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Panel 1 - OSD, NORTHCOM 

Panel 2 - USAF, NGB 

Panel 3 - TAGs 

To TAGs: We understand you were working on a compromise solution to 
the ANG issue and it fell apart. If this is an accurate statement, please 
explain. 

The Adjutants General have been working various new mission 
opportunities for a number of years. The process has always been slow and 
laborious because of the intricate linkages of funding, training, schedules, 
and dealing with second and third order effects. Most recently we looked at 
various alternatives to the Air Force BRAC recommendation package. Our 
basic approach was to build something different within the constraints of the 
BRAC schedule and Air Force recommendations which were generally 
flawed. We had to accept the closure decisions as given and stay within the 
aircraft constraints imposed by Air Force recommendations. Infrastructure 
recommendations were inexorably linked to programmatic changes 
involving aircraft numbers and locations coupled with introduction of the 
"enclave" concept made any attempt impossible. Additionally, we were 
forced to accomplish in a matter of weeks what had taken the Air Force over 
two years to prepare. We also lacked sufficient definition of new mission 
opportunities, especially schedules for implementation and personnel 
requirements. Finally, recent legal opinions from the Air Force indicate 
potential issues with many of the new mission opportunities. Quite simply, 
we do not yet have the tools to bridge the gap from the programmatic moves 
which create enclaves to new missions for sites that were selected to lose 
flying missions. 

To TAGS: We have heard some talk of a new proposal. Is one 
forthcoming? What degree of consensus will any alternate plan have with 
the 54 states and territories? 

Our set of recommendations will be presented at the 11 August hearing. The 
series of recommendations approaches the issue fi-om a different direction. 
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Based on what the BRAC Commission is tasked by law to accomplish we 
address those items outside of the BRAC charter within the boundaries of 
Air National Guard recommendations. This approach is principle based and 
agreed to by the Adjutants General as stated in my previous letter to the 
commission. I don't think it's accurate to call these recommendations a 
consensus of all 54 TAGs, but I do think the recommendations for each state 
reflect the views of that state's TAG. 

To TAGs: Are there any ANG installations that you would support for 
closure or realignment? 

The Adjutants General do not take position regarding specific closure 
recommendations. The BRAC Commission is acting completely within its 
charter in dealing with closure recommendations. While we contend that the 
data and analysis used to determine which bases to recommend for closure 
was flawed. The process provides ample opportunity for sites and 
communities to make their case before the Commission. With regard to 
realignment our set contains at least ten instances of support. Our goal in 
preparing the set of recommendations was to be principled but prudent. 

To TAGs: Tell us the ramifications for affecting ANG units near key 
geographic recruiting bases. 

Two primary points are important to geographic location. First, those 
leaving active duty tend to move to a location first (for job andlor family 
reasons) and join the Air National Guard located there second-it is seldom 
the other way around. The Air Force recruits and trains service members 
and send them to locations-the Air National Guard recruits new service 
members at locations. Therefore, locations most suitable for ANG units 
have significant civilian sector job opportunities. 

The second key factor is proximity to educational advancement 
opportunities. Many of our new recruits join for the federal and often state 
education benefits offered. These benefits are realistically usable only if 
educational institutions exist within a reasonable distance to the ANG site. 

The Air Force also draws significant benefits from ANG sites located in 
geographic areas with high population density. The military and flying 
presence coupled with aggressive Air National Guard unit participation in 

DCN:11957



DRAFT 

community (especially school) activities influences young people to join the 
Air Force as well as the National Guard. 

To TAGs: What do you think of Associate Basing? Are you and the AF on 
the right track with it? 

The Adjutants General fully support various forms of Associate Basing. In 
fact, we aggressively pursued new Associate Basing opportunities in 
Virginia, Vermont, CaliforniaNevada, and Nebraska, to name four. 
Associates concepts for the Air National Guard will in many cases be 
different than those in place for the Air Force Reserve. Ow community 
based foundation demands this. For example, as discussed in a previous 
question recruiting and retention require certain geographic related factors to 
be successful. Currently, the Air Force is conducting a community base 
model test at Burlington, Vermont. The test is just underway. We hope the 
Air Force will move quiclcly to validate this model. 

We are pleased to be a partner with the Air Force in emerging, 
transformational missions; however we do not have a good understanding of 
what the actual requirements will be for these missions. The concern is that 
there does not appear to be adequate planning or budgeting for the training 
and other aspects of performing these mission. For example, a recent ruling 
by the Air Force Office of the Judge Advocate indicated that missions 
planned for Alaska and North Dakota may not be permissible at Title 32 
missions. 

To TAGs: What is your estimate of the ANG personnel losses should the 
DoD recommendations become law? 

Informal surveys at many locations identified to become enclaves indicate a 
loss of seventy to eighty five percent of the personnel within a period of five 
years or less. Even more accurate is the immediate loss of full time 
personnel looking to find a new military position at another location before 
all positions are filled. The other startling information from these informal 
surveys is that very few of those leaving sites slated to become enclaves will 
continue their ANG career elsewhere. Since the ANG has older service 
members community and families ties become entrenched and members 
seek other employment in order to stay in their communities. 

DCN:11957



DRAFT 

To TAGs: What sorts of leadership challenges are before your commanders 
with these BRAC proposals if they are enacted? 

Quite frankly, getting volunteers to support overseas rotations will become 
acutely more difficult. In the highly tasked C-130 community unit members 
are returning from extended duty only to learn their unit will be disbanded. 
The Air National Guard has been able to provide sufficient volunteers so 
that the Air Force has not had to rely on large scale mobilizations similar to 
the Army. Commanders at sites slated for closure and losing flying units 
will likely find themselves unable to support key overseas rotations with 
volunteers. Another challenge for commanders will be convincing full time 
and traditional members to stay in a unit slated to disband. Some will opt to 
jump at other opportunities quickly for fear those opportunities will vanish if 
they wait. Others will become hstrated and just leave the service because 
they will see no reasonable opportunity to complete a twenty year career to 
qualify for a retirement. 

To TAGs: Do you anticipate a need for an amendment to the Posse 
Cornitatus Act of 1878 which restricts the use of troops in domestic law 
enforcement to address the role of the active forces in domestic law 
enforcement matters? 

None whatsoever! Over the past four years the National Guard has provided 
all the military support necessary to respond to a major terrorist attack, a 
horrendous hurricane season, and security needs for a major international 
summit and two political conventions. This was all accomplished while 
supporting Governors in responding to state disasters of every type and 
magnitude. Even though the National Guard is being called up to support 
the active component as never before since World War I1 sufficient 
personnel remain in each state and through emergency response agreements 
between states to meet all imaginable needs. 

To TAGs: In Monday's Washington Post cover story it states: "Particular 
reliance is being placed on the National Guard, which is expanding a 
network of 22-member civil support teams to all states and forming about a 
dozen 120-member regional response units. Congress last year also gave the 
Guard expanded authority under Title 32 of the U.S. Code to perform such 
homeland missions as securing power plants and other critical facilities." 
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In light of the Air National Guard playing a vital role in homeland security, 
how does the DoD recommendation support the requirement of this act? 

The BRAC reconmendations largely ignore the emerging homeland security 
missions and the needs of the Guard. In the case of the Air Guard, the 
recommendations would make it difficult for the civil support teams to 
deploy in many cases (as they normally deploy with all of their equipment 
on C- 130s) and would reduce the ability of the Guard to provide adequate 
response capability. While DoD is clearly focused on transformation, it has 
still only slowly transformed its approach to this area even after 9- 1 1. We 
are hoping that the QDR will improve this situation. 

In our view the DoD recommendation will diminish the ANG capability to 
support homeland security needs. First, the reduced numbers and 
distribution of ANG aircraft, especially cargo and tanker aircraft, leaves 
wide swaths of the nation with no coverage. The rapid loading and 
movement Civil Support Teams becomes problematic in many areas. 
Second, if sites with enclaves are not able to recruit and retain personnel 
most valuable to the governors in responding to homeland security needs 
many state will lose all ANG capability. 

To TAGs: How would you characterize recruiting and retention over the 
past five years? Have mobilizations and OPS and PERSTEMPOs of the 
GWOT contributed to any changes in your ability to recruit and retain? 

The Air National Guard continues to be the highest of all Air Force and 
Army component in recruiting and retaining personnel. Stable and 
predictable deployment rotations combined with flexible and extensive use 
of volunteers provides an opportunity for all to service at times that best 
suite them. There are currently 5,2 10 Air National Guard volunteers 
contributing to the National Response and an additional 1,9 10 have been 
mobilized in support of GWOT. Stability and the draw of working with the 
latest technology are also factors that contribute to the high recruiting and 
retention rates. 

To TAGs: Approximately what percentage of your recruits, aircrew and 
aircraft maintainers particularly, come from active duty? Based upon active 
duty deployment rates since 911 1, do you expect to see a change in your pool 
of active duty personnel who might otherwise join the Guard when they left 
active duty? 
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Informal information from about twenty percent of the states indicate that on 
average over half of aircrew are prior sewice-in some instances the number 
reaches ninety percent. For maintenance personnel the number is probably 
around forty percent with a high of seventy percent. We have observed 
increased numbers of active duty members wanting to join the Air National 
Guard because of Air Force draw downs in certain career fields. Also, 
active duty personnel are leaving the Air Force because of a high operations 
tempo. Even though the ANG operations tempo is higher than ever 
members are better able to manage their participation and continue to 
volunteer. 

To TAGS: What do you think the BRAC Commission can do to ensure the 
Guard is better prepared and provided for in order to support the nation's " 1 - 
4-2- 1 " defense strategy? What can we do to help you? 

Our greatest fear is that enactment of the recommendations currently before 
the Commission will result in a wholesale loss of experienced personnel and 
valuable locations before being able to transition to new missions and 
opportunities. Once lost, we see no opportunity for recovery. This will 
impact all elements of the national defense strategy-most notably 
homeland defense, projection to four key regions, and strategic reserve. We 
fully realize that the ANG must transform along with the Air Force. But it 
must be accomplished at a pace that doesn't tear the fabric of our existence. 
Removing the programmatic elements from the BRAC recommendations per 
our set of recommendations will take this transformation off the BRAC fast 
track and permit us to work with the Air Force to develop transition plans 
with logical connections from the legacy force to the Future Total Force. 
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Panel 1 - OSD, NORTHCOM 

To OSD: Why have you been reluctant to respond to the Commissioner's 
questions regarding the requested legality of the Air National Guard 
recommendations? 

.I 

To OSD: What is the nature of the relationship between DHS and DoD? / 

Who supports whom? 

w 
Are there-ktm of understanding or agreement between the two on key L/ 
issues and ccmxpW Can these be made part of the official record of this 
hearing? \ 
To OSD: Do you anticipate a need for an amendment to the Posse 
Comitatus Act of 1878 which restricts the use of troops in domestic law 
enforcement to address the role of the active forces in domestic law 
enforcement matters? 

wv 
To OSD: The Vietnam War led General and Secretary 
of Defense Melvin Laird to ensure our 
American people in military conflicts 
such a way that we would not go to war without public support. The DoD 
recommendations appear to circumvent this Abram's Doctrine approach, 
Please explain your,consideration of this issue. 

To NORTHCOM: We see that Admiral Keating signed a letter indicating 
that capabilities would still be adequate after BRAC. To what degree did 
NORTHCOM review the ANG recommendations with respect to the 
eli ination of aircraft at sites like Portland, Houston and Otis? Was it clear 

QRvicb 

/'" 
to tfat other than the (2) alert aircraft at each site, that all the other 
planes would be gone? ' 

To NORTHCOM: Otis is well situated in its location with the Atlantic 
Ocean all around. Bradley Field in Hartford, CT is almost 150 miles to the 
west - away from the ocean, has congested air routes, concerns about 
supersonic flight overland, and only two jets on alert with none on station 

w 
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behind them, etc. Are you really comfortable with the Air Force 
recommendation regarding Otis? 

w 
J 

To NORTHCOM: Houston is the fourth largest population area and site of 
significant petro-chemical and shipping interests. Are you RS& 

comfortable with the Air Force recommendation at Ellington ANG base? 
/' 

To NORTHCOM: In terms of air defense of the Pacific Northwest, are you 
really comfortable with the AF recommendation at Portland ANG base? 

To NORTHCOM: Please tell us how the capabilities offered by the C-130 
are of interest to you. 

Would you think that a dispersal of these assets or a centralization of them 
would best suit your needs? 

What is in the hture for the aerial firefighting mission for the C-130, 
especially in the West? 

In light of the Air National Guard playing a vital role in homeland security, 
how does the DoD recommendation support the require ent of this act? 

QV h 8  7 
To NORTHCOM: In Monday's "Washington Post" cover story it states: 
"Particular reliance is being placed on the National Guard, which is 

I/ 
expanding a network of 22-member civil support teams to all states and 
forming about a dozen 120-member regional response units. Congress last 
year also gave the Guard expanded authority under Title 32 of the U.S. Code 
to perform such homeland missions as securing power plants and other 
critical facilities." 
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BULLET BACKGROUND PAPER 

BRAC TANKER ACTIONS 

- The following paper discusses current and post-BRAC tanker inventory and lay-down, KC- 
135E retirements and costs, and comparison of two ANG Southeast U.S. tanker bases, 
Birmingham, AL and Key Field, MS 

- The current USAF tanker inventory includes 590 total tankers permanently based at 41 
locations (including four instances of Active, Guard and/or Reserves sharing a runway) in 29 
U.S. states and 2 allied nations 
o 417KC-135Rs, 114KC-135Esand59KC-10s 

Air National Guard operates 46% of KC- 135s (243 aircraft) 
Active Duty operates 38% (204 aircraft) 
Air Force Reserves operate 16% (84 aircraft) 

o KC-10s are flown by four active duty and four reserve associate squadrons, and are not 
included in any BRAC recommendations 

- BRAC recommendations involve only KC-135 forces, functions and installations 
Air National Guard (22 KC-135 bases pre-BRAC+ 15 bases post-BRAC): 

7 bases lose all aircraft; 9 bases gain aircraft 
0 Active Duty (9 KC-135 bases pre-BRAC+7 bases post-BRAC (3 CONUS, 2 overseas, 1 

training only, and 1 test and evaluation base which has only 1 aircraft)): 
2 bases lose all aircraft; 2 bases gain aircraft 

n Reserves (8 KC-135 bases pre-BRAC+5 bases post-BRAC): 
3 bases lose all aircraft; 3 bases gain aircraft 

- Air National Guard operates 100% of the KC-135E fleet (1 14 aircraft) at 6 bases 
o 29 of 1 14 KC-135Es have been grounded since September, 2004 due to safety issues 

The grounded aircraft are distributed amongst multiple KC- l35E installations 
o Air Force estimates approximately $1.9B in maintenance and repair, and $2.9B in 

operations and sustainment needed to fly KC-135Es through N 1 1 
o The USAF intends to programmatically retire all KC- 135Es by 2008 

BRAC recommendations note programmatic retirement of 56 KC-135E Primary 
Authorized Aircraft from 6 bases 

5 of those bases convert to KC-135Rs 
The remaining KC-135Es are retired in actions unrelated to BRAC 

- Several tanker units and community delegations have voiced concerns to the Commission 
that DOD's BRAC tanker lay down disproportionately increases tanker presence in the 
Central United States while excessively decreasing tanker presence in the Northeast and 
Southeast 
o Statistical analysis of the pre- and post-BRAC lay down shows the concern is unfounded 

Tim MacGregormRAC Air Force Team19 Aug 051699-2921 
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Analysis of tanker capability must include 59 KC-10s located on the West and 
East coasts . 

It is standard, accepted practice throughout DOD to analyze tanker capacity in 
terms of "KC- 135R Equivalents" in which general air refueling capability of a 
given model of tanker is compared to that of a KC-135R 

Where a KC- 135R is considered a 1.0 
o KC- M E s  are considered 0.85 of a KC-135R 
o KC-10s are considered 2.0 KC-135Rs 

Analysis of tanker capability should not include 24 KC-135s in Oklahoma which 
are fenced for aircrew training "Schoolhouse" purposes only and are not 
"operational" assets (though could be used in a time of national emergency) 

Post-BRAC KC-13SR Distribution+ KC-10 
I l - - l . . l l * U  

a I 1 POST 

Dividing the nation into three East-West sections at the Rocky Mountains and the 
Mississippi River (WestlcentraVEast), further subdividing the East section into 
North-South sections along a line separating Kentucky and Virginia from 
Tennessee and North Carolina (North &t and South @st) reveals the following 
pre- and post-BRAC lay-down data, expressed as a percentage of the overall 
United States-based tanker fleet: 

r Including KC-10 air refueling capability, and excluding the non- 
operational fenced trainers, analysis shows that Western and Central U.S. 
based tankers decrease by 1% each as a part of the overall fleet 

o The Southeast decreases by 2% of the physical aircraft, and 1% of 
the KC- 135R equivalents 

o The Northeast increases by 4% as a percentage of the overall fleet 
From an operational stand-point, there has been a 
significant increase in tanker requirements in and through 

l ~ i r c r a f t  Quantity 
I p r e  % I Post % 

R-Model Equivalent 
Pre % I Post % 
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the Northeast region in support of operations in Southwest 
Asia, North Africa, and Europe 

o One BRAC Review and Analysis proposal has suggested that at least one of the 
Southeast sector ANG units slated to lose their aircraft be allowed to keep their KC-135s 

Pre-BRAC, there were 3 ANG, 2 Active and 1 Reserve tanker bases in the 
Southeast, representing 57 total aircraft 
Post-BRAC, two ANG bases and one Active base lose all their aircraft, while the 
remaining three bases increase total aircraft 

Total post-BRAC Southeast tanker lay-down is 44 aircraft 
As a percentage of the overall U.S. tanker fleet, the recommendations 
represent a decrease from 13% of the fleet to 1 1 % in the Southeast 

The following table compares the two Southeastern U.S. ANG bases, located 125 
nm apart, that lose their aircraft: Birmingham AGS, AL and Key Field AGS, MS 

If one base is selected to keep its aircraft (reject realignment), Birmingham 
would appear to be a stronger choice based upon: 

o Higher Tanker MCI, greater tanker mission capability due to 
2,000' (20%) longer runway, collocation with KC-135 depot 
contractor, greater disparity in nearest in-state ANG mission-type 

o The importance of the 2,000' difference in runway lengths for 
large aircraft such as tankers is noted in the following two 
(uncertified data) scenarios. Generally speaking, longer runways 
equate to heavier gross weights (including fuel load) available at 
take-off. 

Under a given set of climatological conditions, the 
maximum range to remain on station 4 hours and offload 
85,000 lbs of fuel: 
From Birmingham: 1,174 miles 
From Meridian: 736 miles 

Under a given set of climatological conditions, the max 
range to either carry 50,000 lbs of fuel for offload (or 
50,000 lbs of cargo) 
From Birmingham: 6,568 miles 
From Meridian: 4,545 miles 

Realigning Key Field as recommended, will incur a slightly higher cost (if 
including costs to move Key Field's KC-135 simulator) than Birmingham, 
as well as higher economic impact on the Key Field MSA as a percentage 
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- Overall Assessment of DOD Tanker-related recommendations: When considering DOD's 
proposed tanker force structure and lay-down, specific to ANG units, there are no substantial 
training, operational, or MCI reasons to signififantly adjust DOD lay-down 
o Overall tanker lay down appears to match operational and training requirements 

Percentages of tanker fleet by region appear generally equivalent pre- and post- 
BRAC, (decrease 5 2% each) with the exception of the Northeast (increases 4%) 

o If BRAC Commission elects to propose or facilitate a significant restructuring of DOD's 
ANG tanker installation proposals based upon retention of direct manpower 
authorizations (Criteria 4), then the Commission's findings, deliberative documentation, 
and final report should explicitly so state 

Enclosed Hangars 
FY04 Hours Flown per PAA 
1999-2003 manning 
Addt'l Info 

1 

Tim MacGregorlBRAC Air Force Team19 Aug 051499-2921 

2 
286.2 

99.50% 
Collocated w/contract KC- 
135 depot; routinely 
provides depot support 
aircrew . 

Nearest Alabama ANG 
unit is 99 mile drive 
(Dannelly/F-16s) 

fac i l i  
359.5 

101.20% 
Mouses one of only four 
full-motion KG1 35R 
simulators in the ANG; 
estimated $3M cost to 
move 
Nearest Mississippi ANG 
unit is 78 mile drive 
(JacksonIC-17s) . 
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