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Wnited statetr senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

August 3,2005 

The Honorable Samuel K. Skinner, Comn~issioner 
The Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
The Polk Building, Suite 600 & 625 
252 1 South Clark Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 

Dear Commissioner Skinner: 

We were honored to testify before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
Commission on June 17 in Portland, Oregon. The testimony from military professionals 
and elected officials at the hearing clearly illustrated the risks presented by the 
Department of Defense's proposed realignment of the Oregon National Guard's 1 4 2 " ~  
Fighter Wing. While we were disappointed that you could not join us, we would like to 
present the enclosed packet of information to provide you with an overview of the 
information presented to your colleagues that day. 

In this era of heightened threats from terrorists and rogue nations, the first priority of the 
federal government, and particularly the Department of Defense, is to ensure the safety of 
our fellow citizens from conventional and unconventional threats. The 142" Fighter 
Wing plays a crucial role in protecting the entire Pacific Northwest region. Realigning 
the 142" Fighter Wing would leave the citizens of the Pacific Northwest vulnerable. In 
addition, a close analysis of the Pentagon's accounting reveals that the realignment would 
actually cost the government money instead of saving it. 

In short, the proposed realignment of the 142" Fighter Wing would not accomplish either 
of the goals of the BRAC process: eliminating inefficiency and waste while maintaining 
America's defenses. 

Thank you for taking the time to review this information as you consider the Pentagon's 
recommendations. Should you need any further information or have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

CJG-L 
Gordon H. Smith 
United States Senate 

Ron W yden 
United States Senate 
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Portland Air National Guard (ANG) Base Point Paper 

The Department of Defense recorrrmendations to the BRAC Commission concerning re-aligrlrrlenl 
of assea assigned to the 142 Fighter Wing, Portland Air National Guard Base, Oregon,: 

I) compromise the security of the Pacific Northwest by failirg to consider Homeland Defense, 

2) do not save money 

3) stem from a jla wed criteria development and military value analysis process 

1.  Security of Pacific Northwest compromised by failing to consider Homeland Defense: 

DoD recommended realignment below pre-September llth, 2001 posture and readiness for 
Northwest United States (See "Alert Posture" Tab) 

Homeland defense CONOPS was not a base selection focus area; Focus areas only included 
Space and C4ISR CONOPS, Global ResponsdStrike CONOPS, and Global Mobility CONOPS 

Unable to meet CONPLAN 33 10-02 alert requirements with a 2 aircraft detachment: 

o Unable to defend against multi-axis attacks 

o No immediate operational surge capability 

Leaves Pacific Northwest vulnerable to cruise missile and unmanned aerial vehicle threat (See 
"Threat" Tab) 

Homeland Defense not considered in Military Value analysis (See "Military Value" Tab) 

"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." 

- USAF BRAC Red Team. White Paper. I I March 2005 

Consolidation of reserve component F-15 units (from 18 aircraft units to 24 aircraft units) 
eliminates aircraft otherwise available for the Northwest homeland defense mission 

Establishment of an F-15 Aggressor Squadron at Nellis AFB, Nevada eliminates 18 aircraft 
otherwise available for Northwest homeland defense missions 

Violates United States Code Title 10 and reduces manpower available to state governors for 
regional emergencies and homeland defense 

2. Cost Analysis: 

According to publicly released cost analysis information, closing Portland ANG Base costs 
money (see "Cost Analysis" Tab) 

o No net dollar savings for military personnel 

". . .47% of the estimated total dollar savings are attributable to military personnel cost reductions. 
However, rather than reducing end-strength, DoD indicates that the positions are expected to be 
reassigned to other areas . . ." 

- SECDEF Response to Commission. I July -7005 Letter, GAO BRAC Analysis Report 

o Alert detachment cost modeling was not included in analysis 

o Closing Portland ANG Base will cost taxpayers $5.4 million 



BRAC #1 principle of effective recruiting and training does not consider the ANG human capital 
loss 

o Nearest Oregon ANG facility greater than a 6 hour drive 

o Loss of human capital at Portland ANG Base = $140 million 

o Cost to train replacements = $67 million 

3. Air Force BRAC criteria development and military value analysis flawed: 

Only one Air Force criteria used to analyze all components (Active Duty, Guard, and Reserve) 

Military Value assessment criteria are partial to active duty bases and biased against ANG city 
basing; ANG is penalized fbr being cost effective, right-sized, and efficient (See "Military 
Vabre" Tab) 

No measurement of reserve component recruiting and retention 

Recommendation: Maintain, at a minimum, the existing F-15 force structure at Portland ANG Base 
and sufficient and appropriate sovereign air defense protection for all regions in the United States 

















"In selecting military installations for closure or realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority 
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below) will consider: 

1. The current and hture mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the total 
force of the Department of Defense, including the impact on joint warfighting, training and 
readiness. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace (including training areas 
suitable for maneuver by ground, naval, or air forces throughout a diversity of climate and terrain 
areas and staging areas for the use of the Armed Force3s in homeland defense missions) at both 
existing and potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, surge, and hture total force requirements 
at both existing and potential receiving locations to support operations and training. 

4. The cost of operations and manpower implications. 
-1 Final Selection Criteria, Military Value, 12 Feb 2004 

Homeland Defense, the DoD's #1 priority, WAS NOT considered in BRAC's military value analysis. 

Congressional and public calls for developing base selection criteria were ignored: 
o Senator Hutchison's "Comments on BRAC Selection Criteria", 2 1 Jan 2004 (Page 3) . 

"The DoD should also consider homeland security issues and how closing or realigning 
installations affects our national security. The current draft criteria, very similar to the criteria 
proposed in three previous BRAC rounds, do not fully reflect the national security issues our 
country faces in the wake of September 1 1,200 1 ." 

o DoD memo on Final Selection Criteria, Analysis of Public Comments, 12 Feb 2004 

Base final selection quantitative analysis did not include Homeland Defense factors 
o Slides accompanying SAF/IEB memo on Military Value, 9 Oct 03: Focus areas only 

included Space and C4ISR CONOPS, Global Response/Strike CONOPS and Global 
Mobility CONOPS 

Emphasis clearly shifted to global operations 
o Only 2 of 1800 questions from the BRAC Data Call concerned Homeland Defense 

Question 4.1206 
Question 21.1013 
BRAC "Data Call" did not create questions to include proxirnitv or ability to 
protect: 

Major urban centers 
Vital national assets (Nuclear/BiologicaVChemical Plants, Dams, etc.) 
Transportation facilities 
International Borders 

o Military Compatibility Index (MCI) analysis was deficient: 
Portland did not receive any credit for munitions storage to complete its 
Homeland Defense mission 
Airspace (40% of MCI rating value) was not adequately considered 

Airspace congestion was not adequately considered 



Training airspace was the single most important fighter MCI 
measurement 
No credit was given for access to airspace (only owning airspace) 
Air-to-ground airspace was evaluated for homeland defense fighter units 

o US Air Force Strategic Planning Directive for FY 2006 - 20 1 1 
MAJCOMS must define current AF force structure's capability to meet Defense 
Strategy requirements, including capabilities for Air Defense Levels 1-5. 
Military Value did not consider a Military Base's ability to meet the requirements 
of Air Defense Levels l ,2 ,3 ,  or 4. 

Air SovereigntytAir Defense scenario speciJically addressing command established air defense 
response criteria inexplicably deleted by the Base Closure Executive Council 

o Scenario #3 of 127 registered USAF scenarios 
Description: Determine airfields and installations sufficient to support air 
sovereigntylair defense mission 
Imperative: Basing to hlfill the air sovereignty protection site and air defense 
response criteria stipulated by COMNORTHCOM and COMPACOM 

OPR: Maj J. Baenen 
142FW/DOW 
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NO. 8476 P. ?/? 

WASHINGTON. DC 206104304 

January 2 1,2004 

Mr, Peter Potochey 
Office of the Deputy b d e r  Secretaq of Defense (Ins~allations & Environment) 
Director, Base Rcalignmeilt and Closure 
Room 3DBl4 Comments on BRAC Selection Criteria 

The Pentagon OSD BRAC Office Tracking #0020 

Washington, D.C., 20301-3300 Page I of: & 
Date Received in 3D014: 

Dear Mr. Potochncy 

As outlined in the Federal Regirta Volume 68Mumbn 246 by the Department of 
Defense (DOD), an instdlation't m i l i w  value is the most important factor for sssessing the 
future viability of a base. Military value is defined by the &an Base Realignment and Closiue 
(l3RACr) critnia as follows: 

The currenl and future mission requirements and impact on operational readiness of !he 
DOD's total force 
Tbe availability md condition of Imd, facilities arid associated airspace. 
The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total force 
requirements 
The cost and mlnpower implications 

While military value is important in assessing the criticality of instalIations, the DOD 
should also conduct r comprehensive study of U.S. m i l i y  facilities abroad and assess whelher 
exi~ting U.S. base structures and locations meet tl~e needs of 'cuncnt hd fume missions. It 
would be unwise to close or realign domestic bases that may be needed for troops returning from 
outdated facilities abroad, Criteria to asscss the value of overseas bases is vital to bcrter 
management of our military infrastructure. 

The DOD shodd also consider homeland security issues md how closing or resligning 
installations affects our national security. The cunent draft criteria, vuy similar to the criteria 
proposed in three previous BRAC rounds, do not fully reflect the national security issues our 
country faces in the wake of September ll,2001. 

Severd times in past ycars, the military has closed r base only to later realize its costly 
mistake. Now is the time for a fair, honest and non-political BRAC, and 1 urge the DOD to 
weigh all issues in developing the 2005 BRAC criteria. 

Kay Bail utchison 4- 




