard Bureau (ANGB) of $381,000. An amendment to that agreement was received 
Monday, June 27th, and requests a 2-year extension at the same annual amount. The ANGB 
amount covers the ANG, Army, Coast Guard, and NASA operations. If the ANG individual amount 
goes down due to decreased flight ops, then the formula would have to be refigured for the reduced 
ops and the cost redistributed among the Army, Coast Guard, NASA, and HAS. Ellington Field is 
already projected to have a $1.6 million deficit for O&M in FY 2006 (that is city of Houston FY 2006 
that started July 1). Any increase in the amount HAS pays as part of a reallocation would have to be 
added to the existing operating deficit. There is no method to directly allocate increased costs 
resulting in a change to the JUA to HAS tenants except by raising fees such as landing fees and fuel 
flowage fees. Lease revenues are fixed and cannot be adjusted except as noted in the lease term. 
As noted by our existing deficit, we cannot raise fees high enough to cover the existing O&M amount 
and remain competitive, much less raise them for an increased deficit. The net effect of a reduction 
in the ANGB amount will be an increased cost for HAS, which translates into an increase in the 
operating deficit of Ellington. 

If you have any questions please contact me. I will forward your questions on to the appropriate 
person here at HAS. 

Kent R. McLemore, Ph.D., AlCP 
Assistant Director of A viation 
Manager, Planning Division 
(28 1) 233- 19 73 
kent. mclemore@cityofhouston.net 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

DEC 9 2004 
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFBCEG) Mtg, 04 Nov 2004 

Mr Pease called the meeting to order at 0830, the Pentagon, Room 5C279. The meeting 
was categorized as informational in part and deliberative in part. Attendance is at Atch 1. Mr 
Pease reviewed the BRAC schedules (Slides 3 - 4) and previewed the agenda. Lt Col Chris 
Kapellas updated requests for clarification (Slide 5). Lt Gen Taylor briefed the Medical JCSG 
update for information (Slides 7- 16). 

Mr Ken Dumm briefed the Jntelligence JCSG Initial Scenario Proposal to the BCEG for 
infomation (Slides 18-25). Col Tom Fleming briefed the JCSG COBRA Data Call - Air Force 
Process, for information (26). 

Mr Fred Kuhn briefed an Air Force Proposal to Relocate the Air force Real Property 
Agency (Slide 28). Upon deliberation the BCEG approved this proposal as a potential scenario. 

Lt Col Mark Mattison brief& the F-16 Potential Scenario Group as a k t  look for 
infonnation (Slides 30-33). The BCEG in deliberative session referred the F-16 Potential 
Scenario Group back to the F-16 Scenario Development Team with instructions to capture 
intermediate solutions and rationalize changes for uniformity in presentation. 

Lt Col Henry Polczer briefed the C-5/17 Potential Scenario Groups as First and Second 
Looks (Slides 35-42). In deliberative session the BCEG remanded the C-5/17 Potential Scenario 
Group to the C-5/17 Scenario Development Team with instructions to capture intermediate 
solutions and rationalize changes for uniformity in presentation. 

The co-chairs reviewed the Agenda for the next meeting. Following the co-chairs' 
concluding remarks the meeting concluded at 1300. The next BCEG meeting is scheduled for 
November 8,2004 at 1300 in Pentagon Room 5C279. 

MARTIN PANKOVE 
SAF/GCN 
BCEG Recorder 
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minutes above are approved. 

~ $ 4  
G E W  F. PEASE, JR. 
SAF/IEB 
Co-Chairman 

GARY HECKMAN, Maj Gen, USAF 
AFKP (BRAC) 
Co-Chairman 

Attachments: 
As Stated 
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Base Closurt Executive Group Attendance 

**Voting members are underlined 

Primary Members 

d BG William HoIland 

A:,"Y:" To 
dMrF*Kuha 

F on 2~ 
d Mr. Dousla. Hosdy* 

d Mr. lay Jordan 

0 Mr. William Kelly 

Alternate Members 

I3 Brig Gen Mike Lmch 

P Brin Cen Ethricke 

QBGButter 

dcd~arcnbhlh.ar 

Q _MAW&&@& 

R LtColDaveLynch 

d Mr. Martin Pankovc 

P Ms. Maureen Koetz d h ~ .  V- Lincbcrger 

* Temporary appointment 

d Col Tom Fleming 

0 Mr. Mike C 

d ~ k  c&L F w  

Date: 4 N ~ ~ O Y  

Representatives 
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Agenda 
4 Nov 04 

0830-0845 Opening Business Co-chairs 

0845-0915 Medical JCSG Update Lt Gen Taylor 

0975-0945 Intel JCSG Update Mr. Dumm 

Break 

- 0  

Realign AFRPA Mr. Kuhn 
F-16 Scenario Group Lt Col Mattison 

1000-1300 C-SIC-17 scenario ~ r o u p  ~t COI Polczer 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  17 

ORAFT OUIBERATM WCUKNT- W DISCUSEU P-ES C I l lV  
NOT RELU\SUBLE WDER W U  

Headquarters U.S. Air Force 
I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  

Intelligence JCSG 
Initial Scenario Proposal 

Update to BCEG 

4 Nov 04 

ussa AIR FORGE 

DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



2-JUI EFFECTIVE MANNINGISTRENGTH RATE I 

I 

Section 21 -1, 147 FW Manpower Document 

- 
AS OF: 2-Jul-2005 

GROUP 

Unit 

TOTAL ENLISTED 
ASGD 

STRENGTH Auth Asgd Excess 

OFFICERS 
EFF 

RATE 
ASGD 

STRENGTH Auth Asgd Excess 
I Eff 

Auth Asgd Excess 1 Rate 
I 

EFF. 
RATE 

ASGD 
STRENGTH 
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14 March 2005 
Air Force Briefing Notes 

Date: Wednesday, March 9,2005 Time: 08:OO-09:30 Place: 3E808 

Chairman: Mr. Pease, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, Basing and Infrastructure 
Analysis 

Executive Secretary: Lt Col Johansen 

Key Attendees: 
o Mr. Pease, DASAF, Basing and Infrastructure Analysis 
o MG Heckman, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Plans and Programs 
o Col Kapellas, Division Chief, Air Force BRAC Office 
o Lt Col Laffey, Division Chief, Air Force BRAC Office 
o Lt Col Milam 
o Lt Col Johansen 

Red Team Attendees: 
o Honorable H.T. Johnson 
o Honorable Robin Pirie 
o General Leon Salomon 
o Mr. John Turnquist 

Subject: Candidate Recommendation Briefing by the United States Air Force to BRAC Red 
Team 

Presenter: Mr. Fred Pease 

Items of Import: 
BRAC 2005 Goals were to maximize warfighting capability by optimizing squadron 
size, increasing crew ratios and adjusting ActiveIARC mix, to realign infrastructure to 
meet future defense strategy by sustaining air superiority and air sovereignty and 
accomplishing mobility basing, to maximize operational capability by eliminating 
excess capacity, and to capitalize on joint activity opportunities. 
USAF liaisons to JCSGs were less effective than an actual Air Force representative 
JCSG member may have been. 
Air Force reduces capacity by about 17.8 percent but there are still recommendations 
coming in that need to be knitted together. 
Did not take savings for military personnel. 
MILCON is overestimated - there is a 20% fbdge factor. 

Questions that arose: 
Where in your organization were JCSG recommendations deconflicted? Resolutions 
started at the DAS level and may have generated other recommendations. We also 
had bi-lateral conversations to resolve issues. (Salomon) 
Why is 24 the optimal squadron size for fighters? (Salomon) 
What is a Center for Excellence? What did the JCSGs recommend with respect to 
Indian Springs? E&T JCSG had a candidate recommendation, but did not send it 
forward. Air Force decided to go ahead with the recommendation. (Johnson) 

1 
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Where is Indian Springs? Nevada, near Ft. Irwin, CA and Nellis AFB, NV. 
(Salomon) 
Why isn't a receiver considered a realignment (e.g. MacDill)? (Salomon) 
How was capacity defined? The digerenee between actual squadron size and 
optimum squadron size. Excess capacity exists where a squadron can be added at no 
cost (Slide 18). (Johnson) 
Did the Air Force Audit Agency validate capacity? Yes, they are present at all 
deliberative meetings. (Johnson) 
Do your military value weights really have the precision to the hundredths place (e.g. 
3.92%)? (Salomon) 
Were the "Mission Essential Bases" (Slide 3 1) analyzed at all? Yes, but only as 
receivers. (Salomon) 
What happened to the OSD principles (they aren't explicit on Slide 35)? We will 
relate ours to theirs. (Salomon) 
Is the Guard on board? Absolutely, we arefieeing up manpower for new roles. 
(Johnson) 
Why leave numerous ECS enclaves? The ECS units are tasked separatelyfiom the 
fighter squadron and don 't go with the mission. They provide general support - CSS. 
(Johnson) 
What is the status of Los Angeles AFB? JCSG took it oflthe table because it had 
highest military value. We had an enabling scenario. (Johnson) 
Why move plans out of Indian Springs if you have capacity there? (Salomon) 
How do you define realignment? Ifmore than one-third of non-mission personnel is 
left, then it is a realignment. If remaining non-mission personnel is less than one- 
third, then that is considered an enclave. Did you excess the rest of the base? Yes, 
and reducing the footprint sometimes created a cost. (Johnson) 
What are "quantifiable benefits" (Slide 49)? (Pirie) 
Where do you stand with your recommendations? None have briefed to the IEC. We 
are all done with them, except a couple of recommendations that are 'tfollow the 
fleet " type recommendations. (Johnson) 

Informal observations provided at briefing: 
The Red Team has found it difficult to track goals, principles, imperatives, strategies, 
etc. and the application of military judgment. Be prepared to describe the 
dependencies or interrelationships between goals, principles, your strategy, and your 
military judgment. The candidate recommendations are supposed to be strategy- 
drive, data-verified and this needs to be apparent in your presentation and articulation. 
The decision process needs to be well documented and when you present to the 
Commission, you should have a chart that explicitly demonstrates how decisions were 
made. 
Make a chart that displays and rationalizes (with data support) optimum squadron 
sizes. For those recommendations where you do not reach the stated optimum, you 
need to explain why not in your justification. Failing to give such an explanation 
undermines your entire process. 
Review argument for increased crew ratios to be consistent. Ensure reliability data 
supports argument. 
The point of slides 7-9 is unclear. Add bullet point to the slide so that it is obvious 
what audience is to take away from the slide. 
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To not look at ranges is a missed opportunity - need to have supporting justification 
for taking ranges off the list. 
Check with OSD to determine whether you need separate candidate recommendations 
for receiver sites. 
Create a slide similar to Slide 13 that shows receiver sites. 
Show, on Slide 13, the reduction in capacity due to BRAC 2005 actions. 
Put development of goals and principles (i.e. your strategy) at the beginning of your 
process slide (Slide 14). 
Help DoD develop a DoD-wide metric for success. 
Rename Imperatives (Slide 27) and connect them not only to the OSD principles, but 
also to your stated goals (Slide 3) and principles (Slide 35) - create an explicit 
hierarchy. 
Typographical error on Slide 36 - # 5 was modeled and was not an imperative. 
Numerous candidate recommendations, like the sample on Slide 38, used the 
justification that the action "enables future total force transformation". This requires 
further explanation. 
May want to incorporate a before and after type slide into presentation that 
demonstrates which bases have new types of planes, which is significant from a 
maintenance perspective. 
Create a backup chart that demonstrates how many pilots are affected by C-130 
movements (Slide 45), how many pilots are assigned to a new base and how many 
have a new mission. 
Make UAV Group movement slide (Slide 47) consistent with other similar slides. 
Review recommendations with large MILCON and L'Never" paybacks. Perhaps add a 
quad chart that links enablers (fi-om other services and/or from JCSGs) together so 
that all savings can be counted. Use the Navy's "Fenceline Closures Chart" as an 
example or a template. 
Help DoD define realign and show savings - there needs to be consistency across 
DoD. 
Have a crisp example prepared to explain "quantifiable benefits" (Slide 49). 
The purpose of BRAC is to reduce excess capacity. Strengthen rational and 
justification of all recommendations by explicitly linking actions to the Air Force's 
overall strategy, to the Force Structure Plan, and/or to BRAC Selection Criteria. This 
is necessary to avoid the appearance of using BRAC money for new MILCON to get 
Air Force situated and to overcome the Commission's potential hostility surfacing 
from small political actions. 
Many of the recommendations include leaving expeditionary combat support (ECS) 
elements in an enclave. For many of them, they cite the need to "retain intellectual 
capital" as the justification for retaining an enclave. We need an explanation as to 
why these elements cannot be moved allowing for a total base closure. Especially as 
in the case of USAF-0033V2 (Slide 66) - where receiving location is 12 miles fi-om 
losing location, and yet, an enclave is left behind. 
For those recommendations that involve the movement of aircraft from an installation 
with a high military value to one with a lower military value (e.g. USAF-0037 - Slide 
72)' we need a better explanation as to why this movement fits into the overall 
strategy. If "military judgment" was used, we need to know which aspect of military 
judgment. 
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Be careful when stringing recommendations together - commission will look at the 
recommendations individually. 

Additional observations to consider: 
Box top scenario development and top down driven comments imply non-data driven 
candidate recommendations. Change wording to better describe scenario 
development process. 
Need to solidify/disentangle your strategy, goals, imperatives, and principles. 
Statements on the bottom of Slides 3 and 11 really seem to be your strategy - as 
opposed to the reduction of capacity or to save money. If this is true, Slides 48 and 
49 are irrelevant as your stated goal was not to save money. 
Military value analysis is distinct from all other groups who determined military 
value by mission or function of an installation. USAF appears to do military value 
analysis by warfighting platform rather than by installation mission or function. 
Since military value is not based on installation value in support of the total force 
structure, there are several military values for a base depending on which platform 
one is using. 
Several of the recommendations include the movement of aircraft that seem to be 
tangentially related (at best) to the core of the recommendation. Why are these 
movements rolled up as part of a candidate recommendation? Can't they be done 
outside of the BRAC process? 
For the most part, the AF candidate recommendations seemingly do not involve the 
disposal of property. If property is excessed, it needs to be apparent in quad charts or 
at least in the one-page recommendation description. If property is not excessed, why 
not? 
Some quad charts say the base is being "realigned," but the one-pager describes it as a 
closure or vice versa. You need to be consistent. 
USAF-0035: Recommendation is to close, but the documentation shows units 
remaining (to fulfill Air Sovereignty Alert mission). Quad sheet says no natural 
resources infrastructure issues, but one-pager says there could be wetlands issues that 
restrict additional operations. What is the MILCON for? 
USAF-0039: The wing is inactivating and all the aircraft are retiring, but there is 
MILCON, why? Why do the ECS elements remain? Why are Sioux Falls, SD and 
Gulfport-Biloxi, MS part of the community impact sheet when there is no mention of 
anythmg moving frodto those locations? 
USAF-005 1 : What will the AF do to solve the potential housing shortage at Mt. 
Home? Moves F- 15s fiom the base ranked # 1 in mil value to the base ranked #23, in 
part because the weather is more predictable in ID than in NC. Can this be 
documented? 
USAF-0052: Follows fiom DON-0067 and DON-0084. Why does the Engineering 
Squadron remain as an enclave? What is the cumulative effect (costs/savings) of the 
recommendations involving Willow Grove? 
USAF-0053 & USAF-0114: Why include movement of Singapore F-16s (Block 52) 
fiom Cannon to Luke as part of these recommendations? Clarify that "B52" means 
"Block 52" vice the aircraft. 
USAF-0055: The one-pager states that environmental impacts at Nellis need to be 
evaluated, but there is no explanation regarding how Nellis is part of the scenario. 
USAF-0081: Review the legality of "realigning in place". 
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USAF-0086: What is the real rational for moving out a ANG wing, and then 
transferring its aircraft to another wing at the same base? "Enables Future Total Force 
Transformation" is insufficient justification. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330-$000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSlSYAFaT SECRETARY 

3IE%lL.IQR,%SDt1%$ FOR REf ORD 

SL BJEC I : 34i.llnutes of Atr Force Base Closure Evccutl~e Group (AF BCEG) Mtg, 29 Mar 2005 

.\-fsj C k n  I fcckman called the rxieeting to urdcr at 1111 5 ,  the Pwitagon, Room 5C279. 
4itendance rs an :9itcfi I .  Tke sltdes present& arc rnclttdcd as Arch 2 and indi\iduaIly ~fc rencrd  
herein. 'The t~~eesing was uaregorired as deliberative. Mr Pease back-briefed the 28 Mareh fEe' 
rnceti~ly;. ! fc: naxcd sister sewrcc candidate rwommendatians cost& as longer payback were 
infkrrecl as undestxablfofe. Maj Gen Heckman previewed the agenda and updated calendar (Slides 2- 
9)  Ht. norcd that caadidate recammzndarions with no. or lotlg payback should he rejujustifid %%*xll.a 
rt cicar srarcmcrit providing a nexus ro enable the candidate recommendations. 

. ... s updated the srazus of Candidate Reennin~endations (Slides 9- 13 >. I-Ee rloaed a - .  
1-00 puhlizatton time for daii4 ~tpciatcs. ncfetf defrnittons of Cfosurc: and 
Rcaiiynmctll to B~aghiighr ihe di fferences ketn ren law and polrcy f Slides1 4- 161 

$1 I Sl"c2: Keahgz~ Eilmgton (Slides f 8- i 9) 
S 1 13Zc2: ReaJ~gn Seymour Jahnsan (Slides 2Cf-21) 
S I OjJc2: Close Bradley (Slides 12-30) 
S I2 IZc t : Realign Luke (Slides 31-38) 

L,-pcrn dclhcratinn, rfie RCEG approved advmccrncni af the Ellingon AGS Kcafipment  
c S I 18Ju2) and the Sc4~naur Johnson Realignment (SI 19Zc2) as Candidate Rwommendarism. 
'I"hc RCEG 5nrthcr. revised the Bradley HAP ACS Closure to a t-ealignment (Slide 24) 31td dimred 
a rc-tzsw sf COBRA manpower dara fur altather look. Thc BCEG also requested a review of the 
z:rntlpe\\c'~ dara fix :he Luke Kcaligtlment. 

The WCEG dctcmined the rest ofthe agmda stloutd be tliefemd ymndzng review for 
manpat\ er d m  connsistency. Fufl~willp closing rerr~arks by die so-chairs, the meeting adjourned 
a; 143(tc 'I he a e s t  BCEG nleaing i s  sch&tllecl for 3 1 March U5 at US30 in Pcnraefan Rmm 
5CY2f9. 
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Lii 
GARY i i E C n l A S ,  Mlaj Crtfn, USAF 
hF,Xf (BMC)  
Co-Clsaim2arn 
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Headquarters U. S. Air Force 
I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c c i I e n c e  

D U R ( X U U I U ~ 0 0 0 U B ; n - M W U U B I - O L Y  
r n n u w m . e U L e B I m  

Agenda 
29 Mar 05 

Opening Busmness 
10?5-1(145 -CalendarReww PncA~irs 

-CR Sfatus Reww 
1 

7045-77w Closure and Raalinment D.Ml&ns 
A- 

1100-I200 C~andiWa R v & t i o n s  s M ) m  l " 8 ~  bWdS 

-S118JEZ - ReBIIgn Wngfnn 
-Sl  lWc2- Reajgn Say- Johom 
-S'fOfX2 - C l w  Bradby 
-S72lZcl- Resbgn Luke 

Break 

~~OO-AIR Candidate R e c o m m ~ n o  Scttnano Team Leads 
-S127Cl- C l W  R a W d  
-Sf 28cl- Realrgn Capitel 
-S129c? - Cfase Fort Smnh 
-S13kl-  Cbse W.K. K611ogg 
-S303Jc? - C W  Nashvfllle 
-Sf 23~1- Ream U s  Munox 
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Oprnrog Bualnars 
1015-1045 Cakfioar Revfew 

CR Slatus Remew 

1045-f f @  Closure md %ai@mnl Ddf-s 
" - 

1 lQLF12W Cgndidsta Rsoam- S m  Tern Le;Mlr 

-Sl lBJc2 - &a&n #hng!m 
-57 tQZc2 - Re+ Seymour JOnnnxl 
-S10?J~2 - C ~ W  Bradby 
-S127Zcl- Rsaltgn Luks 

ma 

Condtdote R ~ ~ f ~ b u n d e t i w f 6  
-S?27Cl- Cfosa RRhmand 
-S12%ef - Reairgr) C@al 
- S l a l -  C i ~  F?ilt SnMh 
-S?35C? - Close W.K Kt)Iiogs 
-S303Jc? - Close Wa&w& 
-S3?Wcl- Rmrign Furs U m z  

Closure and RmIIgnrnent D e ~ ~ M ~ n s  
Law vs PoIIcy 

DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



Oponrng B u s i ~  
101 5-7 G45 -Catendw Rewew 

CR Ststds Revfew 

fOJ5-ff00 Closure and fteaIlgnment Definitions 

7 100-1200 Candidata Recommandations Scenerio Twm Leads 
3 1  18Jc2 - Reatgn EIImgbn 
-S 1 192~2  - Resltqn Seymour Johnson 
-S107Jc2 - Cfosr Bntdley 
-S72fZci - Reakgn L u b  

awk 

C a n # $  Recommendations Swnerio Y @ m  Lecrdr 
-S127cl- C h  R&hmd 
S12Bc7 - Re-n C H I  
-Sl2scl -  c w  Mrr s m  
-S135cl- Close WK. Kellogg 
-S303Jc? - Close Nesh&le 
437 2Jcl- Realign Luis Munoz 
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Candidate #USAF-0033V3 1 S1 01 Jc2 
Manpower 

-2 -15 41 48 -235 
(101XZ) Mnus BOS (ANG) to Barnes 0 4 .7 13 0 
(101JcZ) NonBMC Prograrnmatc - Rebre 6PM A10 Ops 
and Mx (ANG) 4 -30 38 .72 .I48 
(142~2) Plus ASA Det to replace a s ,  manpower horn Ohs 
(MG) 2 1 8 O M O  
(101X2) Plus ClRF horn Barnes (ANG) 0 0 5 5 0  
(101X2) Plus ClRFfmrn Selhdpe (ANG) 0 0 4 4 0  
(101Jc2) Plus ClRF horn Mam SBb (ANG) 0 0 4 4 0  
(101Jc2) Plus ClRF horn Shaw (AD) 

mM%%q 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  27 

WUFTDEUBEUTlM W C U Y N T -  FOR MSCW(YOW PURPOSESONV 
NOT RELE- u N a R  FMA 

Candidate #USAF-0033V3 I S1 01 Jc2 
Manpower 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  28 
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Candidate #USAF-0053V2 / Sl21Zcl 
Realign Luke AFB, Glendale, AZ 

Candidate Recommendation: Realgn Luke AFB. The 56th Fghter Wing distribute. F-16 Block 25 aircraft (13 PAA) and 
F-16 Block 42 airuaft (24 PAA) to retirement. The 944m F~ghter Wing (AFRC) disbibutes F-16 Bbck 32 alrcraft to the 144th FgMer 
Wing (ANG), Fresm Alr Terminal AGS, Califwnla (1 1 PAA) Singapore F-16 852s currently based at Cannon AFB relocate to Luke 
AFB (KIIFBRAC) Move 107th ACS 125to Luke AFB. I 

Justification Militam Valug 
, Consolidates F-16 fleet to reduce costs Luke (12) distributes F-16 (Block 32) to 

Optimizes squadron size (24) at Fresno replace Fresno's (87) retiring aircrafI 
Realigns force structure to execute Homeland . Mil Judgment: Fresno is a arategic location 
Defense mission (Fresno) for homeland defense (air sovereignty) 
Consolidates GSU onto Luke 

Pavback 
One Time Cost: Sl2M 
Net Implementation Cost: S52M 
Annual Recurring Cost: $9M 
Payback Period: Never 

!!!!was 
Crlterlon 6: Total Job Change: - 88 
(direct: -45, Indirect: -41) ROI: - 0.0% 
Criterlon 7: A revlnu of community attributes 
Indicates no Issues regarding the ablllty of  the 

I rn NPV cost: Sl30M I infrastructure of the communlUes to suppolt 
mlsslons, forces and personnel I 
Criterion 8: No natural Infrastructure Issues affecting 
candidate recommendation 

J Strategy J Capacity Analysis I Data Verification J JCSGIMiiDep Recommended J Deconflicted w1JCSGs 

J COBRA J Military Value Analysis I Data Vefication J Criteria 6-8 Analysis J Dewnflicted w/MilDees 
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Candidate #USA F 0053V2 / 121Zcl 
1212 - 1212cl Comparison 

Increased MILCON and 
associated costs 
Reduced personnel 
movement 
Increased personnel costs 
due to program increase at 
Fresno AGS (manpower 
from Base X - 174 PE) 

B Increased personnel 
savings from program 
reduction at Luke (AD BOS 
to Base X - 51 PE) 
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I Time 
MILCON 
lmplem 
NPV 
Annual Recurring 
PoslUons Moved 

Off 
Enl 

CoBIRecurrln clv 9) 
Personnel 
Owhead 
Mowng 
Mlsslon 
other 
Total 
saMngs (Recurring) 
Personnel 
O M e a d  
Mowng 
Mlsslon 
Other 
Tdal 

1212 
$9.959 

$0 
$1.467 

(53.546) 
($542) 

12 
45 

165 

$2M 
$123 

$0 
so 

($43) 
$316 

$373 
$486 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$859 

121zcl 
$12,024 
$5.242 

$51.790 
$129.707 

$8,795 

0 
o 
0 

$12.530 
5256 

$0 
$0 
so 

$12.786 

$3,712 
$278 

$0 
$0 
$0 1 

Change 
$2,065 
$5.242 

$50,323 
$133.253 

$9,337 

-12 
-45 

-165 

$12.294 
$133 

$0 
$0 

$43 
$12,470 

$3.339 
($208) 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$3.990 1 $3.131 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330~1000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
JAN 1 9  2005 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFIBCEG) Mtg, 21 Dec 2004 

Maj Gen Heckman called the meeting to order at 0830, the Pentagon, Room 5C279. 
Attendance is at Atch 1. The meeting was categorized as both non-deliberative and deliberative. 
(Note that the BCEG previously scheduled for Dec 20 was cancelled.) Maj Gen Heckman 
previewed the agenda and reviewed the BCEG schedules (Slides 3-5). 

Col Fleming briefed the JCSG Scenario Data Call (Slide 6). Mr Albro briefed 
Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) Enclaves, in relation to ANG realignments and closures, for 
information. (The slides are labeled 1-24, inserted after Slide 8, and incorporated by reference.) 
In deliberation, the BCEG directed the ANG Scenario Team to review enclaves for cost- 
effectiveness and to determine which proposed enclaves are within practicable commuting 
distance of other imtdations. 

Lt Col Mattison briefed for information and deliberation the CAF "Spider Charts" 
(Candidate Recommendation Format, Slides 9-34). Lt Col Taylor briefed Closure of Ellsworth 
and Realignment of Barksdale for infomation and deliberation in Candidate Recommendation 
Format (Slides 35-36). He also briefed C-130/SOF/SAR Candidate Recommendation Format 
slides (Slides 37-51). Lt Col Polczer briefed the Candidate Recommendation Foxmatted MAF 
facilities for information and delibqtion (Slides 52-69). Lt Col Cork briefed the Candidate 
Recommendation Formatted Space facilities for information and deliberation (Slides 70-71). 

Lt Col Polczer briefed the Scenario Proposals for Closure of Scott AFB and associated 
realignments (Slides72-8 I), and Pope and Moody Excursions with related realignments (Slides 
82-88) as Potential Scenarios for information and deliberation Lt Col Cork briefed Realignment 
of the ICBM Force (Slide 89), Battlefield Airmen Co-location with Expeditionary Combat 
Airman to standardize Ground Wanior Training (Slide go), and Relocation of AF GSU and 
Leases (Slide 9 1) for information and deliberation. Lt Col Laffey briefed the JCSG Scenario 
Update for information and deliberation (Slides 93-99). It was noted: AF objects to 32 of the 
approximately 225 scenarios that potentially impact AF facilities. It was M e r  noted that there 
are 904 scenarios registered on the Scenario Tracker to date. 

Ms Ferguson presented Scenario Proposals for Future Logistics Support Center (Slide 
101), STAMP and STRAPP Relocations (Slide 102), and AF Nuclear storage Relocation (Slide 
103) for information and deliberation. Mr Mleziva offered a Scenario Proposal for Relocation of 
Human Systems Development and Acquisition (Slide 104) for information and deliberation. 

Maj Rernington briefed ECS Enclave Manpower, enabling the BCEG to discuss enclaves 
fiom a common lexicon (Slides 106- 108). 
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In deliberation, the BCEG recommended minor changes to the Candidate 
recommendations and subject to those changes voted to refer the Candidate Recommendations to 
Scenario Teams for analysis. The BCEG also voted to forward the new scenario proposals to the 
Scenario Development Teams. 

Following closing remarks by the co-chairs the meeting concluded at 1626. The next 
BCEG meeting is scheduled for 4 January 05 at 1330 in Pentagon Room 5C279. 

MARTIN PANKOVE, GS-14, DAF 
SAFIGCN 
BCEG Recorder 

The minutes above e approved. 

9 
GERALD F. PEASE, JR. 
SA.F/IEB 
Co-Chairman 

Attachments: 
As Stated 

AF/XP (BRAC) 
Co-Chairman 
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Base Closure Executive Group Attendance Date: % I DEC c%+ 

Chairs 

d ~ r .   mi Pease 

ca' Mai Gen Gary Heckman 

**Voting members are underlined 

Primary Members Alternate Members R e p r m t i v e s  

d Brk Gen Dutch Holland Q Brig Gen M*c Lmch 0 

I d Brig Gen M r d  Moen d  rip Gen Ethridge 0 

d Brig Oon Tony ~avnes O Brh Gen Charles Ickes 0 

d Mr. Fred Kuhn P( Col Karen Kohlbas 0 

d ~ . ~ ~ ~ k a v a  0 Lt ColDavcLynch 0 

P ~ r .  steven~ogers d~r. ~ o ~ l ,  ~ e a c ~ y  o 
d Mr. Jay Jordan 0 Mr. SteveConuair 0 

d Mr. Bill Booth P ColMarvinSmoot 0 

d Ms. MaureenKoetz 0 Mr. Vance Lineberger 0 

* Temporary appointment 
B& 

Others 

c01 ~ P Y  K a P e b  
dcol  TO^ neming 

o Mr. Mike Callanhan 

d ~ r .  Martin Pankove 
d P4& S . ('a& 
d M h .  

d U S& 
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Headquarters U.S. Air Force 
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BCEG 

21 Dec 04 
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Agenda 
21 Dec 04 

0830-0845 Opening Business Co-chairs 

0845-0930 ANG Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) Mr. Albro 

0930-1030 Scenarios (Arrow charts) Scenario Teams 

Break 

Scenarios 
1045-1 230 -Arrow charts (continued) Scenario Teams 

-New Scott, Moody, P ~ o p  ICBMs, ECA, GSU 

1230-1 330 Lunch 

1330-1400 JCSGIJAST Update Lt Col Laffey 

Additional Scenarios 
-Future Logistics Support Center (Follow-up), Ms Ferguson 

1400-1545 STAMP, AF Nuclear Storage Relocation 
-Human Systems Develop & Acquisition Mr Mleziva 

Break 

1600-1700 Deliberative Session Co-chairs 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  7 
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S304: Close Yeager 

S306: Realign Andrews 

of Ule USAF Advanced Instrument School from Randolph AFB and the Global Air Traffic Opsratlons Program 
ORice from Tinker AFB. The 137th Airlift Wino (ANG) at Will Rogers World APT AGS will associate with AD 
units at Tinker AFB andlor the AFFSA misston. The whg's C-1MH aircran will be distributed to the 136th 
Alrllft Wlng (ANG). Canwell ARS (4 PAA) and 139th Alrlift Wlng (ANG), Rwecranr Memorlal APT AGS, 
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Offutt Beddown 
Land Requirements 

AMCITRANSCOM Space Requirement 1,050,000 
Potential Space at Offutt - 220,000 
Primary Mission MILCON Scope 830,000 SF 

Buildable Land Available: 
Vacant Land 19 Acres 
Golf Course Redevelopment 60 Acres 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  77 
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IIEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330-1 000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSIST ANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Oroup (AFBCEG) Mtg, 18 Nov 2004 

Maj Gen Heckman called the meeting to order at 0830, the Pmtapa, Room 5C279. The 
meeting was categorized as informational in part and deliberative in part. A t t d c e  is at Atch 1 
Maj Gen Heckman reviewed the agenda and BCEG cafendar (Slides3-5). 
reviewed Requests for Clarification (Slides 6-7). 

_ r brief* for infonnation, W C O M  Capacity and BFAC C e m  for 
adding 2 notional squadrons to Dyes AFB (SIides 9-19). This served to p m t  the applied 
methodology to the BCEG. briefkd, for iniirmtion, savings from 8- 1 
Consolidation (Slides 22-23). 

i 
. .tt briefed lfCSG Scenario Proposals from the Mainlmana Subgroup for 

info&on (Slider 25-32). Mr Michael Aimone briefed thc Supply md Storsg. JCSG 
Tramfarmation Options for infonnation (Slides 34-39). 

r briefed the F-15 C/D Potential Scenario Group, Second b k ,  for 
deliberation (Slides 42-44). The BCEG voted to send the F- 15 CiD Potentid Sc&o Group 
forward. so bfidsd bre F-16 Potential Scenario Group, Third Look for 
delit>eraaion (Slides 46-48). The BCEG voted to send the F-16 Potential S c d o  Third 
Look, f w d .  briefed the KC-135 Potential M a  Oroup f i  
deliberation. He reviewed the first and second looks, the BCEG comments, d tfie &ird look 
(Slides 50-58). The BCEG noted that the pending bird's eye view would be able to discriminate 
between conflicting mmpower and n m h r  of tails data. 

3 briefed the C-130 Potential Scenario h u p ,  Second Look B C m  
Comments, and Third Look for delibaation (Slides 60-68). Upon deliberation the BCEG 
suggested changes for fkther review and directed preparation of supposting materiafs. 

The co-chairs reviewed the Agenda fbr the next m&g. Following the cochairs' 
concluding d s ,  the meeting concluded at '1558. The next BCEG meeting is scheduled for 
NOV& 22,2004 tat 1300 in f entagon Room 56=2?9. 

". . -....- 

BCEG Recorder 
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Thasmrnutes above ve approved. 

GERALD F. PEASE, JR. 
SAF/IEB 
Co-Chairman 

- -  . . 
GARY dew, Maj Gen, USAF 
AFKP (BRAC) 

Attachments: 
As Stated 
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This slide was removed. 
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BACK UP 
(Removed) 
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Scenario 
200 - Consolidate B-1 

COBRA 

1. ~0t.1 C M ~  $351M 
2. MILCON: $ 2 5 5 ~  
3. NPV: M.Z'UI 
4. Payback YnlBnak Even Yc 212011 
s. Steady Stab Savings: 5133M 
6. MiUCiv Reductions: 9881253 
7. MillCiv Relocrted: 3.8011245 

PERSONNEL SAVINGS 
8 Officer: S8,873K 

Enlisted: S75,WK 
Civilian: S16,838K 

Total: S101,441K 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  

OVERHEAD SAVINGS 

Sustainment: S13,094K 
= Recapitalization: (12,487K 

Bas: S15,866K 

Gross Savings: W1.447K 
(offset by $9,00OK BAH bill) 

NOTES 
8 BOS savings partially population related 

I 

- E x c e l l e n c e  2 !  
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Headquarters U.S. Air Force 
I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x r e i l a r r c e  

IJCSG Scenario Proposals 
Update to BCEG 

18 Nov 04 

$'LC *Tv .-,!&\ iq; ~3$~kstzE 

tenance Activities 
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19 April 2005 
Second Air Force Briefinp Notes 

Date: Monday, April 18,2005 Time: 08:30-10:30 Place: 5C279 

Chairman: Mr. Pease, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, Basing and Infrastructure 
Analysis 

Executive Secretary: Lt. Col. Johansen 

Key Attendees: 
o Mr. Pease, DASAF, Basing and Infrastructure Analysis 
o MG Heckman, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Plans and Programs 
o Col Kapellas, Division Chief, Air Force BRAC Office 
o Lt Col Johansen 

Red Team Attendees: 
o Honorable H.T. Johnson 
o Honorable Robin Pirie 
o General Leon Salomon 
o Mr. John Turnquist 

Subject: Second Candidate Recommendation Briefing by the United States Air Force to BRAC Red 
Team 

Items of Import: 
Since the first meeting with the Red Team the United States Air Force (USAF) has 
attempted to utilize BRAC language and terminology. 
USAF is completed with the bulk of its "laydown" in terms of candidate recommendations 
to be submitted, although further refinements are being made. 
USAF had not originally taken savings for people in the same way the other groups and 
services were, but we have since gone back and recalculated savings associated with 
manpower and personnel to be more consistent with the other groups. 

Questions that arose: 
What do you mean by fiastructure? Operational areas as well as buildings connected to 
an installation. (Salomon) 
What does the red, blue, or shading indicate on this map (Slide 5, middle map)? White is a 
high speed area, shaded is where we are authorized to turn offthe lights and operate. Red 
is ranges? Yes. How many ranges did you close? One, at Cannon AFB. There are 30 
ranges that USAF uses, but most of these have other missions as well. (Salomon~Johnson) 
Are all the Services in agreement with having a Joint Center of Excellence at Indian 
Springs? No, we are pulling that candidate recommendation. That UA V Center of 
Excellence was originally Education and Training JCSG responsibility and they decided it 
was really a RD&A matter, so they passed it on to the Technical JCSG. We only had an 
enabling scenario to move stufout of Indian Springs, which without the Center of 
Excellence is not necessary. (Johnson) 
What point do you want the audience to take away from this slide (Slide 6)? Do you 
follow-up on these later in your briefing? There are recommendations going forward for all 
these. (Salomon) 
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Informal 

You have a lot of "Red" in the Northeast - losing sites or bases being closed - have you 
discussed this with NORTHCOM? Absolutely, NORTHCOM is on board. 
What does cumulative mean (Slide 46, USAF-1006V2 - EIT Summary)? It is the total for 
the implementation period, but we can take it ofthis chart as it may be confusing. 
(Salomon) 

observations provided at briefing: 
Be careful when discussing people vs. billet savings vs. authorized positions. If you take 
savings for eliminated billets or authorized positions, should show that these positions go 
off the books or reprogrammed. 
Be careful with your wording - the use of "in6-astructure" on Slide 2 seems to be referring 
to aircraft, but later in your brief (Slide 9) "infrastructure" is used to mean installations and 
operating areas. 
"AF Goals for BRAC 2005" are not obviously linked to DoD BRAC goals (Slide 2). Make 
sure your subsequent slides are consistent with the "AF BRAC 2005 Goals" bullet points. 
(E.g. - The title of Slide 4 is more loosely linked to the second bullet point on Slide 2 than 
the titles of Slides 3 or 5 are linked to the first and third bullet points, respectively.) 
Add a legend for maps on Slide 5 so that the meaning of the color coding and shading is 
clear. 
BRAC is about reducing excess capacity - your AF Installation map will look about the 
same after BRAC, which will open you and DoD up to criticisms. 
Closing ranges - closed Cannon, but according to your explanation of your map, Cannon 
has one of the best locations. Other 30 ranges that are used by the AF have other associated 
missions. Similarly, if you overlay the civilian air traffic map on your AF Installations map 
- it would tell you to move everytlung to the Northwest, yet you close Ellsworth, SD and 
Grand Forks, ND. The story you would like to tell with these maps is really about tactical 
air, so consider highlight tactical aviation bases. 
Be consistent. If you are not going forward with the UAV Center of Excellence remove it 
from the "Joint Opportunities" slide (Slide 6) and from the "emerging needs" section of 
slide 4. 
Consider using BRAC terminology on your "Summary" slide (Slide 9) (1.e. - Discuss 
closures, realignments, and associated cost savings). 
Bullet two on your "Summary" slide (Slide 9) is really the only BRAC action- but these 
reductions are already programmed to take place in the FYDP. Explain up front that you 
are using BRAC to determine action for aircraft disposal in compliance with the Force 
Structure Plan. However, aircraft retirements really do not need to be BRAC actions. 
Justifications for the closure of Cannon AFB, NM Ellsworth AFB, SD and Grand Forks, 
ND need to be strengthened as well as the justifications for any associated realignments. 
Include the closure of any leased facilities on your closure list (Slide 10). 
Check military value of every site on lists on Slides 10 and 1 1. You want to make sure that 
you are not moving from installations with higher military value to lower ranked 
installations. Given that each installation has multiple military value rankings, it is 
imperative that recommendations that are inconsistent with the ranking of installations for 
the platform in question be fully justified. 
The underlying rationales for the Air Force's method of determining military value and 
capacity (including optimal squadron sizes) need to be carefully articulated and well 
supported. 
Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) 
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o Need chart explaining 
what functions or MOSS ECSs cover, 
how an ECS is allocated, 
when they deploy, 
what mission the ECS is charged with, 
how ECSs support Homeland Defense, 
and explains why DoD needs to have ECSs at numerous bases. 

o If these are already programmed changes - why are they being done under BRAC? 
Need to explain up fiont that Military Value analysis done in BRAC aides the 
determination of where programmed reductions in aircraft occur. But also need an 
explanation for why people reductions are not occurring under BRAC. 

Air Sovereignty Alert (ASA) 
o Explain what the ASA sites are and why BRAC is required to make changes-why 

are they a new mission? 
o Create a chart that lays out the requirements for coverage. 
o Ensure that NORTHCOM agrees with sites and are on the same page. 

Recommendations citing more suitable recruiting demographics in one location over 
another need to be linked to a supporting document with recruiting data across all 
installations. 
Recommendations using maintenance of ARC mix need to be supported by documentation 
that explains why the ARC mix is important and how maintaining the proper mix supports 
the Force Structure Plan or Final Selection Criteria. 
"Capturing Intellectual Capital" is unusual terminology, use more descriptive wording. 
Add statement to candidate recommendation that ECS is remaining at Louis Munoz Marin 
IAP AGS (USAF-0069). 

Additional observations to consider: 
Should have a reason for why USAF is not reducing endstrength as part of BRAC. 
Ensure that savings for FYDP actions completed as part of BRAC are accounted for in 
accordance with the BRAC statute andlor OSD policy. 
Some candidate recommendations are not in the correct format for submission. Ensure that 
all candidate recommendations are in the following format: 

Justification phrases should be removed fiom candidate recommendation statements. 
Candidate recommendations should be organized in presentation in the following order: 

o Tier I: Traditional BRAC - Military value applied, net savings, capacity reduction. 
o Tier 11: Strategy Driven - Military judgment applied, net savings, capacity 

reduction. 
o Tier 111: Operationally Driven - Military judgment overrides, net savings. 
o Tier IV: Transformationally Driven -No military value justification, military 

judgment sole rationale, not cost effective, long paybacks. 

BRAC Action 
Close 
Realign 
Inactivate 

where 
losing 
installation 

and retaining what 
enclaves 
hnctions 
activities 

by what 
moving 
relocating 
consolidating 
privatizing 

to where 
gaining 
installation 
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25 February 2005 
White Paper 

Inte~ration of Candidate Recommendations across JSCGs and Military De~artments 

Observation: Many of the candidate recommendations will require integration with each other and 
consolidation into larger recommendations prior to forwarding up the chain. There has been 
discussion about possible ways of doing this; however, the integration method and schedule for 
accomplishment is not well understood. 

Concerns: 

There are several gaining sites have had their excess capacity over subscribed by different JCSG 
and Military Department groups. 
De-conflicting these overlaps can have the effect of unraveling other actions that were dependent 
on the first action. 
New COBRA runs and criteria 6,7, and 8 need to be redone for the final site configurations. 
(Not difficult to do, but very time consuming) 
Numerous initial candidate recommendations are still pending. 
End-game process and detailed schedule has not been provided to Military Departments. 
Time remaining in which to do the integration and final candidate scrubbing is very short. 
A great deal of effort still needs to be expended in order to build the kind of detail and 
consistency into the overall package as is normal with any submission to Congress. 

Possible Action: 

After IEC approval of each JCSG candidate recommendation, provide them to the Military 
Departments and direct their integration into the property owner's recommendation. 

A process for obtaining IEC approval for any deviations needs to be provided as well in order 
to deal with conflicting candidate recommendation actions that can not be resolved. 
A method for quickly elevating intra-military department coordination candidate 
recommendation conflicts needs to be identified so that decision makers can move quickly to 
resolve them. 
This process needs to start quickly in order to give the Military Departments as much of the 
time that is left as possible in order to accomplish this task. 
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White Paper 
18 April 2005 

Main Issues to Discuss: 
The BRAC Red Team believes the Air Force presentations give the perception that in 
many cases the Air Force is using BRAC only to move aircraft and gain MILCON 
funding rather than reducing excess infrastructure. 

Discussion within the Red Team has produced several potential routes to dispel such 
a perception and gain a more favorable reception for the Air Force package. 

Causes of the Perception: 
Air Force goals for BRAC 2005 appear to focus on operational requirements rather 
than reduction of excess inhstructure capacity under the BRAC Law. 

o Military value analysis has uniquely been done by platform as opposed to by 
installation or supporting function-which results in multiple military values 
for the same installation and the need to override military value results. 

o Military capacity has been redefined to be the difference between current and 
optimum squadron sizes rather than functional support capabilities. 

o Proposals appear to use BRAC to determine where FYDP aircraft changes 
should be implemented and use BRAC funds to make the changes without 
including associated savings under BRAC. 

o Many of the aircraft changes are already reflected in the FYDP and any 
resulting savings have been taken. 

BRAC actions should result in savings in installation and personnel 
costs. 

As currently reflected, most Air Force actions do not result in savings 
and do not require the BRAC provisions. 

Proposals show personnel position savings while allegedly not reducing overall end 
strength. 

Even though number of aircraft is coming down, Expeditionary Combat Support 
(ECS) groups are left almost everywhere with no defined mission. 

o Perception supported by answers to questions: ECS groups are used to 
maintain "end strength" in search of missions. 

In many cases, military value is being overridden by Air Sovereignty Alert 
requirements, Active Reserve Component (ARC) mix, and recruiting demographics- 
need to show how these are tied to the Force Structure Plan andlor the Final Selection 
Criteria. 
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Potential Solutions: 
Given that each installation has multiple military value rankings, it is imperative that 
recommendations that are inconsistent with the ranking of installations for the 
platform in question be fully justified. 

The underlying rationales for the Air Force's method of determining military value 
and capacity (including optimal squadron sizes) need to be carefully articulated and 
well supported. 

If the moves are accomplished under BRAC, all savings and costs must be reflected 
under BRAC--other mission and personnel requirements should be paid for outside 
BRAC (can use BRAC savings). 

Provide better explanation of the role of Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) units. 

o All savings must be part of BRAC-savings can then be applied to other 
missions. 

o Create a chart that shows: 

what functions or MOSS ECSs cover, 
how an ECS is allocated, 
when they deploy, 
what mission the ECS is charged with, 
how ECSs support Homeland Defense, 
and explains why DoD needs to have ECSs at numerous bases. 

Provide better explanation for need for Homeland Defense Air Sovereignty Alert 
(ASA) Facilities. 

o Explain what the ASA sites are and why BRAC is required to make 
changes-why are they a new mission? 

o Create a chart that lays out the requirements for coverage. 

o Ensure that NORTHCOM agrees with sites and are on the same page. 

Recommendations citing maintenance of ARC mix need to be supported by 
documentation that explains why the ARC mix is important and how maintaining the 
proper mix supports the Force Structure Plan andlor Final Selection Criteria. 

Recommendations citing more suitable recruiting demographics in one location over 
another need to be linked to a supporting document with recruiting data across all 
installations. 

Closing leased facilities could improve Air Force story-recommend including these 
facilities on your closure list. Plus, by doing so, you will be consistent with other 
Services since they are including leased facilitates on their closure lists. 

Justifications for Ellsworth AFB, SD and Grand Forks AFB, ND need to be stronger 
as these are closures in close proximity to each other with little other regional military 
presence. There also needs to be stronger rationales for other associated 
realignments. 
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Candidate #USAF-0050V4 1 S118Jc3 
Realign Ellington AGS, Houston, TX 

I I missions, forces and personnel 

Canadate Recummendatfon: Realign E llington Field AGS. The 147th Fighter Wing's (ANG) F-I6 
Block 25 aircraft (15 PAPr) retire and the wing's ECS elements remain in place. The Air Sovereignty Alert 
( M A )  facility will remain at EHington to retain capability to support Homeland Defense. 272 EIS (GSU) 
moves into available space on Ellington. 

1 
Justification Militarv Value 

Ellminates excess infrastructure Force structure retires from Ellington (80 of 
; Retires F-16 Stock 25s consistent with the 154) 

force ~ r m ~  plan m Mil Judgment: Ellington retains garrison to 
Realigns OSU onto Eltingtan support expeditF;fonary units and Homeland 

Defense 

w Criterion 8: No anticipated environmental 
impacts for thls candidate recommendation 

4 Strategy 4 Capacity Analysis / Data Verification 4 JCSGlMilDep Recommended J Decontlicted w1JCSGs 

I Pavback 
One Time Cost: $1 .e#I 

r W e t  hplemantation Savings: $.lM 
m Annual Recurring Savlngs: S.4M 
a Payback period: 5 yrsl2012 

$3.6M N W  Savings: 

4 C06.M 4 Military Value Analysis 1 Data Verification 4 ,Criteda 6-8 Analysis 4 Dsconflided wlMilDeps 
~ B r W . d L W T m t Q u X i s  
$1 n p r ~ ~ o  I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - Excellence BCEGBrieFod29Apr I UpdiUed 3 May, 1530 

bnaets 
m Crkrlon R Totat Job Change : 45 (direct -3, 

indirect -2) ROI 0% 
Criterion 7: A revfew of community attributes 
indicates no issues regarding the ability of the 
infrastructure of the communities to support 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE M R  FORCE 
WASHINGTON, Rc 

'tIE.tIBK:JhDI_'bI FOR RECOIEZ3 

Ch-ff IEC T" \li8:t1res of Air Farce Base Closure Exwsrttxe Group (At: RCt:G) Mtg, Apr 2005 

V d :  Gct? i Icckrnan called 'the rnt~r ing to order .rat O830, the Penlagarf, Roon15C17Y. 
\ t t~ix, ic ,n~c i s  Lir .Itch I .  Tlx slides nresented are tncltlded as Aicb 2 and individually rekrenscd 

, ' 
!icr;.:~l. 'l {me meerrng catcgari/t.d as t;t l~itk~~rai~\c ?,fig Gen W ~ ~ k r r n a n  pretrewetf the agenda 
.::IO ,rpC,atcd :alt.i.~dar (Sltdcs 11- .,,,,,,,is hrzefcd fnkiqcndatf Cinndarfdtc Rwanrmcndat~on 
i',!!hurL C h,:ng~s (Slrdcas S - Q ) ,  Ifc also noted aa .&pn! 12 target dale f~!: a drnfr Public Affairs 
piklf 

S3tiff. lc5. Close Scott islicks 11 -22). 
Thc j-troposcil Scurr AFB ciustnrt. was drsmrssed from further cansiderariarr as the JCSG has 
prc)pi?sed tnls racliiry fc~r nthcr miss~ons, 

' ' 
' Fed Scenario Changes: 

S324: C'fosr Ger~ Mischef t ARS (Slides 3Ck-341. 
S i34c l Close \%'~~IOM Gm\ c ARS (Sltdcs 35-39). 

I fx r e - e ~ d t ~ a E r , i t  O~TI ' IZ  C"- Sccnario Group resuteed tn redzsrribueion of C-13tlfX aircrali. 
5i.oni Cetl Cle~chci)  dr~d realtgnmm3l of Opw XIX, and ECS n?anpo\tei t'porr del~herat~ota. ihc 
i3f 'PQ'E c~>i~ctjrrcrl u 1ri1 [hi! proposed C'dntlidatt. Re~ammcnrll-tttttr! 1?1 dclibcrattan. the 8CEG 
~iuri.r-t??ineJ 111~' t% i l l 0 ~ 6  Gwse ~;cet?:trio 1e1 istt ~Iwuld be 81% idcd tnto ~cp9rate con'rp~nents: for .&if 

I-arc; 2nd ha\ 3 .  I ~ I I ~ I  Afr Force asscrs bang rcd~srnt.ttixed mo Botsr: and Ltmie Rock. This is pcr 
! :C~C b'at~dnda:~ Rccctn;r.r?iend;%t'ic?11, S.326. Realign Boise Air Tcm~it~at AGS (Slide 38)- am4 Reaiig~s 
llarerx! Stale SZZb  [S%lde 39) ?he Wilfols Gfoke e1usuf-c. v, as referred b u k  to Savy ds Candidate 
z*IM)N-OO8.IA 132 .i (Sl~dc 37). Thhrs axtac 1s fenced fur cost data an f~ ,  with the data so be 
forla ardccf lu NJ\ y, 

~:roduccif Independent f andidate Kwoamrnc*~datron Payback Changes 
Sl~cfcs -% 5-4 L r. Thc 1% cIa 8: C'mdi Jatc Rccltn~mcndaricans thn have negati\ e payhacks are la he 

!.c,'~"'n~inxil~r"lf $61 cle%ertt~tf~f: tk hetiler not they should hi: rm~oved from the recommended Xist 
,tli?rr~ znr~,Lf I$ C.fijl3 
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S I I3Zc3: Realign Seymour Johnson {Slide 42) 
S i 3L2: Realip Hancoek Field AGS (Slide 43) 
S 1 1 8,f cl? Realign Ef linfon AGS (Slide 44) 

'The HCEG discussed principles for reexamination nfscenmcbs, 791c BCEG not& tkat Rase X 
83% ilys results should be analye4 to cqture cost sa~irtgs. Manpower n-iusr folfo%v iron in Active, 
Rcseite. and Gtrard components Spll.ciEcally thc BCEC; dclibcmted redigmcutr of Sepaw- 
jol,nsun ,in4 bascd on opcraxarnur~al cansider;ntions contlnutd thts Candidate Recornmendtt6on 20 
:indl\sis Tire f far~ccpck and Etli1.tgtot.l Cartdidate Recsmnacndar~ons were like% Ise cuntinwd for 
amays3s. 

S3-40~2:  Realigja Dovcr AFB (Slide 33) 
S43Jc7: Keaiign R~clbins AFB (Slide 46) 

I-por~ delibcral~on. tllc BCEG deferred action on the Dover AFB Candidate Recammetzdarion 
pcnd~ng rc\ I 2 % ~  of n ? ; l t ~ p ~ ~ \  er dab. I he Kohlns rand~datr RecammeYlrfatiian was def 'r~d ,  as 
:rnaIqsrs is  i::complere 

53 17~2:  Clase Pirtsbuig IXP XRS (Slide $3 
S705c3, Rcslign E g l ~ n  AFB (Slide 38) 
$372.1 c I : Yicdign PulmtveI1 AFR (Slide 391 
S3 1 1 Zc2. Realign Reno-T&oe IAP AGS (Slidc 50) 
53123~2: Realign Lurs Mslunoz L 4 P  ACS (Slide 5 1) 
5704~3: Gt~se  Kuiis AGS {Slide 52 )  

P j ? m  deilbcrat~ittl, the BCEG detemlincd ~"n PPtsburg f lasurc is riot \-table ?ZhcreFore this 
t':ii~cilda~e Iiec~)nrrrtnldalisn \ F I ~ S  deleted. Disc~ssion af the klaxucll realignment was deferred 
hecaetsc ma~lpo\\cr data uas not complete. The I uis Munot Kcallgnmcnt was :rpprovcd to move 
:or\\ drd. I l ~ c  HCEG rqucsterf a reflaw of thc Kutis Candidate Recomn~cndalson ta realize u 
chul yr ] t i  ~t~ror,nii nixn~bcrs 

'I he BCEG dctcn~~tncd the rest of the agenda (S31dcs 48,Sfll d~ould be deferred pending 
re% reT.\ for manpa\\ t r  datd cunsislei?cy. Folfo~ving closiny remarks by the co-chain, the meeting 
adioumed at 1 1 R f ) .  The next BCEG rnecting is scheduled :itfor '12 Apnf 05 at 13W in Pentapn 
Rctorrt 5f 3'9 
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'Kc ~ia tu tcs  ahaye igt: appro~ecf. 
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Candidate #USAF-0051V3 1 S119Zc3 
Realign Seymour Johnson AFB, Goldsboro, NC 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Seymour Johnson AFB. The 4th Fighter Wing will transfer 
F-15E aircrafl(15 PAA) to the 366th Fighter Wing. Mountain Home AFB, Idaho. F-15E FTU will 
move to Mountain Home. Simulator and academic requirements will move. 

Justification 
Creates more effective F-15E training due to 
weather and airspace considerations 
Sets Seymour Johnson to effective wing size 
(72 PAA) 

Pavback 
One Time Cost: S32M 
Net Implementation Cost: S38M 

m Annual Recurring Cost: S2M 
m Payback period: Never 
a NPV Cost: $ 5 4  

Militam Valug 
Moves Seymour Johnson (1) F-ISE aim& to 
Mountain Home (23) 
Military Judgment: Relocates F-15E FllJ 
squadron to base with more suitable air-t* 
ground training environment 

I ~ D ~ c ~ s  
Criterion &Total Job Change -1,188 
(direct 448, Indirect: 640). ROI: -1.98% 
Criterion 7: A review of comrnunlty anrlbutes 
indlcates no issues regarding the ability of the 
infrastructure of the communitles to support missions, 
forces and personnel 
Criterion 8: No natural infrastructure issues affecting 
candidate recommendation 

. Strategy ./ Capacity Analysis I Data Verification .' JCSGIMilDep Recommended . Deconflicted wlJCSGs 

.' COBRA . Military Value Analysis I Data Verificabn . Criteria 6-8 Analysis . Deconflicted wIMilDeps 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  B C W W B W ~ ~  
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Candidate #USA F-0124V2 / S440c2 
Realign Dover A FB, DE 

-r 
1. 

Candidate Recommendation: Realign Dover AFB. The GI 7 aircraft (12 P M )  programmed for 
the 436th Airlift Wing will transfer to the 62d Ailli i Wing, McChord AFB, Washington (6 PM); the 
437th AirlR Wing. Charleston AFB, South Cadina (2 PM); and to BAl(4 PAA). The 143d CBCS 
(ANG) geographically separated unit in Seattle, Washington, will be closed and consolidated into 
available space at McChord AFB. 

Justification Militaw Value 
Optimizes capacity and rlght sized squadrons at both rn Align Dover (34) assets to Charleston (3) and 
McChord and Charleston-increases both wing's McChord (27) 
efRciency and capability 
Avoids C-I7 MILCON costs at Dover 

Pavback Im~acts 
One Time Cost: Si6M Criterion 6: Total Job Change: -862 
Net Implementation Cost: Sl5M (direct: 460, indlrect 402) ROI: -1.15% 
Annual Recurring Cwt: SiM n Criterion 7: A revlew of community attributes 
Payback period: Never indicates no issues regarding the ability of the 
NPV Cost: S23M infrastructure of lhe communities to suppolt 

missions, forces and personnel 
Criterion 8: Malntename area for emlsslons; potential 
conformity detmination required 

f Stretagy f Cspcny Anslysir /Data V e d u t ~ o n  4 JCSGIMlIDap Remmmended 4 Damnflidad wlJCSGs 

COBRA d Militsly Value Amlyslr 1 D.U Vsdcatiin f Cnteh 6 4  Analwir f 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  45 

ORMTDEUBERATNE W C U Y N T - F M I U f f i U ~  W.WOSESO((LY 
MOT RELEMbBLE UNDER FOU 

Candidate #USAF-0120V2 1 S433c2 
Realign Robins AFB, Warner Robins, GA 

Align Robins (18) 
8 Military Judgment: Postures Robins for expanded 

rn Increased PAA at Forbes robustr capaclty and CPlSR mission; frees capacity at Robins for 
increases unit efficiency relocation of US Navy air assets from NAS Atlanta 

closure (DON W0068) 

One Time Cost: m Crltwkm 6: Total J 
Net Implementation Cost: 

missions, forces and personnel 

f Strategy 4 Capcfiy Anslysis 1 Data Verification f JCSGIMilDep Rscomnwnded d Daconflided wIJCSGs 

f COBRA f Militaly Value Amlyaia / Data Venficatwn f Cmsm W Anaiwos (DemnfllctedWlMllDeDs 
I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  46 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, 06 20330-1000 

OFFfCE OF THE ABSlSTANT SECRETARY 

kit. I+,.>, c<ili<:! nhc. :%;et.tjn.rg :<% ~rc1c.r 3t r197;:. [:it: P C R ~ S ~ ~ T : ~ ,  R:w::I 5f'7X. f%le mee,*tliSg 
:+ 35 1'31~?gerrz,d 2s CicIibe~dtt~ c ."itrcttdanzr is at .21ch 1 k2r P e w  rcuest eti alac B K K  
schccftr:t"~ (lil!rieli 3-4) and prevlenecf the acnda, He nored rhai JCSG Sccnanos isrc beg~x:-rr:lnp La 
h ~ x ~ : n : ~  sa aIdhle for ~ n f t % m ~ ~ t i t ? n  i a ~ d  rc\je.a~xl the difjpure rcsolu~;cgr; procas Si7r nt1ft3ranz~iora. 
i g : ~  f s  *.. 'c . ;?,scuzz irscjirat:c~n 392: &a. d~sagrcc.ma.rts rhat c&nl?cts 'tsc resobed ~nren~all). rf my, 
net% eei: rlnr: JCIEC; .i~,eE t%~e' 3C E<; updated the daia csli nar t s  a& r~quesxii 
$.it ,i&r C~,i;ttln n Siijk\~ 5-: i I.ic rcported that the JCSG kicked back 38ac .%F ldcd 5 r  Ce!1%rz1~2& 
,~lternc,r!')t: Kcpa;: f*:tc:~~:*es ~SliJe 9) Okr fiirtl~er a ~ t j e n  ")' the BCR'G Scenctno Deveiopmmt 
"TSI I - J l Y ?  

~ r ~ e f e d  .ARC ,tIc;ncs tbr ~ C ~ I ~ L ' T S I ~ O I I  (Sltdes ! 1-25] l'he BIC'EG dlscusscd 
-escrt~i:,jr~ 4 f ' I  ~~"I?z%~la dr>or.ital,cs. \\ 1t1c~ {%!!I be rcrerrca lo rhe scenmo de-celupm~mt ~ C B I Y ~ S  

\<'IS i i l  ne ,,s& as 3 ~ ~ i n t p i ) ~ ~ . ~ i  of 3f t l i t~rt t'alu~?. 

: br:cft.,f f ' l : ~  COBRA \fadel fax infom~agran itrrd drscribed hoix ;she ditta 
b% i i i  bc: I~tcse~iir<d in 11;c ISCI Formar He cxptairzcd opcrarisr? of tflc model wd sth('20ar~0 frackfng 
Yfc -isL> iie.cn!>af Brn:tiaimns u i r h c  mode$ (Slides 17-29. 

, ' ..,,x,i hriekd :hc C'-I ' Poaentrs! S c m a m  Group ~ S : : ~ C S  Qi-45) for 
c%clri~e!airo~: f h: Bit:; 2:sc;zse; ratlcna;ixatrnn rki$i:--~-rt.puncres nmofcd arrd rcierrcd the package: 
3~4flh 10 t t i i  bwni6r:a : ~ c ~ L I I o ~ I ) . ~ c T I ~  Team 1. . . .,, , I  disc ,%nefed the ("-3 Panrnlldl Seznario 
G ~ Q L L ~  q:: Jri:i~~~*ii;icsr: 4(r!ltfi'< 46-iiii TFye RCEG C \ ~ ~ C $ ~ I O K C ~  ;tbdj~xosrai apr!a:ls !%e gnjup 
1r;cik:gfr: shaa-d be 1n2ludr.d ZPIJ rcf'z~red the C - 5  Potestaisi Scer~ttntz Croup $0 I ~ Y C  Sc~aario 
Dex ?ilo;-mc.n: I r;rm Icr  C.anher dex tlaptnenr 3116 rcqucstcd n snnnil~dirctI Earret̂ lr~g tign;~rmt from ali 
1f:f: Si.t.-ti:r:c Dc. clayal;,y: Tcai~js 

..e. : he co-cilaiss rt.cic.lsciZ the Agenda for the next rt~ccting mind rrcteeib Attdittcrnai Sccrxax~o . . 
I oa:cs s5i tde' 521 F-"r.!:oss itsy rhr: ca-chairs' ronc!:itirr:g rzmarks the meeting conc!uded at 124.97. 
TJi2 :-exQ %Ti-<a nnwc-,z,: is s=i-cif~;1.;2 hr \.\o\zmbzr 1 .  3:04 nr : 3(r0 ir-x Pa;tdgo:~ Rarrn: 5C7Y 
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**%-ad,% members are undea5ned 

Pr imre  kfemkrs ..ilterna~e Members 

DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



DCN: 12535



MUFTDEUBER4lNE OOCUENT-FOR WWWII WmSEI) ONLY 
NOT RELEMB8l.E UNDER HWI 

Requests for Clarification 
(as of 27 Oct) 

RFC's by Data Call 

90 
80 

10 
0 

Data Call Number 

TOTAL RFC's: 187 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  7 

MbFTDEUBERITM DOCUMENT-FOR UffiWWII W W O E I I O I Y Y  
N O T R E L E A E ~  u N a n  MU 

JCSG Update Briefs 

Thursdav, 4 Nov 
8 Lt Gen Taylor, Medical 

Mr. Dumm, Intelligence 

Mondav, 8 Nov 
8 Col Walker, E&T 

Tuesdav, 9 Nov 
8 Mr. Orr, Industrial 

8 Col King, Supply & Storage 

Doug McCoy, H& SA 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  8 
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Headquarters O. S. Air Force 
I n t e g r i r y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l c n r c  

[application of data for 

28 October 2004 

I W 7 ~ ~ O O C U Q l l . X I ~ ~ D * . I  
*OT--I*U 

Briefing outline 

=History - refresher 
a Principles 

m ACI 

mACl's Purpose 
DACI "augmented" 
.Why do this 
m DecisionslOptions 

]ntcg,ltg - S e r v i c e  - E r c ~ I I t n c c  12 
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lklTRELEMbBLE UNDER FOU 

ACI Purpose 

muses: 
=Grow existing location 
.Caution on Existing Location 
=Establish ARC presence at 

New location 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  15 
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Why do this 

Allows for view of population around 
installation to support assigned ARC 
mission 

Assists in making the best possible decision 

Helps in preventing mistakes 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  10 
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ACI Decision Options 

Option 1 - ACI to be utilized as a 
method of "rating" installations ability 
to accept missions as identified by 
principle 

Option 2 - ACI to be utilized as a data 
resource for check of Deliberative 
process outcomes - much like criteria 6 
& 8 are used as "guidance" for other 
considerations 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  19 
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Headquarters U. S. Air Force 
I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  

Questions? 
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ACI Mechanics 

=ACl formula C 
RMI detail C 

 lease discussion @ 
REAI Detail 

"Augmentation" 
UANG and AFRC demographic data 

5 year average of unit manning at location 
m Allows view of "reality vs. numbers" from data 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  21 
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Way Ahead 

J Answers to BCEG questions remaining 
I Coord with AFRC 

Coord with ANG 
w Coord with AFlDP 

Coord with AFSAA 

4 Reconcile conformance with statistics 
J Run by auditors for check 
J Discussion of how and where to apply (recommend 

after MCI run and option path is determined) 
V' Propose Options for BCEG consideration 

(accomplished today) 
? Amend as necessary from today's discussion 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  22 
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Headquarters U. S. Air Force 
I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i r ~  - E x c e l i c n c r  

Cost of Base Realignment 
Actions (COBRA) 

COBRA Overview 

Scenario Quad Chart 
Definitions of Terns 
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Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 

25 March 2005 
White Paper 

Main Issues to Discuss: 
Sec 29 14 requires the Secretary to: ". . .publish a list of the military installations inside 
the United States that the Secretary recommends for closure or realignment on the 
basis of force structure plan and infrastructure inventory.. .and the final selection 
criteria.. ." 
Almost all candidate recommendations are not in the correct format for submission. 
Ensure that all candidate recommendations are in the following format: 

Justification phrases should be removed from candidate recommendation statements. 
Actions that are independent of each other should not be lumped together into the 
same candidate. 
During the integration process, need to add retained actions (if any) at each losing 
installation. 
Since transformation is not one of the final selection criteria, transformational 
justifications have no legal basis and should be removed. These candidate 
recommendations should be justified in terms of military value or the force structure 
plan. 
Candidate recommendations should be organized in presentation in the following 
order: 

o Tier I: Traditional BRAC - Military value applied, net savings, capacity 
reduction. 

o Tier 11: Strategy Driven - Military judgment applied, net savings, capacity 
reduction. 

o Tier 111: Operationally Driven - Military judgment overrides, net savings. 
o Tier IV: Transformationally Driven - No military value justification, military 

judgment sole rationale, not cost effective, long paybacks. 

and retaining what 
enclaves 
functions 
activities 

to where 
gaining 
installation 

by what 
moving 
relocating 
consolidating 
privatizing 

BRAC Action 
Close 
Realign 
Inactivate 

where 
losing 
installation 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Executive Closure Group (BCEG) Meeting, 29 Nov 04 

The co-chairs called the meeting to order at 1300, the Pentagon, Room 5C279. The 
meeting was categorized as informative in part and deliberative in part. Attendance is shown in 
Attachment 1. Maj Gen Heckman opened the session by reviewing the agenda (Slide 3) and 
discussing upcoming events, to include the co-chairs' scheduled meeting with the VCSAF and 
formulation of a "Bird's Eye View" of installations based upon information presented to the 
BCEG thus far. The cochairs also re vie wed%^^^ calendar (Slides 4-6). 

4w 

Mr. Fred Kuhn, SAFLEI, presented, for information, a proposal to relocate Air Force 
activities from leased space to DoD installations as previously discussed at the 4 Nov 04 session 
(Slide 8). Discussion ensued on leased space outside the National Capital Region, BRAC funding 
options, and AT/FP concerns at various leased facilities. 

Lt Col Mike Freeland presented the Second Look for SOF/CSAR assets (Slides 10-14). 
Lt Col Mark Mattison presented Third Looks for the F-16 and F-15 scenario groups (Slides 15- 
18). Lt Col Herb Cork discussed C2ISR follow-up items from the 16 Nov 04 BCEG session 
(Slides 19-23). 

In a deliberative session, the BCEG discussed SOFICSAR and F-16 relocation options as 
presented by the briefers and recommended changes to be incorporated by the scenario teams. 
The BCEG also discussed options, rules of engagement, and priorities in construction of a 
"Bird's Eye View'' of Air Force installations for use in the scenario decision-making process. 

The co-chairs reviewed the agenda for the next BCEG meeting, scheduled for 30 Nov 04 
at 0830, the Pentagon, Room 5C279. The co-chairs made closing remarks and adjourned the 
meeting at 1625. 

HERBERT L. CORK, Lt Col, USAF 
SAFIIEBB 
Acting BCEG Recorder 

DELIBERATIVE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
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The above minutes are approved. 

GERALD F. PEASE, JR. 
SAFAEB 
Co-Chairman 

GARY G. HECKMAN, Maj Gm, USAF 
AFKP (BRAC) 
Co-Chairman 

Attachments: 
As stated 
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Date: 29 Udr 0 4  Base Closure Executive Group Attendance 

Chairs 

5 Mr. Fred Pease 

Mai Gen Garv Heckman 

**Voting members are mderlined 

Primary Members Alternate Members Representatives 

d BG William Holland 0 Brig Gen Mike Lvnch 0 

d Bdn Gen Hrmfed Moen d B X ~  Gen ~thridge 11 

$ *rip ~ c s l  T O ~ "  *a o BG EIU~PI P 

d Mr. Fred Kuhn d ~ o l ~ u g -  0 

d Ms Kathv Ferrmson 0 Ms Cathv s~arks 0 

d Mr.U1DMbiM 0 Lt C o l D m  Lyach 0 

d Mr. DouglasHeady+ 0 Mr. Martin Pdove  0 

d Mr. Jay Jordan 0 Mr. Stevecormair 0 

P M r . W h K e l l y  0 Brig Gen William Ard d w,. Qo- 

d Ms. Maureen Kmtz P Mr. Vance Lineberger 0 

Temporary appointment 

Others B , A .  
d 0Ks) KBppy Kapclh 6 L J ; W F W  

LAbc-&lk Col Tom Fleming 

dMr. Mike Callagh 

d S m e s  
$ Cec 5- 

L h  u L* 
V 

d JMA. 
V 

$ M U W  

$ Wh. w 
w a G . e  b d Z l f 4  

0& 
V L s u  Mv 
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Offutt Runway Repair 
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11 March 2005 
White P a ~ e r  

Main Issues to Discuss: 
Integration of Military Department recommendations with JCSG 
recommendations and with each other has yet to begin. This process will be time 
consuming and the overall DoD story needs to be pulled together. 
Universe - the entire process is undermined, if the Department cannot say 
confidently and convincingly that all installations, functions, and activities were 
considered. 
Measure of success - PRV does not capture everything. Amount of lease space 
eliminated, infrastructure capacity reduced, etc. need to be included. 
Definitions 

o Enclaves - Size of enclaves differ. How small is small? (ECS- 
Expeditionary Combat Support units) 

o Transformational - groups are using this as justification in very different 
ways. Some are using "transformational" to support new mission 
development or recapitalization vice enabler of excess capacity reduction. 

Consistency of Approach 
o There is no consistency in approach taken in military value analysis. 

USAF does military value analysis by platform rather than by 
installation mission or function. 
USA did not calculate military value of Guard and Reserve or 
perform COBRA analysis on them. 

o There is no consistency in approach taken in capacity analysis. 
USAF defines capacity based on the difference between actual 
squadron size and optimum squadron size. 

o There is no consistency in approach taken to determine surge 
requirements. 

o Transformational options - groups are citing these as guidelines and they 
seem to be in a draft form never to go final. Are groups supposed to 
follow or incorporate them or not? 

Documentation: Some additions and deletions of candidate recommendations are 
being done outside of the deliberative process before submission to ISG. 
Misuse of BRAC (i.e. never or 100+ year paybacks) 

o Standing-up new BCTs 
o JSF bed-down 
o Bed-down of returning overseas troops 
o GuardIReserve Center reconstruction 

Intelligence JCSG 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON, DC 

34Elt.IOR.ANDtiXf FOR RECORD 

St 'E3.1ECaT. Minlrees of Air Force Base Clostire Execuri~e Group (,4F1BCEG) Mtg, 12 Apr 2005 

Maj Gen Heckman called the meeting to order ctr 1300, the Pentagon, R w m  5C279, 
Artendance is at Atch 1. 3%: sticks presented are incfwded as Atch 2 md inifi\?idualIlly refwencd 
ht'reln. The meeting was e&te~oai2cd as deliberative. Maj Gen Heeluvlan ptek4ewcd the agead8 
and upriatcrl calendar (Slides 1-51. Hc noted Air Force Candidate R~ommendations should be 
solidified no later than 18 April. The Air Force Draft BRAC 2005 Rqort 2s available: for review 
w d  c o m e n t  by the BCEG. i\dditionaIly. duplicate Candidate Recommmdaion Folders are 
aeailablc fbr revtea b) the BCEG. He ~ ~ p l . t i l f i r ; d  preparation of the Air Farce mewages, 1s the 
folllt of stiindardizcd briefings. to support Public '467rairs Guidance. Mr Pear; noted rhe training in 
R ~ s k  f anttnunrcation t b x  XEB sraff* with emphasis on key messages. He also noted the training $0 
date of IEB staff on \Tl'rrting Congressional Tesrlmony. 

2d: 
S3 123~2: Rcafign Luis Munoz (Stidas 7-1 1 f 

Upon deliheration, the BCEG noted ithe justificaxiaxl fox this Candidate Recommenda'rhn needs 
further refinenlenlt in the supprting nates, and by cos~sensus, fowardd this Candidate 
Recommendat run. 

- " +  - " 
S434c2: Realiga MeGuire (Slides 12- t 6) 

Upcta riuliberaticln, rhe BCEG noted the justificatiora for this Cmdidate R~ommendartion needs 
%:sIlcr refinement in the su13porting notes, anti by consensus, R~msdeci this Candidate 
fimon~menda~ron. 

- -. --. 
S 101Jc2: Realign Bradley (Slides 17-26) 
S 103JcZ: Realign Ditlutlt (Slides 27-34) 
S1 Q7Jc2: R e d i p  Hector (Slides 33-39) 
31 !8Zc3: Realip Ellington (Slides 48-47] 

I .put> deliber&tlt)rr, the BCEG nored the jiisrificarior~ fox rfiese Candidate Raommendations needs 
further refinement in rhe supporting notes, tutd by consensus. fonvarded these Candidate 
Recn~r.tmeradations. The Scenario Fern1 was also directed to ~er i fy  manpower data pnor to 
fonvaniirng 13ese Ca3;didate Rwonrmcndations. 

" L' 

SI l91c3: Itetrf~gn Seymour Johnson f Slides 48-5 f ) 
S 3 25.lc2: Ctase C m n ~ n  (Slides 52-67) 
S I2 JcZ: Close Richmond f Slides 68-79] 
S 3 3Qc I : Realip Capital (Slides 80-92) 
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S 3 2clcI : Realign FQPZ Smirh (Sfides 93-1 01 ) 
S I3 f c7: RciiEip Spriagfield-Beck@ (Stides 102-3 131 
S"i35c2- Close W. K .  Kellogg [Slides 113-1 19) 
S 13lcl": Reallip Wsncock (Sltdcs 1213- 115) 
SB39c1. Kealigra Elulman (Slides 139-1371 
S 3 3 2 ~ 3 ;  f 10se SP:(~lts [Slides f -18- 15 i ) 

i pon dr1rbcr;trtan. tile BCEG t~oted tirat wh~lc th* Sc>.ya~aur Jofinsun Ccutdidatc K~utammda%~oa 
$\as not ecnnttmict~Ily viable, the Candidate Ranmmetadaticaa? suppons the uperatianal cortcep af 
an 1:-I 5 schuoihouse. The BCEG dropped !his t'andidstc Rcconjnncndalion from the i%F BR4C. 
"sur ~ouornl.i%cndccl i t  be submgtted to WAF as a pragatnmatieafly accomplish&le ARC ANG 
~-rnkvity. The BCEC decidedxi, by consensus, to dtance Candidate Rwommcndntions $125. Ic2. 
S127e2. S125cl. S12cdcl. S131c"> ,135~2, St3E;cS. SI3Ycf, and SI4Zc2, all subject Po the 
Scmono Yearns' srandaxclizatian of Quad Chats and jusrif"tcarlans. 

Follo~irlg closing ren-iarkks by the co-chairs, the mcetiilg djoumed at 171 5 ,  Thc rlext 
i3C"T.Cs rt:c.eting is scheduled far I4 April 125 mr 0830 in Pentagon h a m  5C2V 

v " - .  . DAF 

GtRALD f .  PEASE, SR 
5.-ZF IEB 
cu-C 'h;z:rsllxn 
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3 Mr. *waiva - I% "..a - - " 3 

d Mr. lay lonip. t2 A-*"*.- . D 
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SLIDES 19-24 
REMOVED 
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Candidate #USAF 0033V3 / 101 Jc2 One-Time 

Costs 
(All values in 2005 Constant Dollars) 

Category - . - - - - - - cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - - 
Construction 
Total - Construction 0 

Personnel 
Civilian RIF 57,398 
Eliminated Military PCS 71,973 
Unemployment 4,451 

Total - Persome1 133,823 

Overhead 
Program ~anagement cost 272.959 

Total - Overhead 272,959 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 347,787 
Military Moving 21,021 
Freight 7,322 
Information Technologies 551,800 
One-Time Moving Costs 363,000 

Total - Moving 1,290,930 

Other 
HAP / RSE 20,266 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 631,000 
One-Time Unique Costs 880,000 

Total - Other 1,531,266 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time costs 3,228.978 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  25 
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Candidate #USA F 0033V3 / 101 Jc2 
MIL CON 

None 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  28 
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Candidate #USA F-0035V2 / S103Jc2 
Realign Duluth IA P A GS, MN 

DRIFTDEUBERATIVE WCUYNT-FOR MSCUIYYON PURPOSEIMY 
NOTRELE*(UsLE UNDER F M I  

Candidate #USA F-0035V2 / S103Jc2 
Errata 

1. Duluth enclave will host the ASA mission 

2. ECS will be retained at Duluth 

3. Fire fighters also remain at Duluth 

4. No change to time phasing (FY07) 

5. Change "Close" to "Realign" (187 positions remain of 315) 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  28 
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This slide was removed. 
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1. Change execution year to FY07 

2. Manpower moves to follow force structure 
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Candsdate WSAFb036V2 I S129c1 
Realign Fort Smith MAP AGS, AR 

This slide was removed. 
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SLIDES 103-110 
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SLIDES 115-116 
REMOVED 

DCN: 12535
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WUFTDEUBEPATM DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUILUW WWOOESONLY 
NOTRELE*I)bSU UNOER FOU 

Candidate #USA F 0044V2 / 142~2  
MIL CON 

ailcon for ease: Barnes MPT AQS, WA ( ~ q d )  

All values in 2005 Constant Dollars ($K) 
New New Using Rehah Reh& Total 

PAC Title UH Milcon Cost* Rehab Type cost* cost* 
- - - -  --..-------.------..--------.---------.-- - - -  .----- -- - - -  - ----  -----.- -----  ----- 
1411 Airfield Pire and Rescue Station SP 800 ~ / a *  0 Default ~ / a "  301 
--------..-----------------------------...------..---------.-.-------....------------.----------...------------ 

Total Construction Cost: 301 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 0 
.-----------...------------------------- 

Total Net Milcon Cost: 301 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  $53 
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DELIBER4TIVE DOCUMENT-FOR D1SCUSSIOM PURPOSES ONLY 
NOT RELEASABLE UNlSER FOIA 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR fORGE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20330-40130 

BFFtCE QF THE ASSISTART SECRETMY 
AFR 1 E 29Q5 

St  8.I ECT $11oilt:cs ~ t ' . $ i r  Force: Bat-. C"lctsure I:us.cuttx r Group (A f' Bd'EG t Mag. 14 Mar 2005 

>!;!I ~ ~ C I I  tSeckn;m called the mcetnlg to itrdcr at l i i f i r .  the Pentagon, Room 5C'27Y, 
:\:ter~ifafxr is hr Aaeh I f itu s ~ I Z $ ~ S  presented are inclrrded as Atcl12 arid indivtduallt referex~cd 
t~erc~:;n. Y 'ixc :neetrng was categanzed a deliberatxve. S l y  CenI ic~krrtctn prea re-cd rhc agenda 

tla~itnrzd calendar (Sfides 3-91. STr Pease nored c o m p b i o ~  of the: "first sweep". 'There a e  to 
nv 110 iii~~tser rk~mges in Cimndidare R~xommcndatlorns w ~ t h o ~ t  C ~ ~ C ~ C P I G C  fmm the co-chairs. 
Ttie AF t i l ~ x i  product wifi is@ presented to rhe XEC Aprd 16,2005. d .  . noted a rquest 
Iiotn "rF.2,2 h r  an expianatioxa of COBRA reakgtmens casting (Sltde 10). A discussior? of 
re.!-!?ltilolog\, %\as r.ire\rc.vled 21 Slide 1 I and will be scheduled fortclr~c c~ext BCEG 10 !accanItv%ny 3 
~itw?:'-szo!; <31 OSI) closure policq, 

i a  Xa~trfed. ?or dtlirdellra~:o~a. C m d ~ d a r  RccomrncnJa~tt>~~ x sntm~s d~recketi by 
r l ? t  i3C.5~~ 

l t t3Je. l  Reaitgn Duturts (Slides 13-1 8) 
S l f SJcl: Realign Ellrngtun AGS {Slides iY-23) 
S 1 192c-l: Rrdfi$rl Scyn~)ur 3uhri~oft .-\F:B (Slides 2 5 - 3  

Lpoza d,zl>f.,i.r;dti~tr~. the BCEG %greed by coinsensus to fortvasrd Sl03,lc'i ;ts ii Candidare 
Rwomr~act:datio~%. Ttie BCEG sgrcxd by csnsrtlstis to huId 111c otfiur 7 CRs pending xerification 
t?Cca%a$ and pa: haeh Jat~ .  

~nirroduccd a ~.cuggesfed fi>rnx;il far Cmdidatc Recon~mtrttd;aiior tracking 
j3f i . l~ 72)  =l th  c: sdrnple. I hc BrEG approved Ihc suggcsrd fopma%. This tracking u ~ l l  be 
updated d.iit:. 5)r tlte End uil>a? Rcpofl to ~ h c  co-cha~rs. 

Fol1c.u rtlg ;ls)slng ret~larks h) the co-chairs, thc mwiiag adjourned at 1420. 'Xhc fnchf 
i3CEt.j mcering $5 schduled for 29 March 0 5  at 1015 in Pentagon Room 5C27P. 
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DR*n DELIBERLTIMWCUKHT-HXI DISCUSYON PURPOSES ONLY 
K I T  RELEIVY*BLE LNDER K N A  

Headquarters U S .  Air Force 
I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  

BCEG 

24 Mar 05 

UeS AIrn PORCH 

MUFT DEUBERITM WCUYNT-FOR DI8CUI)SIOH WRPOESONLY 
NOT RELEbB#BU UNDER FOU 

Agenda 
24 Mar 05 

Opening Business 
1300-1330 -Calendar Review Co-chairs 

-COBRA Terminology Mr. Jordan 

1330-AIR Candidate Recommendations Scenario Team 
-SlO3Jcl- Close Duluth Leads 
-S118Jc2 - Realign Ellington 
-S119Zc2 - Realign Seymour Johnson 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  2 
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aUFTDEUBERIWE DOCUMENT-FOR DISCUBIWII WRP08EI)OMY 
NOTRELEAS#EL€ UNLER FOU 

Candidate #WAF-0035VZ / S103JcZ 
One Time Costs 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

Construction 
Military Const~ction 

Total - Construction 

Perso~el 
Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Total - Moving 

Other 
Total - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 2,129,350 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  17 

DRIFTDEUBERATM DOCUYNT-FMI DIIICU8SIW WWUSEO M Y  
NOT R E L E U  UNDER FOU 

Candidate #USA F-0035V2 / Sl03Jc2 
MIL CON 

MilCon for Base: Duluth IAP AGS, MN (FMKM) 

PAC Title OM MilCon Costf 
Rehab Type Cost* Cost* 
- - - -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - -  
8721 Fence and Wall LF 3,200 169 
Rehab Rehab 
1444 Miscellaneous Operations Support Building SF 3,900 307 
1714 Reserve Component Training Facility SF 3,088 188 
1718 Indoor Firing Range and Supporting Facili SF 1,000 88 
2171 Electronic and Communication Maintenance SF 12,500 1,340 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Construction Cost: 2,092 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  18 
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DWIFTDEUsEWlnYE WDUYNT-FORM8CUMKI( WRmwiI ONLY 
NOT RELEAWBLE UNDER FOU 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  31 

Candidate Recommendation 
Tracking 

DWTDEUBErUWE WWYNl-FOR O I ( I C U M  PURPOSES ONLY 
KITRELElllUBLE UNDER FOR 

Candidate Recommendation 
Tracking 

I n t e g r i t y  - S e r v i c e  - E x c e l l e n c e  32 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
2621 South Clark Street, Suite 600 

Arlington, VA eeeoe 
Telephone: 70s-699-2950 

July 1,2005 

The Honorable Donald H. Rurnsfeld 
Secretary of Defense 
1400 Defense Pentagon 

Dear Secre 

As you arefaware, (before the Base Closure and Realignment Commission can even consider 
making a change in your recommendations that would add military installations for closure or 
realignment, or expand a realignment, we are required by Section 2914(d)(3) of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, to seek an explanation from you as to why 
such actions were not included on your May 13.2005 list. A series of issues on installations on 
which we seek such explanation is enclosed. No deliberation will be made on whether to include 
any of these installations for further study of closure or realignment until the Commission's open 
hearing of July 19,2005. Therefore, we would greatly appreciate receipt of your explanation no 
later than July 18". 

In addition, we invite you or your representative to elaborate on these explanations at a public 
hearing to be held in the Washington. D.C. area at 8:30 a.m. on July 18,2005. 

If, at the July 19 hearing, seven or more Commissioners support adding an installation to your list 
for consideration, at least two Commissioners will visit each of the installations added to your list 
and public hearings will be conducted regarding them. While this is a requirement of law, the 
Commission's view is that such public hearings are not only mandatory, but also highly desirable. 

At the Commission's final deliberations during the week of August 22, the vote of at least seven 
Commissioners will be required to effect any change in your recommendations that would close 
or realign an installation that you did not recommend for such closure or realignment, or expand a 
realignment that you recommended. 

Your assistance in complying with this stringent timetable will be greatly appreciated. 

Anthony J. Principi 
Chairman 

Enclosure 

Chairman: Anthony J. Principi 
Commissioners: The Honorable James H. Bilbray, The Honorable Philip E. Coyie 111, Admiral Harold W. Gehman Jr., 

USN (RethThe Honorable Jim Hansen, General James T. Hill, USA (Ret), General Lloyd Newton, USAF (Ret), The 
Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Brigadier General Sue Ellen Turner, USAF (Ret) 

Executive Director: Charles Battaglia 
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1. MARINE CORPS RECRUIT DEPOT SAN DIEGO, CA 

ISSUE: 
Why was Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) San Diego, CA, not closed and 
consolidated with Marine Corps recruit training at MCRD Parris Island, SC? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
The Marine Corps operates two stand-alone recruit depots -- one on each coast. 
Consolidation of all recruit training to MCRD Panis Island generates training 
efficiencies, reduces excess capacity, and saves recuning costs due to fence-line closure 
of MCRD San Diego, and may generate offsetting revenues due to potential commercial 
development after a DoD property transfer. Consolidating recruit training at one location 
may theoretically increase operational risks; however, the Department of Navy and Air 
Force have successfully implemented similar transformational options experiencing little 
or no actual risk to recruit training while maintaining a surge capability. Military value 
of MCRD San Diego is lower than MCRD Panis Island partially due to encroachment 
and land constraints. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
None 

2. NAVAL SHIPYARD PEARL HARBOR, HI 

ISSUE: 
Why was the Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor, HI, not closed and the ship depot repair 
function realigned to Naval Shipyard Norfolk, VA; Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME; and 
Naval Shipyard Puget Sound, WA? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Four naval shipyards perform depot-level ship refueling, modernization, overhaul and 
repair work. There appears to be sufficient excess capacity in the aggregate across the 
four shipyards to close either Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor or Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth. Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor is less efficient than Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth, according to Department of Navy data and additional savings could be found 
from reduced unit costs at the receiving shipyards because of a higher volume of work. 
Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor has low military value compared to other shipyards 
according to DoD analysis supporting the recommendation to close Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
DON-23: Close Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME 
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3. NAVAL AIR STATION BRUNSWICK, ME 

ISSUE: 
What considerations were given to a complete closure of Naval Air Station Brunswick, 
ME, and what were the driving factors in deciding on realignment? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Closure would appear to reduce excess capacity, may save approximately four times 
more than DoD's realignment recommendation and could open land to State or 
community development to offset economic impact. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMRIENDATIONS: 
DON-1 8: Realign Naval Air Station Brunswick, ME 

4. NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX, SAN DIEGO, CA 

ISSUE: 
W h y  was the Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, CA, not considered for closure and 
realignment of existing functions to Naval Station San Diego, CA? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Consolidating Navy activities in a more secure location at the Naval Station complex at 
32d Street could improve security and allow for hture commercial development. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
None 

5. REALIGNMENT OF NAVAL MASTER JET BASE 

ISSUE: 
What consideration was given to the realignment of the Master Jet Base located at NAS 
Oceana, VA, to Moody AFB, GA? Was movement of the assets assigned to Moody 
AFB, GA to Cannon AFB, NM, considered and if so, what were the driving 
considerations not to do so? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Realigning the Master Jet Base at NAS Oceana, VA, to Moody AFB, GA, would appear 
to alleviate the severe encroachment which affects NAS Oceana training and operations 
as well as operations at the outlying field, Fentress OLF. Moody AFB, GA, would 
appear to have the necessary room for expansion and suffers less encroachment. Cannon 
AFB, NM, would appear to have ample space and facilities to accommodate any aircraft 
currently operating or planned for movement to Moody AFB, NM. 
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ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
AF-6: Realign Eielson AFB 
AF-32: Close Cannon AFB 
AF-35: Maintenance realignment fiom Shaw AFB 
E&T-14: Realignment of Undergraduate Pilot Training. 

6. GALENA AIRPORT FORWARD OPERATING LOCATION (FOL), AK 

ISSUE: 
Was any consideration given to merging the missions of Galena FOL, AK, and Eielson 
AFB, AK? Why does the United States need to maintain two FOLs in Alaska, given the 
current national security environment and 20-year threat assessment? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Galena is one of two FOLs in Alaska that serve as alert bases for air intercept aircraft in 
support of North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) missions. The 
requirement for maintaining two FOLs in Alaska may no longer be valid. The mission 
could be accomplished by maintaining one FOL and two Air Force bases in Alaska. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
AF-6: Eielson AFB, AK; Moody AFB, GA; and Shaw AFB, GA 
AF-7: Kulis Air Guard Station, AK; and Elmendorf Air Force Base, AK 
AF-18: Mountain Home Air Force Base, ID; Nellis Air Force Base, NV; and Elmendorf 
Air Force Base, AK 
AF-43: Ellsworth Air Force Base, SD; and Dyess Air Force Base, TX 

7. POPE AIR FORCE BASE, NC 

ISSUE: 
What considerations drove the recommendation to realign, rather close Pope AFB NC, 
under Fort Bragg, NC? Are the joint operational synergies that exist between the XVIII 
Airborne Corps and the 43d Airlift ~ i n g / 2 3 ~  Fighter Group able to be replicated fiom 
other locations? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
= DoD appears to have determined that much of the benefits of the collocation of the joint 

forces that will operate together (CAS aircraft, operational planning staffs) are 
outweighed by the ability to schedule support as necessary through third parties. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
USA-8: Fort Gillem, GA 
USA-8: Fort McPherson, GA 
AF-35: Pope Air Force Base, NC, Pittsburgh International Airport Air Reserve Station, 
PA; and Yeager Air Guard Station, WV 
H&SA-35: Create Joint Mobilization Sites 
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8. GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, ND 

ISSUE: 
What considerations drove the recommendation to realign rather than close Grand Forks 
AFB, ND? What is the number of UAVs planned for assignment to Grand Forks AFB, 
ND, and what is the timing of the potential deployment? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
While there is no "emerging mission" programmed within the BRAC timeline (2006- 
20 1 1 ), there are indications that the Air Force is considering assigning UAVs to Grand 
Forks AFB, ND. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
AF-37: Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND 

9. AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

ISSUE: 
Were the Adjutants General and Governors of the States consulted in the re-allocation of 
aircraft, personnel, facilities and missions fiom their states? What impact does the 
realignment of the ANG have on the homeland defense and homeland security missions? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Many of the Air Force's recommendations address Air National Guard installations. 
While only four of these installations will completely close, many Guard installations 
will lose aircraft and personnel leaving only an "expeditionary combat support" unit 
remaining, with several states losing their entire flying missions. Many of these aircraft 
will relocate to other locations, which may negatively impact personnel recruiting and 
retention as well as State and Homeland Security missions. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDTION: 
Various 

10. DEFENSE FINANCE ACCOUNTING SERVICE 
DFAS Buckley Annex, CO 
DFAS Columbus, OH 
DFAS Indianapolis, IN 

ISSUE: 
Why were keeping DFAS Buckley Annex, CO, DFAS Columbus, OH, and DFAS 
Indianapolis, IN, open and closing the remaining DFAS sites the only scenario 
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considered? Why did DoD not consider other options, which could have avoided military 
construction costs and possibly produced a more cost effective option? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Closing or realigning these installations may reduce operating and sustainment costs, 
balance mission and strategic redundancy requirements, eliminate excess capacity and 
avoid closing other DFAS installations that provide a lower locality pay and have an 
existing infrastructure for expansion without military construction or additional leasing. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATION: 
HSA-37: Defense Finance & Accounting Service 

11. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT EDUCATION 
Naval Postgraduate School Monterey, CA 
Defense Language Institute Monterey, CA 
Air Force Institute of Technology Wright Patterson AFB, OH 

ISSUE: 
What consideration was given to the closure or realignment of the Air Force Institute of 
Technology at Wright Patterson AFB, OH, and the Defense Language Institute at 
Monterey, CA, with Naval Postgraduate School at Monterey, CA, to create a 
consolidated professional development education center? 

ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Consolidating the Professional Development Education currently provided by the Air 
Force Institute of Technology, the Naval Postgraduate School, and the Army's Defense 
Language Institute would provide significant savings and efficiencies to the Department 
of Defense by (1) eliminating redundant support structure for advanced education, (2) 
reducing infrastructure; and (3) consolidating command and instructional staff. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECOMMENDATIONS: 
None 

12. JOINT MEDICAL COMMAND HEADQUARTERS 
Navy Bureau of Medicine, Potomac Annex, DC 
Air Force Medical Command, Bolling AFB, DC 
TRICARE Management Authority, Leased Space, VA 
Office of the Army Surgeon General, Leased Space, VA 

ISSUE: 
What consideration was given to establishing a Joint Medical Command Headquarters, 
through collocation of disparate Department of Defense Surgeons General, at the 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, MD? 
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ISSUE BACKGROUND: 
Such a consolidation could eliminate 166,000 square feet of leased space within the 
National Capitol Region and enable the closure of the Potomac Annex, DC. The 
National Naval Medical Center, MD, has a higher military value ranking than present 
locations. Establishing a Joint Medical Command Headquarters would take advantage of 
the transformation of legacy medical infrastructure proposed in recommendation MED-4, 
which establishes the Walter Reed National Military Medical Center, Bethesda, MD. 

ASSOCIATED DOD RECORIMENDATIONS: 
MED-4: Walter Reed National Military Medical Center, Bethesda, MD 
TECH-5: Co-locate Extramural Research Program Managers 
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CHAPTER I I - EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 

Involuntary Separatees 
The Commission heard from multiple sources that the broad definition of involuntary 

separation in chapter 58 of title 10, United States Code, grants the same transition benefits to 
members involuntarily discharged for reasons related to cause or conduct as it does to 
members involuntarily separated due to downsizing. For example, a member involuntarily 
separated for failure to complete drug or alcohol rehabilitation programs or meet physical 
fitness standards is eligible for the same transition benefits package as a member involuntarily 
separated because of occupational skill obsolescence or the inability to promote. 

What concerns the Commission more is the fact that cause- or conduct-related involuntary 
separatees receive more benefits at separation than honorably discharged voluntary separatees. 
All involuntarily separated personnel, including those separated for cause or conduct, are 
entitled to excess leave or permissive TDY and 2-year commissary privileges. Voluntary 
separatees are not. Voluntary separatees are ineligible for many of the special temporary 
drawdown-related benefits discussed earlier.56 Voluntary separatees are ineligible for extended 
housing, commissary, and exchange privileges, MGIB enrollmentNEAP conversion or 
transitional healthcare. Voluntary separatees receive up to six months household goods storage 
while involuntary separatees receive up to one year. Servicemembers who are involuntarily 
separated are eligible for home of selection moves. Voluntary separatees, however, may only 
move to their home of record at government expense. The Commission believes that such 
additional transition benefits should be limited to those who are involuntarily separated due to 
force restructuring. Witnesses representing all segments of the military structure labeled the 
present situation unfair and clearly unjust. These witnesses insisted firmly that the definitional 
ambiguity should be eliminated as it creates an inequity between groups of separatees and 
adversely affects morale.57 Without exception, this issue was reported at each installation that 
the Commission visited. 

VA Assistance Overseas 

The law does not require VA to maintain veterans' assistance offices on military 
installations or outside of the United States. While VA representatives use office space on 
some military installations in the United States, such arrangements are not usually permanent. 
Through a funding agreement with DoD, the VA currently assigns representatives overseas on 
a rotational basis in a number of locations with large military populations. Servicemembers 
stationed overseas who spoke with Commission members viewed the absence of a permanent 
VA presence as a significant deficiency in their support and assistance network. They noted 
that this deficiency made the difficult challenge of transitioning back to civilian life while 
overseas even more difficult. To alleviate this problem, the Commission recommends that 
section 7723 and section 7724 of title 38, United States Code, be amended to require the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to establish and maintain a permanent VA presence overseas and 
to add military installations to the list of examples of places at which the Secretary may station 
VA counseling and outreach personnel. 

Preseparation Guide, September 1997, DA Pam. 635-4, NAVMC 29 16, AFJMAN 36-2 128, NAVPERS 
1561 6, pp. 60-61. 

57. Commission Hearing on Military Personnel Transition, April 7, 1998. 
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CHAPTER 11 - EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 

Program Usage and Outcomes 
Early criticism of the TAP program cited the Services for not establishing adequate 

program performance metrics. The Army's management system tracks usage of all facets of 
its program while a soldier is on active duty, but does not track outcome information once that 
soldier becomes a civilian. The Air Force LMI study stated, "... the absence of metrics limits 
the ability to measure the effectiveness, cost, consistency, and quality of the services being 
delivered. Additionally, there is no standard mechanism or criteria in use to determine the 
usefulness or quality of transition ~ervices."5~ DoD, VA, and DOL each maintain a separate 
piece of this puzzle in their data collection systems. The three departments should be 
mandated to coordinate information requirements and collect the data necessary to track long- 
term usage and outcomes. Knowing whether and when a servicemember or veteran finds 
employment and what effect, if any, TAP participation may have had, is a critical element in 
determining the true success or value of the program. 

VMET Document 
Separating or retiring servicemembers are supposed to receive a document that explains 

job skills and experience acquired while on active duty in civilian terms and correlates this 
experience to civilian occupations, where applicable. The descriptions contained in the 
individualized document can be used to create resumes, complete job applications, or support 
the awarding of training or academic credit. To fulfill its requirement to provide this 
information, DoD creates the W E T  document about 180 days before the separation of each 
member. 

The Commission believes that the VMET document is flawed and relatively expensive to 
produce and deliver. It often does not arrive in sufficient time to be useful to the member, the 
data are often unclear or incomplete, and at times, it is inadvertently sent to servicemembers 
who have decided to reenlist. In the case of officers, data are transcribed in a way that yields 
little usable information. Additionally, the W E T  document has been poorly marketed. Few 
servicemembers are aware of its potential value and few employers are aware of its existence. 

Automated Platform 

The DOL's America's Career Center Kit comprises of four integrated programs that form 
the foundation of an emerging national electronic labor marketplace. It is a platform upon 
which enhanced, customized electronic services for servicemembers and veterans can be 
readily built or integrated. For a description of each of the integrated programs, see the 
electronic employment assistance in this chapter. 

DoD and VA should capitalize on the groundwork already laid by DOL and use the 
America's Career Center Kit electronic platform, rather than continue to fund and use their 
own outdated, in-house job search systems. 

Transition services and employment assistance should be available and accessible to all 
separating servicemembers. In FY 1998, there were 234 transition offices worldwide, 170 in 
the United States and 64 overseas; however, the nature of military service is such that 

58.  Logistics Management Institute Report, EfJective Delivery of Transition Assistance to Air Force Members 
Leaving the Service, March 1997, p. v. 
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transitioning personnel will not always be in one of those locations when the need for 
transition information arises. For personnel located in remote or isolated areas and those 
aboard ships at sea, access becomes a critical need. Internet access and access to an 
automated, interactive transition assistance platform similar to the "TAP-in-the-Box" system 
initially developed by the Army and being field tested by all the Services would go a long way 
toward meeting the needs of the population at risk of neglect. 

FINDINGS 
Obtaining timely and suitable employment is the fundamental marker of a successful 
transition. 
The transition assistance programs operated by the military Services make a critical 
contribution to servicemembers' efforts to seek and find suitable employment after 
they leave active duty. The positive impact of these programs justifies increased 
consideration among DoD priorities. 
Individualized and comprehensive services for separating and retiring servicemembers 
are fundamental keys to providing high-quality transition assistance. High-quality 
TAP programs pay dividends to society and to servicemembers by hastening 
members' return to productive civilian economic life. These services are not being 
offered widely enough because of resource constraints. 
The unemployment rate for newly separated veterans exceeds the unemployment rate 
for comparable nonveterans. TAP programs do not have the resources necessary to 
offer comprehensive and individualized services to all separating servicemembers. 
Individualized services are necessary to increase the likelihood of members promptly 
obtaining suitable employment after their separation. 
TAP program success depends on servicemember access to all the services offered. 
That access is hampered when transition is not included as part of career life cycle 
planning from the beginning. Often, servicemembers' access to TAP is limited until 
90 days before separation. 
TAP can benefit both Armed Forces recruiting, by creating satisfied participants who 
serve as informal goodwill ambassadors for military service and retention efforts, by 
providing a clear view of military service benefits and civilian job market expectations 
to servicemembers who are undecided about reenlisting. 
Individuals without disabilities separating after serving less than 180 days on active 
duty have little need for transition assistance and do not require readjustment to 
civilian life. TAP programs are resource limited. Providing them to individuals who 
have been on active duty for only a very short time comes at the expense of 
servicemembers who are completing their obligated period of service. 
Providing the full range of involuntary separation benefits to all involuntary 
separatees, including those who are being separated for cause or due to their own 
misconduct, is inequitable to individuals whose service has been satisfactory. The 
result is that individuals who perform well and separate at the completion of their 
enlistment receive no additional benefits, while servicemembers who are asked to 
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leave for performance or behavior reasons receive additional transition benefits. In 
addition to creating morale problems, this requirement diverts scarce resources from 
higher priority programs. 

+ VA's current presence on military facilities and level of participation in TAP programs 
is inadequate to ensure that separating servicemembers are aware of their benefits, 
especially in the case of servicemembers being separated overseas. 

4 DOL electronic exchange programs have successfully automated the process of 
matching job seekers with employers by establishing easily accessible databases of 
information available jobs and job-seeking Americans. DoD does not make adequate 
use of electronic transition and job- search services, especially in the case of 
servicemembers stationed at remote locations or aboard ship. 

+ Transitioning servicemembers have a critical need for a clear, comprehensive, and 
readily accessible translation of their military skills and experience into a form and 
format familiar to, and understandable by, civilian employers. The VMET document 
now used is inadequate for this task. 

+ Evaluation and management of the transition assistance programs are hampered by the 
lack of coordinated interdepartmental follow-up and outcomes measurement. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
That Congress enact legislation to- 
+ Increase DoD TAP funding to provide 8 hours of individualized transition assistance 

services for each separating or retiring servicemember, in addition to preseparation 
counseling and group workshops. 

+ Amend section 1142(a) of title 10, United States Code, to authorize an extended time 
frame for providing individual transition services. Require the services to be offered 
as soon as 1 year before the anticipated date of separation or 2 years before the 
anticipated date of retirement, but not less than 90 days before the anticipated date of 
separation or retirement. If notification of separation or retirement occurs less than 90 
days before the end of active duty, transition services should begin as soon as possible 
following notification. 

+ Make preseparation counseling optional for members being separated before 
completion of their first 180 days of active duty, unless separation is due to a service- 
connected disability. 

+ Amend section 1141 of title 10 to eliminate inconsistencies in the law that have led to 
benefits inequities, clearly distinguish between personnel involuntarily separated 
because of force restructuring and those involuntarily separated for other reasons, and 
grant special benefits only to those separated for force-management reasons. 

+ Amend section 7722 of title 38, United States Code, to mandate that the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs provide outreach services to members of the Armed Forces as part of 
VA's transition program. 

+ Amend section 7723 of title 38 to require that the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
establish and maintain transition assistance offices on U.S. military installations 
outside of the United States. 
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+ Amend section 7724 of title 38 to add military installations as an example of places 
where VA may station counseling and outreach personnel. 

That DoD, DOL, and VA make the following programmatic or policy changes: 

+ DoD: incorporate transition planning into the career life cycle of servicemembers. 
+ VA: make increased use of automation and technology to improve the availability and 

quality of veterans' benefits information throughout the world. 
+ DoD: improve form and content of DD Form 2586, the VMET document, to increase 

usefulness, make it more useful, available at the member's request, and distribute it 
electronically. 

+ DoD: provide an Internet-accessible, automated, interactive transition assistance 
platform aboard ships, as well as in remote and isolated areas. 

+ DoD and VA: utilize the DOL automated America's Career Center Kit platform to 
provide employment-related information. 

+ DoD, DOL, and VA: track program usage and outcomes in a coordinated fashion. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS - ISSUE I1.A 
1st-year costs .......................................................................................... $ 51 million 

............................................................................ 5-year cumulative costs $270 million 

/ Underlying Assumptions 
+ Every separating or retiring servicemember receives 8 hours of individual transition 

services. 

+ Transition program costs inflated by 3 percent in outyears. 
+ VA annual cost of $800,000 for stationing four staff overseas. 
+ DoD, VA, and DOL to share annual costs of $750,000 to coordinate program 

assessment. 

+ Costs of electronic labor exchange programs reflected in section on Issue 1I.d. 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

ISSUE II.B - REENGINEER EMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE 
SERVICES FOR VETERANS 

What employment services do separating servicemembers and recently separated veterans 
of America's all-volunteer force need to complete a successful transition to civilian life, and 
what is the most cost-effective way to provide these services? 

DISCUSSION 
Background 

One of the most basic requirements for successful civilian life is a suitable job. A new job 
marks the beginning of a new career, provides income for the necessities of life, including 
housing, and is usually the source of healthcare coverage. 

Because of the importance of a suitable job to veterans and separating servicemembers, 
one of the most important requirements for a successful transition program is the need to 
empower veterans and separating servicemembers for their job search. Veterans and 
servicemembers need seamless access to an appropriate arsenal of employment benefits and 
services. These services, and the organizations providing them, must remain up-to-date to 
ensure that the services provided will be useful in the employment world that veterans and 
servicemembers are entering, not the world as it existed at some time in the past. 

An analysis of the adequacy and effectiveness of employment programs for 
servicemembers and veterans must examine the priority assigned to transitioning veterans, the 
programs for which those priorities are applied, and the nature of the programs themselves as 
well as how they are delivered and, given the importance of service to veterans with service- 
connected disabilities, how VA's vocational rehabilitation program interacts with the delivery 
of employment services. 

Priority of Service 

Title 38 of the United States Code provides priority to disabled veterans and veterans of 
the Vietnam era. DOL regulations require service delivery points to observe the following 
order of priority: (1) special disabled veterans (those with disability ratings of 30 percent or 
more), (2) veterans of the Vietnam era, (3) disabled veterans other than special disabled 
veterans, (4) all other veterans and eligible persons, and (5) nonveterans.59 

These priorities last throughout life for qualified veterans, to the extent that the public 
labor exchange is able to comply with the requirement. In the traditional public employment 
service model, veterans' employment specialists were hands-on intermediaries between 
employers and veterans. As a central point of control, they could put veterans first in line and 
restrict access to jobs so veterans could apply first. 

59. 38 U.S.C. 4102,20 CFR Chapter IX Subpart C 1001.120 (b) 
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DOL Veterans' Employment and Training Service (VETS) Programs 

Since the end of World War I, the States Employment Service has helped veterans find 
civilian employment. DOLIVETS reports that 2 million veterans seek employment assistance 
annually £rom state ES  office^^ (There appears to be a discrepancy in DOL data regarding 
veterans' usage of the State Employment Service. BLS, USDL 98-258, June 25, 1998, Table 
6, based on a supplemental to the September 1997 current Population Survey, reported that 1.1 
percent of veterans [approximately 260,0001 have used "State Job Service Offices.") Two- 
thirds of these veterans are served by staff working in one of the two veterans' employment 
programs funded through noncompetitive state grants by DOLNETS. The first program, the 
local veterans' employment representative (LVER) program, was established in the original GI 
Bill of 1944. The second program, the disabled veterans' outreach program (DVOP), was 
created by executive order in 1977 and codified in 1980.6' In FY 1998, appropriations of $79 
million funded 1,339 LVER positions and $80 million funded 1,494 DVOP positions.62 

Title 38 sets forth very prescriptive duties for both DVOP and LVER staff. DVOP staff 
have 10 process-based principal duties and LVER staff have 12 process-based principal duties. 
The law additionally addresses performance standards, which are essentially process, as 
opposed to outcome, measures. 

Although the country's economic, social, and military environments have changed 
dramatically, the legal fiamework, policy, and operational direction governing the provision of 
public employment services to veterans remain rooted in an earlier age. The public 
employment and training delivery system at the state level today is vastly different fiom the 
system that was in operation when the LVER and DVOP statutes were originally enacted. The 
One-Stop Career Centers developed through innovative use of automation and creative service 
strategies increase freedom for job seekers to conduct job searches in the manner they believe 
most beneficial to their personal needs. This proliferation of new strategies, including self- 
service options for both job seekers and employers, has dramatically changed the environment 
in which veteran job seekers are served. 

VA 's VR&C Program 
The VA annually enrolls approximately 55,000 disabled veterans in its VR&C program. 

This program is intended to provide service-connected disabled veterans with counseling and 
training to overcome their barriers to employment and to place them in a suitable job. The 
VR&C program is authorized 709 FTEE, including 242 counseling psychologists, 185 
vocational rehabilitation specialists, and 10 employment specialists. Program funding levels 
for FY 1997 included $424.6 million for readjustment benefits and $45.8 million for agency 
operations. 

60 DOL, Employment and Training Administration 9002 Report, Program Year (PY) 1996. 
General Accounting Office(GA0) GAOIHHS-98-7, October 7, 1997, p. 5. 
DOL, VETS FY 1999 Congressional Budget Request, pp. 17-1 8. 
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Today's veterans are not well served by current programs. Veterans' employment services 
must be totally reengineered to meet the new reality of a highly automated, integrated, and 
customer-focused environment. Components of federal programs must be better integrated or 
consolidated to better serve transitioning veterans, as well as those dealing with disabilities or 
facing employment barriers. 

Priority of Service 

The advent of the Internet, reduced numbers of employment specialist staff, and the 
changing service delivery environment have generally reduced the effectiveness of traditional 
practices for the delivery of employment services. The 
need for priority of service is not disputed. "The 
protective nature of the military environment requires a Veterans' employment 
transition period for individuals to acclimate to the s ~ ~ i c e s  must be totally 
civilian world of work after completion of their military reengineered to meet the 
obligation. Some priority of service must be afforded. realiv ofa highly 
For service-connected disabled veterans, the 
entitlement to priority of service should be for life."63 automated, integrated' and 
For veterans facing employment barriers, priority of customer-focused " 

service should be available for as long as the barriers environmen~ rhe ES is 
impede the veteran's ability to obtain employment. 

If priority of service is intended to enhance a neither meeting the 
veteran's probability of securing civilian employment expectations of its 
as helshe transitions from the military, then the customers nor focusing its 
emphasis must be placed on priority for delivering 
services at the time of transition. Public Law 105-220, 

eJJorts on those veterans 
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, defines who most need its services. 
"recently separated" as being within 48 months of 
separation. The Commission agrees that this is the right length of time for this priority. 

Public Law 105-220 also consolidated federal job training and employment programs into 
a small number of block grants to the states. Because categorical veterans' employment 
programs comprise only a small portion of federal job-training funding, a priority for veterans 
must apply to &l employment and training programs to ensure that the transitional job- 
securing needs of all transitioning veterans are met. If priority is focused on only one 
program, but is a lifetime advantage, it may serve some veterans well and others not at all. 

63. Consensus Letter from Six State Employment Security Agency (SESA) Administrators, May 4,1998, p. 3. I 
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DOL/VETS Programs 

D VOP/L VER Workload: 
In program year (PY - July to June) 1996, only 12 percent of the 2 million veterans seeking 

services through the states' ES offices subsequently obtained permanent empl~yment .~~  
DVOP and LVER staff placed 308,000 of these veterans at an average cost of $510 per 
pla~ement.~5 

Of the veterans who used state ES offices- 
+ 95 percent were former enlisted personnel. 
+ Fewer than 25 percent were separated from the military for less than 5 years. 
+ 54 percent had more than a high school education, although only 15 percent had a 

degree. 46 percent were over age 45.66 
State Employment Security Agency (SESA) Administrators stated, "The majority of 

veterans have marketable skills and do not require staff-intensive assistance. Intensive one-on- 
one services should be devoted primarily to veterans with significant employment barriers.'%7 
Dividing veteran applicants into three categories-those who are job ready, those who are job 
ready but need minimal assistance, and those who face employment barriers and need 
extensive services-the Government Accounting Office (GAO) reported in 1997 that DVOP 
staff spent 62 percent of their time on the 73 percent of their clients who were job ready. 
Similarly, LVER staff reported spending 67 percent of their time on the 80 percent of their 
clients who were job ready.68 

Only 0.7 percent (14,3 1 1 of 2 million) of all veterans who registered for services with the 
ES received case management services. Only 4.1 percent of disabled veteran clients and 6.1 
percent of special disabled veteran clients received case management services.69 Since 1995, 
nearly 2,400 DVOP and LVER staff have received special training on how to assist veterans 
facing employment barriers. In spite of this, DVOP and LVER staff continue to spend the 
majority of their time with job-ready veterans. This minimizes the time available to provide 
case management services to veterans facing barriers to employment. Many of the veterans 
facing employment barriers have no source of job assistance other than the public employment 
service. 

The GAO study reported that DVOP and LVER staff spend most of their time performing 
three duties - intake and assessment, job search and referral, and outreach - rather than case 
management or intensive individualized services to job-seeking veterans.70 A survey of 
veterans who used state-run employment services provides a measure of veteran satisfaction 
with ES services. The survey found that 68 percent reported they did not receive career 
counseling. Of this group, 60 percent said they would like to have received such coun~eling.~~ 

64. DOL Annual Report to Congress 1997, p. 28. 
VETS, p. 18. 
VETS Customer Satisfaction Surveys: Employer and Veteran Users of the Job Service, April 28, 1995, p. 57. 

67- SESA, p. 3.  
68. GAO, pp. 76-77. 
69. DOL 9002. 
70. GAO, p. 29. 
7'. VETS, p. 73. 
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Seventy percent of the veterans did not receive information on career preparation, and of those 
veterans, 70 percent would like to have received such inf~rmation.~~ Eighty-two percent of the 
veterans did not receive training in job search techniques, and of those veterans, 63 percent 
said they would like to have received such training.73 Thirty-six percent of the veteran job 
applicants felt that some of the referrals were not appropriate, and 80 percent of these 
individuals cited poor match with their skills, interest, or work experience.74 These data 
indicate that the ES is neither meeting the expectations of its customers nor focusing its efforts 
on those veterans who most need its services. 

Grant Administration: 
Title 38 assures the noncompetitive award of DVOP and LVER program staffing grants to 

state employment service agencies. DOLNETS uses the formulas specified in the law, 
together with cost information from each state, to determine the amount of funding for each 
state. Program performance, program outcomes, and administrative and support costs are not 
considered in these funding decisions. 

Administrative and support costs vary widely among states, ranging from 18 to 35 percent 
of their grants. These expenses include costs such as travel, supplies, and a portion of central 
office personnel, communications, rent, and utilities.75 In 21 states, administrative costs 
exceeded 25 percent of the LVER grants, with the average being 24.4 per~ent.7~ For DVOP 
grants, administrative costs averaged 25.3 percent and exceeded the average in 24 states.77 
These variations in overhead costs are evidence that dramatic improvements are possible in 
some states. However, the current practice of awarding grants on a noncompetitive basis gives 
state employment services no incentive to adopt the best practices of their more efficient peers 
and gives DOL no leverage to force a change in state management practices. Because the 
appropriation for funding the program is limited, unnecessary overhead costs have the effect of 
reducing services to veterans. 

Program Performance Measures: 
As required by federal law, DOL has established performance standards for evaluating 

states in five service categories: 1) veterans placed in or obtaining employment, 2) Vietnam- 
era veterans and special disabled veterans placed in jobs on the Federal Contractor Job Listing, 
3) veterans counseled, 4) veterans placed in training, and 5) veterans who receive some 
reportable service. There is a wide variation in the states' performance. The 1997 GAO report 
showed that 18 states placed fewer than one-in-five of the veterans who came to the ES. At 
the other end of the spectrum, four states placed more than 40 percent of their veteran 
applicant~.~S According to the DOL 1997 Annual Report, nine states met DOL performance 
standards while placing fewer than 10 percent of veterans registrants.79 

72 VETS, p. 75 
73. VETS, p. 66 
74 VETS, p. 94 
l5 GAO, p. 10. 
76. GAO, pp. 53-54. 
77- GAO, pp. 48-49. 
78. GAO, p. 57. 
79. Op. Cit. DOL, 9002 
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The current system for measuring priority service to veterans sets the base standard to the 
number of nonveteran applicants served. This is a relative measure. Consequently, a state that 
has a poor level of service to nonveterans is held to a lower standard for service to veterans 
than a state with better overall performance. For example, one state with a low placement rate 
for nonveteran applicants (5.62 percent) for PY 1995, exceeded the performance standard set 
by DOL by placing 6.47 percent of veteran applicants. On the other hand, a state with a higher 
placement rate for nonveterans did not meet its performance standard even though it placed 
nearly 22 percent of its veteran applicants.80 Performance, relative or absolute, had no effect 
on the grant to either the high performance or low performance state. 

In testimony before the House Veterans' Affairs Subcommittee on Benefits in May 1997, 
GAO "criticized VETS' current performance standards because they focus more on process 
than on results and noted that performance is evaluated only in relative, not absolute, terms.'%l 
SESA Administrators agreed, arguing that "Veterans reporting and measurement systems need 
to be revised and focus on positive outcomes rather than service counts. Employment to 
increased earning capacity and reduced support costs (unemployment insurance, welfare, etc.) 
should be the critical measures of success. Although entered employment is a measure in the 
current system, reporting (9002)82 requirements and performance measures place far too much 
emphasis on counting discrete services and then comparing those counts across veteran and 
non-veteran customers. Not only is such an approach cumbersome and costly, it does little to 
measure effectiveness of service.. . .'%3 

I VA's VR&C Program 
Prior to Public Law 96-466, enacted in 1980, the entire focus of the VR&C program was 

completion of training. Employment was not an area for which staff were held accountable. 
Consequently, the program developed a very strong and institutionalized system for sending 
veterans to colleges and universities. GAO reported in 1984, 1992, and 1996, that the VA had 
not properly focused the VR&C program on empl~yment .~~ Other sources, including the VA's 
Inspector General's Office in 198885 and in 1996 the VR&C Design Team composed of 17 VA 
employees, supported this finding. Participants in two Commission Roundtables on VR&C 
stated that provision of employment services is the weakest part of the program.86 

The VR&C program has maintained a bifurcated service delivery system. A counseling 
psychologist administers a comprehensive evaluation, determines eligibility, provides 
counseling, and develops a rehabilitation plan with the disabled veteran. The veteran is then 
handed off to a vocational rehabilitation specialist who provides case management services to 
the veteran and is responsible for providing employment services. 

lbid.GA0, p. 19. 
GAO, p. 16. 
DOL 9002. 

83. SESA, p. 2. 
84. GAOIHRD 84-9, May 1984; GAOJHRD 92-1 00, September 1992; GAO/HRD 92- 133, September 1992; and 

GAOlHRD 96-1 55, September 1996. 
85. Final Report of Audit: VA Vocational Rehabilitation Program, Report # 8R6-B99-045, p. 13. 
86. VR&C Roundtables, Washington D.C., November 12, 1997, and January 12, 1998. 
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Several years ago the VR&C Service began contracting for employment assistance and 
case management services, although those services are authorized from DOL-funded veterans 
employment specialists. In some VA regional offices, contract services supplemented 
employment assistance services provided by veterans' employment specialists. In other 
offices, they substituted for the DOL-funded services. In FY 1997, VR&C spent $12 million 
for case management services contracts and $4 million for employment services contracts. 
Those expenditures did not include the cost of staff time devoted to administering the 
contracts, which included referrals and correspondence, overview of services, contractor 
training, and payment authorization. The VR&C Design Team noted in its recent report that 
contracting "has reached a point where it has become institutionalized as a standard operating 
practice." 

In FY 1995, DOL-VETS and VR&C Service initiated a cooperative agreement to jointly 
improve the delivery of employment services for VR&C program participants. More than 450 
DVOP specialists received training to acquire a better understanding of the VR&C program 
and to improve their skills for providing individualized job development services to disabled 
veterans in the VR&C program. DOL and VR&C initiated mutual efforts to ensure earlier 
involvement of DVOP specialists in individual veterans' career counseling, and 
implementation of uniform reporting procedures was initiated. Outcomes of this initiative 
seem to have depended upon the skill and efforts of individual staff members, in some states 
working quite well and in others yielding very little demonstrable improvement. Different 
reporting criteria and incompatible reporting systems remain a major obstacle to successful 
interagency cooperation in serving a common client. 

Restructuring Service Delivery 1 
The Commission proposes a complete restructuring of the current veterans' employment 

program in two ways. First, it recommends establishing two new programs focusing on case 
management, marketing, and job search skills training-the Veterans' Case Manager (VCM) 
program and the Veteran's Employment Facilitator (VEF) program. Second, the Commission 
proposes revising the system of priority for services. 

If everyone is first priority, then no one is first priority. The Commission proposes a 
redirection of priorities to ensure priority service for veterans who most need assistance in 
overcoming barriers to employment or who are making their transition to civilian life. 

The majority of veterans of America's all-volunteer military have marketable job skills 
and are highly employable. They neither require nor will particularly benefit from staff- 
intensive assistance. "The needs of most veterans will be met by giving them informed access 
to high tech tools."87 Priority of service for those veterans who need additional services 
because they are making the transition to civilian life, or who have a service-connected 
disability or other barrier to employment should be available through all federally funded 
employment and training programs, not just the Wagner-Peyser funded public employment 
service. With the exception of disabled veterans and veterans facing barriers, the Commission 
has heard from numerous sources that this transition is generally completed within 4 to 5 years 
after leaving the military.@ 

87. SESA, p. 2. I 
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