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GEORGE H. NEWMAN 0 6 2 8 2() 0 5
335 Ruckel Drive
Niceville Florida 32578
June 22, 2005
BRAC
2521 South Clark Street Suite600
Arlington VA 22202

Subject: Eglin Air Force Base Florida

Attached are several local newspaper articles provided for your BRAC consideration. In
summary they depict the Eglin AFB Jocal area as expensive in terms of cost of living,
with comgested airspace.

Tha u for your consideration,

George Newman
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SATURDAY, MAY 14,2005  Daily News

Base Realignment and Closure

PAGE A7

| BRAC TALK RESHUFFLE

") was interested
because my dad is
retired military and |
grew up in
the military.
Whether
Eglin was
affected or
not was o
important
because it's
the lifeblood of this
community. If it was
going to end up smaller,
we'd all be affected.”

TRAVIS TATE
Crestview

| checked the Internet
today at work to see
what was goingon ... .
- | wondered
bl 1o i might
W affect

" people |

{4 know,

! friends who
are still at
Hurlburt, My
Personal opinion was
that nothing would close
here, because Hurlburt
Is headquarters for
AFSOC and Egiin being
whatitig,"

RICHARD CHARLES
Fort Walton Beach

"l think whether Egiin
Closed o got smaler
Would have 3 big effect,
3  because
@! Eglinis the
~ town, if you

M

.From Al

“0f course, bringing in the
Army should solidify Eglin's
position as a joint-use base for
many years in the future,” said

BRAC TALK

‘| think it's always great
for the community to
grow.
There'll be

US. Rep. Jeff Miler, R-
Chumuckla. more

It's not clear yet, however, money for
where the Green Berets would ‘ businesses
set up headquarters. Hurlburt N L
or Duke fields are options gl and that's
because they're home to Air good. The
Force special operations units, downside is

which would make joint train-
ing more convenient,

Also coming to Eglin from
five other military bases are §
811 Joint Strike Fighter pri-
mary flight training jobs. That
puts Miller in an unusual posi-
tion, because 400 of those billets
are coming from Naval Air
Station Pensacola, which is in

Daily News file photo

Above, pilots wait for the all-clear before departing their F-15s on Eglin Air Force Base
after a tour in Iraq in this file photo. Under the BRAC proposal, Eglin would become a

his district.

Rounding out the list of
troops slated to move to Eglin
are 83 positions from two loca-
tions: Hill Air Force Base in
Utah and the Defense Threat
Reduction Agency weapons
development center in Fort
Belvoir, Va.

These changes are not final.
The BRAC list must pass
muster with a commission
appointed to evaluate the
Defense Department proposal
and then get the OK from
Congress.

“Tf these recommendations
are, in fact, approved, it would
have a significant impact on
Eglin Air Force Base,” said
Eglins  commander, Col.
Edmond B. Keith. He figured it
would take tens of millions of dol-
lars to build the infrastructure to
support the coming troops.

The new positions will have
a significant impact on the
Emerald Coast's financial
health.

Rick Harper, director of the
University of West Florida Haas
Center for Business Develop-
ment, estimated the additional
troops and their working spous-
es would contribute about
$290 million a year to the area’s
economy. Eglin’s current con-
tribution has been calculated at
about $1.4 billion anually.

“The hottom line is ... T think

joint training site for the Joint Strike Fighter, Below, flag-waving residents welcome

troops home from Iraq.

ON THE NET

A fult listing of the military
bases affected by BRAC can be
found on the Daily News Web
site at nwidailynews.com

we can expect that toresult ina
positive economic impact for
the Okaloosa- Walton area,” the
aconomist said.

Rut Harper acknowledged ‘

that more people moving to the
area has some negatives.
Among the trouble would be
more traffic, a fact that escapes
few folks familiar with the area.
*My first reaction is that
that's a lot of new cars on the

road,” said Karen Hardell, an L

accountant in Crestview. “But I
think it's going to be great for
business in Crestview. All 2,?00
pecple will probably love living
in Okaloosa County.”
Valparaiso Mayor Bruce
Arnold and at least another
local mayor wortied about the
skvrocketing price of real
estate, wondering how troops
coming from other bases
around the country would be
able to afford living along the

Emerald Coast.
But “we'll find a way of

accommodating them,” Arnold
added, P

Overall, gmold saw many
MOre advantages than disad-
vantages to the realignment.

“Basically g, the area, for
the job marjey for the young
people, this ig oreat ”he said. ‘1
think (mogt) gyerybody will
emmbrace thig ¢ o0d MEWS.

There’s no question about it”

B Business Editor Morris
Fraser and North Okaloosa
Editor Kelly Humphrey
contributed to this story,
Staff Writer Mladen Rudman
can be reached at
863-1111, Ext. 443, or
miadenrnwidaibnews.cn

the traffic, but on the
other hand it's great
if you're sefling a

& house,”

RACHEL TINKLEPAUGH

Crestview

*| was concerned,
especially since | have a
business
here, and
one in
Panama
City. |
wanted to
know what
was going
to happen to both
bases. ... | was hoping it
would at least stay the
same.”

DEVENDRA MOHAN
Panama City Beach

*As part of a military
family, | think it's
awesome
they're
putting jobs
here. It's
going to

be great

for our
community
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Anthony J. Principi 28 Jun 2005
BRAC Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suitc 600 ‘
Arlington VA 22202 o

| am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force L.t Colonel, an ex-Opcrations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Florida, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Officer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 TS Electronic
Warfare (EW) mission to Edwards' AFB CA, I have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by retocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. [ believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) C4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new AF C41SR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other hall was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only
AFMC C4l T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFI3, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the ESC C4ISC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic warfare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we’ve grown about 30% a vear since then) of C41 testing
a year compared to $0M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&l:. In the case of Eghin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military und government FTEs directly conducting T&LE of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 TS.

3) Only Eglin certified it had facilities to support Info Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated it only had facilities for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)

Gty



I believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&E, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C4l (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Wartare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C41SR impacts, processes and detinitions of
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems. Since the Eglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 'I'S had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalink portion of Eglin’s C41SR
mission involves only one of the 46 TS’s nine organizational areas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C41SR T&IL: mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, Langley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transtormation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Pcterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio 1X supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be to do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Edwards is a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV? It seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square foot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing of network/battlespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Eglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air baitle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the sottware aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite




connectivity that allows rcal-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool to draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Office Of Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss ol this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally. during the 1995 BRAC LW realignment, only one person
actually transterred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and ficlding of C41SR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to field and test C41 systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work, and we can not wait 10 years to build it again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter a more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me if’ you have any questions or need lurther
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033
scotcl0@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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MEMORANDUM FOR HQAFMC/DO

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Boatd (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and
suggest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a

~ single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function —~specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined
' approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The

quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,
“others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,

even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO functzon will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4[ test function. This single focal point
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2 Technical Capablitiy (List)
Air Platforms

Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technelogy

Information Systems Technology

N/A

Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Waeapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Techinology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology
Woeapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
VWeapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology

Eglin AFB Facilities/Capabilities

3 Test Resource Category  Descriptor (Inciude Unique

8 Peak 8 Annual Labor
Yearfor 6 Annual Test 7 Annuat Test Events Hours expended
Test Hours Hours In Peak  during Peak Year during Peak Year

4 Test Resource Name or

- (Llst) tdentifier) (Text) (LIst) Year (Hr) {Count) {Hr)
Digital Modeling and Simulatiot SEEK EAGLE Modeling and Simuls FY 03 8760 804 99434.6
Hardware in the Loop Data Link Test Facility Fy 02 1920 16 23993
Hardware In the Loop Guided Weapons Eval Faclity (GW FY 01 8760 43207 1304724
Installed System Test Command and Controt OPS FY 03 3000 25 643658.6
Installed System Test McKinley Climatic Laboratory FY 02 7248 302 106644.9
Installed Systemn Test Preflight integration of Munitions an FY 02 ) 12882 ' 259 77366
Instafled System Test Base Installation Security Systems FY 98 640 42 103564.3
Measurement Arenss (C80s) FY 85 7600 608 56832.7
Measurement Gun Test Facilities (A-22, C-84, C-FY 03 5866.8 ) 375 62320
Measurement Munitions Storage Area (C-74A) FY 03 44028 575 32660.5
Measurement - Simulated Test Environment for Mu FY 84 31844 243 229923
Measurement Kinetic Energy Munitions Test Facll FY 98 2979.3 351 46773.1
Measurement Shallow Water Mine Pond (B-70) FY 02 300.5 36 11040.4
Measurement Chicken Little Compound Fron 8760 1556 144717.8
Measuremant Air to Ground Ranges Fy o7 8760 ) 4078 348964.5
Measursment Armament Systems Test/Training EFY 97 8760 " 6973 535313
Measurement Command Guidance Transmitter S: FY 94 686.5 222 10743.6
Measurement Electro Optical Evaluation Complex FY 95 6667.8 801 118438.1
Measuremant Electronic Systems Test Facility (A FY 98 835.5 197 176223
Measurement Frequency Control Analysis (FCA) FY 94 5338 627 . 425223
Measurement General Purpose Support Systems FY 94 771.3 266 31439.7
Measurement Global Positioning System and Dat: FY 01 1661 743 58570.8
Measurement Guif Test Ranges FY 86 8760 6503 2019487
Measurement Hellfire Production Verification Test FY 94 3579.8 320 101702.7
Measurement Multi-Spectral Test and Training En FY 94 8760 650 283260.2
Measurement Photo Optics Support FY 94 6863 881 124190.6
Measurement Radars (FPS-16s) FY 94 75241 1729 1094029
Measurement Range Communication (Bldg 44) FY 94 4663.9 1764 93165.7
Measurement Range Moblle Targets Support (RV FY 01 779.3 136 255825
Measurement Telemetry Measurement FY 96 54209 1265 64727.9
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'December 1,2004

. C4ISR Subsgroup = Mr, Mleziva
* - Key Points:.

-+ o For TECH-0008, the Military Value roll-up-did not combine JTIC and the Army
- activities at Fort Huachuca in Ground T&E.
- e For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors propased scenario to move to Dahlgren violates
‘Military Value in that-Crene has & higher Military Value score. However, expert
© military judgment conciuded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the fleet is more
. - important.
¢ Only Patuxant River’s Air (not maritime) Sensor work was included in the Air
Sensors RDAT&E scenarios and expert military judgment concluded that Adr Sensor .
RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

- Armv Land Svstem Scenario Review - Dr. Rohde

- Key Pohits:
. ¢ Time did not permit discussion ofthis scenario. .

- Criterig 6-8 O’vcrﬁ gw — CDR Melone

' Key Points:

- & Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-8.,

- The TICSG will meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 from-
© 0900-1100 hrs EST.

' ‘_ Action Iterns:

. 1. Dr. Short will further develop the scenario data process to incorporate additional

detail and present to the TJCSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

The subgroups will identify where any shifis in Military Value have occurred,

document whi any changes occurred and ensure the results from the roll-up

methodology are reasonable. The subgroups will look at each of their scenarios to
ensure.they sfill make sense given the new ’\41Ltary Value calculations using the roll-

p mcthodoiocrv Any concerns will be presented to the TICSG at the 2 December
2004 TICSG Mesting.

-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-up methodology

.and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meating,

- 4. The Army Principal will prepare the justification statement for why Aberdot
deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH~

™
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Harold W. Gehman Jr. 28 Jun 2005
BRAC Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington VA 22202

[ am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Florida, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Officer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 TS Electronic
Warfare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA, I have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by relocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Buse, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad arcas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. [ believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronie Systems Command
(ESC) C4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new A’ C4ISR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other half was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only
AFMC C4l T&E facility. All C4l T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the ESC C41SC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic warfare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (IFTLE) und Eglin only have 66. Lglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we've grown about 30% a year since then) of C4l testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&E. In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 TS.

3) Only Eglin certified it had facilities (o support Info Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however ldwards indicated it only had facilitics for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



1 ——

I believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&E, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Warfare (AFMANO9Y9-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems. Since the Eglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few dawlink tests. The datalink portion of glin’s C418R
mission involves only one of the 46 TS’s nine organizational arcas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C4ISR T&E mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, Langley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be to do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Edwards 1s a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&L) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV? It seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square foot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility. a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing ol network/battespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the targel and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Eglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan ol airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle pluan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the software aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite

e



connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transter is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool (o draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Office Of Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss ol this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EW rcalignment, only one person
actually transferred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C4ISR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to field and test C41 systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work, and we can not wait 10 years to build it again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter a4 more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033

scotc 10@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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MEMORANDUM FOR HQAFMC/DO

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Board (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and
suggest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
 agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function —specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined
' approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified

inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The
quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,
‘others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO function will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point
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2 Technical Capabilitly (List)
Arr Platforms

Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology

Information Systems Technology

N/A

VWeapors Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weanons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
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Sensars, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
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Eglin AFB Facilities/Capabilities

5 Peak 8 Annual Labor
4 Test Resource Name or Yearfor 6 Annual Test 7 Annuat Test Events Hours expended
3 Test Resource Category Descriptor (include Unique Test Hours Hours In Peak  during Peak Year during Peak Year
- (List) Identifier) (Text) {List) Year (Hr) {Count) (Hr)

Digital Modeling and Simulatior SEEK EAGLE Modeling and Simule FY 03 8760 804 99434.6
Hardware in the Laop Data Link Test Facility FY 02 1920 16 23993
Hardware in the Loop Guided Weapons Eval Facility (GW FY 01 8760 43207 130472.4
Installed System Test Command and Controt OPS FY 03 3000 25 643658.6
Installed Systam Test McKinley Climatic Laboratory FY 02 7248 302 106644 8
instalied System Test Prefiight Integration of Munitions an FY 02 ' 12082 259 77366
Installed System Test Base Instafiation Security Systems FY 96 840 42 103564.3
Measurement Arenas (C80s) Fy g5 7600 608 56832.7
Measurement Gun Test Facilities (A-22, C-684, C- FY 03 5866.8 ) 375 62320
Measurement Munitions Storage Area (C-74A) FY 03 44028 5§75 32660.5
Measurement Simuiated Test Environment for Mu FY 94 31844 243 220923
Measurement Kinetic Energy Munitions Test Faclt Fy 98 2979.3 351 46773.1
Measurement Shallow Water Mine Pond (B-70) FY 02 3005 36 11040.4
Measurement Chicken Little Compound FY 01 8760 1556 1447178
Measurement Alr to Ground Ranges FY 97 8760 ) 4078 348964.5
Measurement Armarment Systems Test/Training £ FY 97 876D ' 6973 53531.3
Measurement Command Guidance Transmitter S: FY 94 686.5 222 107438
Measurement Electro Optical Evaluation Complex FY 95 6667.8 801 118438.1
Measurement Electronlc Systems Test Facility (A FY 98 B835.5 137 176223
Measurement Fraquency Control Analysis (FCA) FY 94 5338 627 . 425223
Measurement General Purpose Support Systems FY 94 771.3 266 31439.7
Measurement Global Positioning Systemn and Dat: FY 01 1661 743 58570.8
Measurerment Gulf Test Ranges FY 96 8760 6503 201945.7
Meaeurement Hellfire Production Verification Test FY 94 3579.8 320 101702.7
Measurement Muiti-Spectral Test and Training En FY 94 8760 650 283260.2
Measurement Phote Optics Support FY 94 6863 891 124190.6
Measursment Radars (FPS-16s) FY 94 75241 1729 109402 9
Measurement Range Communication (Bidg 44) FY 94 4663.9 1764 93165.7
Measurement Range Mobile Targets Support (RV FY 01 779.3 138 956925
Measurament Telemetry Measurement Fy &8 5429.9 1265 647279
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tachment 3 |
htta 7 -~ - BRACFOUO

'December 1,2004

" (4ISR Substoun =Mr, Mleziva
- Key Points:.

.- e For TECH-0008, the Military Value roll-up did not combine JTIC and the Army

* activities at Fort Huachuca in Ground T&E.

- & For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors proposad scenario to move fo Dahlgren violates
‘Military Value in that-Crane has & higher Military Value score. However, expert

' .m;htan Jjudgment concluded Dahlgren’s location co-locdted with the fleetis more

- - important.

* & QOnly Patuxant River's Air (not maritime) Sensor work was included in the Air

Sensors RDAT&E scenarios and expert military judgment concluded that Air Sensor.

RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

- Armv Land Svsteny Scenario Review — Dr. Rohde
".Key Pokits:
.« Time did not permit discussion of this scenario.

- Criteria 6-8 O'vzrvi ew — CDR Melone

B Key Points:

- & Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-8..

- The TICSG will meet agzin on Thursday, 2. December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 from:
© 0900-1100 hrs EST.

: : Action Items:

. 1. Dr. Short will further develop the stenario data process to incorporate additional
. detzil and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.
2. The subgroups will identify where any shifts in Mifitary Value have occurred,
document why any changes occurred and ensure the results from the roll-up
methodology are reasonable. The subgroups will look at each of their scenarios to
ensure they still make sense given the new Military Value calculations using the roll-
up mc‘.hodalow Any concerns will be presented to the TICSG at the 2 Decembe;
2004 TICSG Meeting.
-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the rell-up methodology
- andpresent 1o the TJCSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting,
4. The Army Principal will prepare the justification statement for why Aberdet

- deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH-
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Philip E. Coyle 28 Jun 2005
BRAC Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington VA 22202

I am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Florida, and a contractor
supporting the 40 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Officer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 TS Electronic
Warfare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA. | have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by relocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they ¢over very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. 1 believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) CA4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new AF C4ISR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other half was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only
AFMC C4l T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved (o Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the ESC C4ISC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic warfare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we’ve grown about 30% a year since then) of C4I testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&E. In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 TS.

3) Only Eglin certified it had facilities to support Info Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated it only had facilities for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



[ believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&E, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems. Since the Eglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalink portion of Eglin’s C4ISR
mission involves only one of the 46 TS’s nine organizational areas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C4ISR T&E mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers. Langley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA. Peterson IField CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be to do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Edwards is a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV?7 It seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 lssue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything 1o do with the slightly greater I'TE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square toot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing of network/battlespace C4I systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved. who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin [F-13s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Eglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the software aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite



connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool to draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Office Of Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss of this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EW realignment, only one person
actually transferred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C4ISR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to field and west C41 systems 1t the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing 1s, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work, and we can not wait 10 years to build 1t again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter a more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilitics! Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033
scotc10@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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MEMORANDUM FOR HQAFMC/DO

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4] Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Board (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and
suggest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
~ agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function—specifically
bow to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined
' approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The

quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,
‘others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,

even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO fu.nctmn will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point
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*. 2. The subgroups will identify where any shifts in Military Value have occurred,

(S

- 4. The Army Principal will prepare the justification staiement for why Aberdcs

Attachment 3 = |
_ R ~ BRACFOUO

- C4ISR Subtoup - Mr, Mleziva
~ Key Points:.
% For TECH-0008, the Military Vale Toﬂ;updid'nbt combine ITIC and the Army

activities af Fort Huachuca i Ground T&E.

& For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors proposzd scenario to move to Dahlgren violates

‘Military Value in that Crane has a higher Military Value score. However, expert
* military judgment conctuded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the fJeetis more
- Important.

% QOnly Patuxant River’s Air (not maritime) Sensor work was included in the Air

Sensors RDAT&E scenarios and expert military fudement concluded that Awr Sensof .
RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

- - Armv Land Svstenr Scenario Review - Dr. Rohde
. Key Poiits;
e Time did not permit discussion of this scenario.

© Criteria 6-8 O'vcrview — CDR Melone

" Key Points:
- e Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-8..

- The TICSG will mee! again on Thursday, 2. December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 from
© 0900-1100 hrs EST.

: Action Items:

. 1. Dr. Short.will further develop the s¢enario data process to incorporate additional

detail and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

document why any changes oocurred and ensure the results from the roll-up
methodology are reasonable. The subgroups will look at each of their scenarios to
ensure they still make sense given the new Military Value calculations using the roil-
up mcthodolocv Any concerns will be presemed to the TICSG at the 2 December
2004 TICSG Meeting.
-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-up methodolog
.and present to the TTCSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Mesting,

deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH~




James E. Bilbray 28 Jun 2005

BRAC Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington VA 22202 0 7 0 9 2 0 0 5

I am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Flonda, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office tor the fast 10 years. As the Operations Ofticer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 TS Electronic
Warfare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA, | have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by relocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. [ believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) C4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new AF C4ISR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other half was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only
AFMC C4] T&E facility. All C4l T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the ESC C4ISC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic warfare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we’ve grown about 30% a year since then) of C4l testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&E. In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 'I'S.

3) Only Eglin certified it had facilities to support Info Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated it only had facilities for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



I believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&E, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Wartare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C41SR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems. Since the Eglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalink portion of Eglin’s C4ISR
mission involves only one of the 46 TS’s nine organizational areas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C41SR T&E mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, Langley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be to do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Edwards is a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a fower MV? 1t seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square foot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C4I Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing of network/battlespace C4l systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

It the Eglin C41SR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Liglin F-135s at the 33 lighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Eglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the software aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite




connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transter is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool to draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Office Of Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss of this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EW realignment, only one person
actually transterred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C41SR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to ficld and test C4l systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work, and we can not wait 10 years to build it again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter a more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033
scotc10@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Board (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and

gest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
~ agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function—specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disdplined
' approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The
quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,

"others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

- We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO functmn will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point
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Attachment 3
BRAC FOUO

" C4ISR Substoup = Mr, Mleziva

" Key Poinfs:.

- e For TECH-0008, the Military Value rofl-up did not combine JTIC and th Army

activities af Fort Huachuca in Ground T&E.

-« For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors proposed scenario to move to Dahlgren violates

‘Military Value in that Crane has a higher Military Value score. However, expert
* military judgment conciuded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the fleetis more
important.

¢ Only Patuxant River’s Air (not maritime) Sensor work was included in the Air

Sensors RDAT&E sceniarios and expert militarv judgment concluded that Air Sensot..

RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities,

. Armv Land Svstem Scenario Review — Dr. Rohde

" .Key Poirts:
. e Time did not permit discussion of this scenarto.

"~ Criteria 6-8 Dven'“iew - CDR Melone

. XKey Points:
- & Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-3..
- The TICSG will meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4ES87 from
[0900-1100 hrs EST.
- Action Iterns:

- 1. Dr. Short.will further develop the scenario data process to incorporate additional

detail and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

- 2. The subgroups will identify where any shifts in Military Value have occurred,

document why any changes oscurred and ensure the results from the roll-up
methodology are rezsonable. The subgroups will look at each.of their scenarios to
ensure they still make sense given the new Military Value calculations using the roll-
up methodology. Any concems will be presented to the TICSG at the 2 Decembe:
2004 TJCSG Meeting.
-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-up methodology
and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.
4. The Amy Principal will prepare the justification statement for why .Aberdc

deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH-
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James V. Hansen 28 Jun 2005

BRAC Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 0 70 9 2 0 0 5
Arlington VA 22202

[ am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Florida, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Officer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 TS Electronic
Warfare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA, | have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by relocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & EClectronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that arc moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. | believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) C4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible tor all new AF C41SR acquisitions),
and only one program out ol the other half” was tested at Edwards?  Eglin is the only
AFMC C4l T&E facility.  All C4l T&L has alrcady been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currenty planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the ESC C4ISC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and clectronic wartare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents ('T'E) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we've grown about 30% a vear since then) ot C41 testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&E. In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the mlitary and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 TS.

3) Only Eglin certified it had facilities to support Intfo Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated it only had facilities for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



1 believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the mujor changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&lE, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems. Since the Eglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a lew datalink tests. The datalink portion of Eglin’s C41SR
mission involves only one of the 46 1'S™s nine vrganizuational arcas. In addition. over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C41SR T&E mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, Laugley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be to do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Edwards is a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&LE) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV? It seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement deciston (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square foot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed Lo encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing ot network/battlespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Eglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, o the software aircrews use 1o plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite

BT




connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool to draw
from. A signilicant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. [n addition, the Office OF Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss of this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC LW realignment, only one person
actually transferred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C4[SR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to field and test C4l systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work, and we can not wait 10 years to build it again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter @ more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighrers,

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me il you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033
scotcl0@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville FI 32578
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEAOQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

AT
MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMC/DO R.E w199

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon /
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Boatrd (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and

gest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
 agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function—-specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined

approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The

quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,
“others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,

even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO ﬁmctmn will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point
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Attachmerit 3
. BRAC FOUO

"December 1,2004

" C4ISR Stbsrous - My, Mleziva

- Key Points:.

.- & For TECH-0008, the Military Value roll-up did not combine JTIC and the Army
- .activities at Fort Huachuca in Ground T&E.
- & For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors proposed scenario to move fo Dahlgren violates
‘Military Value In that Crane has & higher Military Value score. However, expert
* military judgment concluded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the fleetis more
. important,
& Only Patuxant River's Air (not maritime) Sensor work was Included in the Air
Sensors RDAT&E scenarios and expert military judement concluded that Air Sensof’..
'RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

. Armv Land Svstenr Scenario Review - Dr. Rohde
" Key Pohits:
.« Time did not permit discussion of this scenario.

3 Criteria 6-8 Oi*crﬁ ew — CDR Melone

. Key Points:

-« Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-8..

- The TICSG will meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 from:
" 0900-1100 hrs EST.

: Action Items:

. 1. Dr. Short.will further develop the stenario data process to incorporate additional

: detail and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

*. 2. The subgroups will identify where any shifis in Military Value have occurred,
document why any changes occurred and ensure the results from the roll~up
methodology are reasonable. The subgroups wiil look at each.of ther scenarios to
ensure they still make sense given the new Military Value calculations using the roil-
up mctbodolocv Any concerns will be prcsented to the TICSG at the 2 December
2004 TICSG Meeting,

-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-up methodology

- and present to the TJCSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meating,

4. The Army Principal will prepare the justification statement for why Aberdet
deleted from sceparios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH~

) :,,,'A;‘
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Claude M. Kicklighter 28 Jun 2005
BRAC Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington VA 22202

[ am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Florida, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Officer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move ot the 46 TS Electronic
Wartare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA. | have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by relocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. | believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators ol this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, i’ Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) CA4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new AF C4ISR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other half was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only
AFMC C41 T&E facility. All C4l T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money o move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the ESC C4[SC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic wartare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we’ve grown about 30% a year since then) of C4I testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&E. In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 TS.

3) Only Eglin certified it had facilities to support Info Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated it only had facilitics for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



I believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the. major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&E, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C4l (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems. Since the Lglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalink portion of Eglin’s C4ISR
mission involves only one of the 46 TS’s nine organizational areas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C4ISR T&E mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, Langley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be to do the mission. and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force €2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Edwards is a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV? [t seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anvthing to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square foot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing of network/battlespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Eglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the software aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite



connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transter is management and leadership positions.  The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool 1o draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Office Of Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss of this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EW realignment, only one person
actually transferred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C4ISR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability 1o field and test C41 systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in elfect disbanded? No
one else 1s doing this critical work, and we can not wuait 10 vears o build it again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter a more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033
scotc10@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC
R.E o 199

MEMORANDUM FOR HQAFMC/DO

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Board (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and

gest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
 agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function-specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined
' approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The
quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,

“others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO function will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point
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Attachment 3

. December 1,2004 BRAC FOUO

- CAISR Subsvous = Mt Mieziva
- Key Points:.

-~ For TECH-0008, the Military Vialue roll-up did not combine JTIC and thie Army

- activities at Fort Huachuca in Ground T&E.

.« For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors propased scenario to move to Dahlgren violates
‘Military Value In that Crene has a higher Military Value score. However, expert

‘ .rmhtam judgment concluded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the {Jeetis more

. - important.

¢ Only Patuxant River's Air (a0t maritime) Sensor work wes included in the Air

Sensors RDAT&E sceniarios and expert military judement concluded that Air Sensof..

RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

- Arm¥ Land Svstem Scenario Review ~ Dr. Rohde

" Key Poirits:
.= Time did not permit discussion ofthis scenario.

 Criteriz 6-8 Ov.en-‘iew —~ CDR Melone

. Key Points:

- & Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-8..

- The TICSG will meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 from-

" 0900-1100 hrs EST.
: : Action Items:

- 1. Dr. Short will further develop the scenario data process to incarporate additional

: detail and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

. 2. The subgroups will identify where any shifts in Mikitary Value have oceurred,
document why any changes occurrad and ensure the results from the roll- -up
methodology are reasonable. The subgroups will look at ¢ach.of their scenarios to
ensure they still make sense given the new \'hl.tan Value calculations using the roll-.
up mcihmoiow Any concerns will be prmented to the TICSG at the 2 December
2004 TJCSG Meeting.

-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-u » methodology

- .and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

4. The Army Principal will prepare the justification statement for why Aherder

' deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH—OOIS TECH-0039, and TECH-

! o 3
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Samuel K. Skinner 28 Jun 2005
BRAC Commission

2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600

Arlington VA 22202

[ am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Florida, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Ofticer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 TS Electronic
Wartare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA. | have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Lglin Air Force Base, IL, by relocaling Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Wartare & Llectronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. 1 believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this ure:

1) How can C4I[SR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) CA4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new AF C4ISR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other half was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only
AFMC C4l T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, 1t would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none ot the ESC C41SC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and ¢lectronic warfare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we’ve grown about 30% a year since then) of C4I testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&E. In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 'T'S.

3) Only Eglin certifted it had facilities to support Inlo Systems. Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated it only had facilities for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



[ believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&E, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over [0 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated. and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems.  Since the Eglin C41SR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalink portion of Eglin’s C4ISR
mission involves only one of the 46 TS’s nine organizational areas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C4ISR T&E mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, Langley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be 10 do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force C2 Combined Test FForces
(CTF), no organization trom Edwards 1s a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV? [t seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square toot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing of network/battlespace C4l systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Lglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the software aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite



connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool to draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Office Of Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss of this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EW realignment, only one person
actually transferred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C4ISR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to field and test C4[ systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing 1s, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work. and we can not wait 10 years to build it again
somewhere else. 'This is particularly important as we enter a more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033
scotclO@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEAOQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON OC

€ -
MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMC/DO R.EJN 197

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Board (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and
suggest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
~ agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin A¥B and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function —specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined

 approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The

quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C41 programs; some did well,
“others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,

even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO function will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4l DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point



Section 32 Technical, Question 4284 Test Resource Usage Peak

1 Orgcode (Text)
22 46 TW
2 48TW
2 46 TW
22 48 TW
22 48 TW
22 46TW
R46TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 486 TW
22 48 TW
22 48 TW
22 48 TW
22 48 TW
22 48 TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 48 TW
2 46 TW
22 48 TW
22 46 TW
2 46TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW
22 46 TW

X

2 Technical Capablitly (List)
Air Platforms

Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology
Information Systems Technology
N/A

Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics snd EW
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Sensors, Electronics and EW
Weapons Techniology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology
Weapons Technology

Eglin AFB Facilities/Capabilities

3 Test Resource Category Descriptor (Include Unique
-~ {Usy)

§ Peak
Year for

4 Test Resource Name or

Identifier) (Text) {List)

Digita? Modeling and Simulatio SEEK EAGLE Modeling and Simult FY 03

Hardware in the Loop
Hardware In the Loop
Installed System Test
installed System Test
Installed System Test
installed System Test
Measurement
Measurement
Measurement
Measurement -
Measurement
Measurement
Moeagurement
Measurement
Measurement
Measurement
Measurement
Measurement
Measuremsnt
Measuremsnt
Measurement
Measurement
Measurement
Meastrement
Measurement
Measurement
Measurement
Msaasurement
Measurement

Data Link Test Facility Fy 02
Guided Weapons Eval Facility (GW FY 01
Cormmand and Control OPS FY 03
McKinley Climstic Leboratory Fy 02
Prefiight Integration of Munitions an FY 02
Bass Installation Security Systems FY 98
Arengs (C80s) FY 85
Gun Test Facllities (A-22, C-64, C- FY 03
Munitions Storuge Area (C-74A) FY 03
Simulated Test Environment for Mu FY 94
Kinetic Energy Munitions Test Facil FY 98

Shallow Water Mine Pond (B-70) FY 02
Chicken Littie Compound FY 01
Air to Ground Ranges FY 97

Armament Systems TesYTraining E FY 97
Command Guidance Transmitter S: FY 94
Etectro Optical Evaluation Complex FY 95
Electronic Systems Test Facility (A FY 98
Frequency Control Analysls (FCA) FY 94
General Purpose Support Systems FY 94
Global Positioning System and Dat: FY 01
Gulf Test Ranges FY 86
Helifire Production Verification Test FY 94
Multi-Spectral Test and Training En FY 94
Photo Optics Support FY 94
Radars (FPS-16s) ) FY 94
Range Communication (Bldg 44) FY 84
Range Moblle Targets Support (RV FY 01
Telemetry Measurement FY 88

8 Annual Test
Test Hours Hours In Peak  during Peak Year

8 Annual Labor
7 Annual Test Events Hours expended
during Peak Year
{Count) {Hr)

8760 804 99434.6
1920 16 23993
8760 43207 130472.4
3000 25 643658.6
7248 302 106644.8
12982 259 77366
840 42 103564.3
7600 608 568327
5866.8 3rs 62320
4402.8 575 32660.5
31844 243 229923
2979.3 351 46773.1
300.5 36 11040.4
8760 1556 1447178
8760 4078 348964.5
8760 6973 53531.3
686.5 222 10743.6
6687.8 801 118438.1
835.5 137 176223
5338 627 425223
771.3 266 314397
1661 743 58570.8
8760 6503 2019457
3579.8 320 1017027
8760 650 283260.2
6863 881 1241906
7524.1 1729 1094029
4663.9 1764 93165.7
779.3 138 955925
54209 1265 64727.9

7 uswyoeIIV
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Attachment 3
A BRAC FOUO

' F4ISR Su“bﬂmm) M+, Mleziva

" Key Points:.
-~ e For TECH-0008, the Military Value roﬂ:-up-did'nﬁt combine JTIC and the Army

activities at Fort Huachuca in Ground T&E.

- e For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors propased scenario to move to Dahlgren violates

‘Military Value in that Crane has & higher Military Value score. However, expert
* military judgment concluded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the fJeetis more

- important.

* %, Only Patuxant River's Air (not maritime) Sensor work was included in the Air

Sensors RDATEE scenarios and expert military judgment concluded that Adr Sensof.
RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

. Armv Land Swvsteny Scenario Review - Dr. Rohde
' Key Pots:
.« Time did not permit discussion of this scenario.

- Criteria 6-8 Overview — CDR Melone

. Key Points:
+ & Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-8.,

- The TICSG will meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 from:
© 0900-1100 hrs EST.

- Action Items:

. 1. Dr. Short.will further develop the stenario data process to incorporate additional

detsil and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting,

~ 2. The subgroups will identify where any shifts in Military Vahue have oceurred,

document why any changes ocourred and ensure the results from the roll-up
methodology are reasonable. The subgroups will look at each of their scenarios to
ensure they still make sense given the new Military Value czlculations using the rofl-
up methodology. Any concerns will be presented to the TICSG at the 2 Decemnber
2004 TJCSG Meeting.
-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-up methodology
‘and present.1o the TICSG at the 2 Decemnber 2004 TICSG Mesting.

- 4. The Armmy Principzl will prepare the justification statement for why Aberdet

deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH~




James T. Hill 283un2005 7092005

BRAC Commission
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600
Arlington VA 22202

I am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force L.t Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 I'S) at Eglin AFB I'lorida, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Officer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 TS Electronic
Warfare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA, I have several major concerns about the
proposal to “Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by relocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Information Systems Test & Evaluation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. 1 believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) C4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new AF C41SR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other hall” was tested at Ldwards?  Eglin is the only
AFMC C4l T&E facility.  All C4f T&IE has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the ESC C4ISC testing is conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic warfare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we’ve grown about 30% a year since then) of C41 testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Fdwurds. Obvyiously evervone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&lL In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 TS.

3) Only Eglin certified it had facilities to support Info Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated it only had facilities for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



I believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&L, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&E of strategic C2 systems. Since the Eglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalink portion of Eglin’s C41SR
mission involves only one of the 46 'I'S’s nine organizational arcas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C4ISR T&L mission. We are at Hanscom AI'B MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, Langley AFB VA supporling operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need to be to do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, of all the Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Edwards is a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV? 1t seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square foot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing oi network/battlespace C4l systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capability would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Eglin allows complete end-to-end testing of the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the software aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, 1o the datalinks and satellite



connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically intensive discipline with a limited expertise pool to draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Office Of Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss of this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EW realignment, only one person
actually transferred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C41SR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to field and test C41 systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work, and we can not wait 10 years to build it again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter a more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me i you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033
scotc10@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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MEMORANDUM FOR HQAFMC/DO

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1650

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Boatrd (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topie, I would like to offer some observations and

gest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a tast center or other test
~ agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function —specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined
- approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The
quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,

“others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO functmn will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point
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8760 804 09434.6
Data Link Test Facility FY 02 1920 16 23993
Guided Weapons Eval Facility (GWFY 01 8760 43207 130472.4
Command and Control OPS FY a3 3000 25 843658.6
McKinley Climatic Laboratory Fy 02 7248 302 106644.8
Preflight Integration of Munitions an FY 02 4298.2 259 77366
Base Instaflation Security Systems FY 96 640 42 103564.3
Aranes (C80s) FY 95 7600 608 56832.7
Gun Test Facllities (A-22, C-84, C- FY 03 5866.8 375 62320
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Electro Optical Evaluation Complex FY 95 6667.8 801 118438.1
Electronic Systems Test Facility (A- FY 98 B35.5 137 17622.3
Fraquency Control Analysis (FCA) FY 84 5338 627 42622.3
General Purpose Support Systems FY 94 7712 266 314397
Global Positioning Systern and Dat: FY 01 1661 743 58570.8
Gulf Test Ranges FY 98 8760 6503 2019457
Hellfire Production Verification Test FY 94 3579.8 320 1017027
Muiti-Spectral Test and Training En FY 94 8760 650 283260.2
Photo Optics Support FY 94 6863 881 124190.6
Radars (FPS-16s) FY 94 7524.1 1729 109402.9
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Attachment 3
. , BRAC FOUO

""December 1, 2004

" C4ISR Suberous = Mr, Mleziva
- Key Points:

e For TECF—OOOS the Military 'V "alue roﬂ-up did not ccmbz. I TIC and the Army
~ .activities at Port Huachuca in Ground T&E.
e For RDAT&E Maritime Sensors propasad scenario to move fo Dahlgren violates
‘Military Value in that-Crane has & higher Military Value score. However, expert
* military judgment concluded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the fJeetis more
. important.
s, Only Patuxant River’s Air (not maritime) Sensor work was included in the Air

Sensors RDAT&E scerarjos and expert militarv judement concluded that Air Sensor..

RDAT&E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

- Armev Land-Svstent Scenario Review — Dr. Rohde
" Key Points;
.« Time did not permit discussion of this scenario.

3 Criteria 6-8 O’vcrvi ew — CDR Melone

 Key Points:

-« Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-8..

- The TICSG will meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 fom

" 0900-1100 hrs EST.
: ; Action Items:

. 1. Dr. Short.will further develop the scenario data process to incorporate additional

. detail and pT‘SEﬂt to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

* 2. The subgroups will identify where any shifis in Military Value have occurred,
document why any changes occurred and ensure the results from the roll-up
methodology arc reasonable. The subgroups will look at each of their scenarios to
ensure-they still make sense given the new Military Value calculations using the rofl-.
up methodology. Any concems will be presented to the TICSG at the 2 December
2004 TICSG Mesting.

-The Analysis Team will perforn: a sensitivity analysis for the roll-up methodology
.and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

= 4. The Army Principal will prepare the justification statement for why Aberdet

) deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH~
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Sue E. Turner 28 Jun 2005

BRAC Commission : £
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 ¥
Arlington VA 22202

I am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 TS) at Eglin AFB Florida, and a contractor
supporting the 46 TS Business Office for the last 10 years. As the Operations Officer in
charge of planning and coordinating the 1995 BRAC move of the 46 1S Electronic
Wartfare (EW) mission to Edwards AFB CA, | have several major concerns about the
proposal to "Realign Eglin Air Force Base, L, by relocating Air & Space Sensors,
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Information Systems Test & [valuation to
Edwards Air Force Base, CA.”

All the other BRAC recommendations list the military units that are moving. In the case
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas, and have led to confusion and
the possible inclusion of the 46TS’s Command and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation
(T&E) mission. 1 believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the
definition of C4ISR and Information Systems that would lead anyone to consider
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are:

1) How can C4ISR testing be considered for consolidation, if Eglin (46 TS) does
over half of all the Air Force Material Command (AFMC) Electronic Systems Command
(ESC) C4ISR acquisitions, (They are responsible for all new AF C4ISR acquisitions),
and only one program out of the other half was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only
AFMC C4I T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per
AF/TE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn’t be a
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there would
be no return on the investment. It would be a complete waste of money to move this
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to IIdwards in the 1995 BRAC.

2) Since basically none of the BSC C4ISC testing 1s conducted at Edwards (But
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic wartare systems), how can Edwards AFB
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we’ve grown about 30% a year since then) of C4I testing
a year compared to $6M dollars a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn’t using the
same definition of Information Systems Technology T&E. In the case of Eglin, the 66
FTEs listed were only the military and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of
new C4ISR application or systems. There are approximately 300 government and
contractor personnel in the 46 TS

3) Only Eglin certified it had tacilities to support Info Systems, Sensors and EW
(question 4284), however Edwards mdicated it only had facilities for sensors and EW.
(See attachment 2)



I believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware of the major changes that have taken
place in the last 10 years in the area of C2 T&E, and assumed it could be consolidated
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-111) and
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack
similarity, why would anyone assume they could be consolidated? In addition, these
manuals are over 10 years old and the C4ISR impacts, processes and definitions of
C4ISR have changed signiticantly and diverged tremendously from sensors and/or EW in
that period. Eglin has been designated, und is the only Air Force base conducting
developmental T&LE of strategic C2 systems.  Since the Lglin C4ISR mission area’s
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 T'S had with Edwards AFB facilities or
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalink portion ot Eglin’s C4ISR
mission involves only one of the 46 TS’s nine organizational areas. In addition, over the
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachments and located personnel where they are
required to do the C4ISR T&E mission. We are at Hanscom AFB MA supporting ESC
acquisition test managers, lLangley AFB VA supporting operational testing at the
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AFB AL supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO
supporting Space Command, ard Sun Antonio TX supporting Information Operations.
We are where we need (o be to do the mission, and we haven’t seen a need for a
detachment at Edwards. In addition, ol aull the Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces
(CTF), no organization from Ldwards is a member of any of them!

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV),
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (.1833). Why is C4ISR being moved
to a location with a lower MV? It seems “military judgement” was used (See attachment
3), but it must have been applied in error. The BRAC representative for the Navy even
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 11-15-04-01).
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at
Edwards, this is also in error, since it didn’t take in to account the 50,000 square foot
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end
interoperability testing of network/battlespace C4l systems covering the spectrum from
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment
(BDA).

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at the 33 Fighter Wing, and the
numerous Tyndall F-22s. This capabitity would also be required by the JSF training
planning to be moved to Eglin.

The location of the C4ISR testing at Lglin allows complete end-to-end testing ol the C2
kill chain from the planning of the Air Tasking Order (Daily plan of airpower support for
the Joint Forces Combatant Commander’s air battle plan), to the networking of the
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the software aircrews use to plan combat missions and
use to program the aircraft computer and advanced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite



connectivity that allows real-time mission updating/retasking and make time critical
targeting possible.

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in-
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46
TS. C2 testing is a technically mtensive discipline with a limited expertise pool (o draw
from. A significant point is the BRAC plan does not include any contractor personnel
moves. In addition, the Oftice Of Secretary of Detense (OSD) policy is not to move
contractors. How can you replace the loss of this expertise and still preserve a C2 DT&E
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EW realignment, only one person
actually transferred from Eglin to Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when
the Air Force is accelerating the development and fielding of C4ISR systems. What will
the strategic impacts be to the nation’s ability to fleld and test C41 systems if the only
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in effect disbanded? No
one else is doing this critical work. and we can not wait 10 years to build it again
somewhere else. This is particularly important as we enter a more network-centric way
of commanding and controlling our warfighters.

This decision is wrong and will result in major impacts to this nation’s command and
control capabilities! Please contact me if you have any questions or need further
information.

W. Scot Crookshanks
850 897-8033

scotcl 0@aol.com
1318 Rosewood Cove
Niceville F1 32578
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MEMORANDUM FOR HQ AFMC/DO R.EH 1958

FROM: HQ USAF/TE
1650 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-16350

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of
C4I Systems

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E
Mission Element Board (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions
concerning establishing a C4I RTO structure as a way to improve C4I DT&E. In
order to come to closure on this topic, I would like to offer some observations and
suggest a solution for you to consider implementing.

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a location/test center versus a
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test
~ agencies. The C4I RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a
single C4I RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C4I RTO function—specifically
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined

~ approach as used for aircraft and munition systems.

The AF Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) 1994 Software T&E Study identified
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary root causes of problems in OT&E. The
quality of DT&E was scattered and haphazard for C4I programs; some did well,

‘others did not. Those that did poorly tended to have the SPO serving as the RTO,
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO.

We view RTO as a function being performed predominantly by test
organizations such as those residing at our test centers. However, it is permissible
to assign the RTO function outside the test center structure as long as we ensure
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab
(ABL) program is a recent example. Given the current phase and nature of the
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we
anticipate the RTO function will transition to one of our test centers at the

appropriate time.

With proper oversight and management we can improve C4I DT&E by
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C4I SFTC office was an
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C4I T&E
mission area. Now it is time for our next step—to establish a single focal point with
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point
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8760 804 094346
Data Link Test Facility Fy o2 1920 16 23993
Guided Weapons Eval Facility (GWFY 01 8760 43207 1304724
Command and Control OPS FY 03 3000 25 643658.6
McKinley Climatic Laboratory FY 02 7248 302 106644.8
Preflight Integration of Munitions an FY 02 12882 259 77368
Base installation Securlty Systems FY 98 640 42 403564.3
Arenas (C80s) FY 85 7600 608 668327
Gun Test Facilities (A-22, C-64, C-FY 03 58668 3715 82320
Munitions Storage Area (C-74A) FY 03 44028 575 32660.5
Simulated Test Environment for MuFY 24 31844 243 229923
Kinetic Energy Munitions Test Facit FY 98 29793 351 487731
Shallow Water Mine Pond (B-70) FY Q2 3005 38 110404
Chicken Little Compound Fro 8760 1656 144717.8
Air to Ground Ranges Fyg7 8760 A078 348964 5
Armament Systems Test/Training £ FY 87 876D - 6973 53531.3
Command Guidance Transmitter 8: FY 94 686.5 222 107436
Electro Optical Evaluation Complex FY 85 6667.8 801 118438.1
Electronic Systems Test Facility (A FY €8 835.5 137 17622.3
Frequency Control Analysis (FCA) FY 94 5338 627 425223
General Purpose Support Systems FY 94 771.3 266 31439.7
Global Positioning System and Dat: FY 01 1861 743 £8570.8
Guif Test Ranges FY 86 8760 6503 201945.7
Hellfire Production Verification Test FY 94 3579.8 320 101702.7
Multi-Spectral Test and Training En FY 94 8760 650 283260.2
Photo Optics Support FY 94 6863 881 1241906
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December 1, 2004

o

- 4. The Army Principal will prepare the justification statement for why Aberdet

attachment 3
Atta A BRAC FOUO

- (Y4ISR Suberous = Mr. Mleziva

" Key Points:. |
.~ o For TECH-0008, the Military Value roﬂ;up* &d not combine JTIC and ths Army

.activities at Fort Huachuca in Ground T&E.

- & For RDAT&E Maritime Sznsors proposed scenario to move to Dahlgren violates

‘Military Value in that-Crane has e higher Military Value score. However, expert
* military judgment concluded Dahlgren’s location co-located with the {Jeetis more
- important.

"¢ QOnly Patuxant River's Air (not maritime) Sensor work was included in the Air

Sensors RDAT&E scenarios and expert military judement concluded that Adr Sensof .
'RDATU;_E work should be consolidated at the Air/Space activities.

- Armv Land Svsteny Seenario Raview — Dr. Rohde
" Key Poits:
. & Time did not permit discussion of this scenario.

© Criteria 6-8 Overview — CDR Melone

. Key Points!
- & Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6.,

- The TICSG will meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pentagon Rm 4E987 from
© 0900-1100 hrs EST.

: : Action Items:

. 1. Dr. Short will further develop the scenario data process to incorporate additional

detzil and present to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

2. The subgroups will identify where any shifts in Military Value have occurred,

-1

document why any changes occurred and ensure the results from the roll-up
methodology are reasonable. The subgroups will look at each of their scenarios to
ensure they still make sense given the new Military Value calculations using the roll-.
up methodology. Any concerns will be presented to the TICSG at the 2 December
2004 TICSG Meeting.

-The Analysis Team will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-up methodology
.and present.to the TICSG at the 2 December 2004 TICSG Meeting.

deleted from scenarios TECH-0002, TECH-0018, TECH-0019, and TECH-~
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FAX: 11 Pages including cover 31 May 2005
To: BRAC Attn; Katie (703) 699-2735

Subject: Eglin Air Force Base Florida's gain of the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Initial Joint
Training (1JT) Site

Ma'am,

Here's information and position regarding SECDEF's recommendations on Eglin AFB
Florida. I would appreciate BRAC's consideration of the presented material.

Thank You,

GEORGE H. NEWMAN
(850) 729-0924
newman(@cox.net

Ry
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GEORGE H. NEWMAN
335 Ruckel Drive
Niceville FL 32578
(850) 729-0924
newman{@cox.net

May 26, 2005

Base Realignment and Closure Commission
2551 South Clark Street Suite 600
Arlington VA 22202

Subject: Against Eglin Air Force Basc Florida's gain of the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Initial
Joint Training (UT) Site

This feedback is in response to the Secretary of Defense's May 13, 2005 BRAC
recommendations regarding Eglin Air Force Base Florida's gain of the Joint Strike Fighter
Initial Joint Training Site. It is my assessment that current fighter aircraft operations in concert
with any additional fighter aircraft operations will contribute to an increase in mid-air collision
mishap potential at Eglin AFB. As such, it is my recommendation both the JSF IJT and 33rd
Fighter Wing's F-15 operations be located/relocated to a less congested military base.

Eglin AFB Director of Base Safety stated with respect to the air traffic control system at
Eglin that it was, "the busiest Air Force base in the free world." (Attachment 1).

Civil air traffic takeoff/landings in the Eglin AFB area have almost doubled from 54,007
landings in 1988 to 102,171 landings actual/projected for 200S (Attachment 2).
Eglin AFB Total airline landings (actual and projected) Dec 2004-Nov 2005: 8149
Eglin AFB Total airline landings (actual) 1988: 3670
Destin Airport (actual) Jan 2004-Dec 2004: 94022
Destin Airport (actual) Jan 1988-Dec 1988: 50337

Conclusion: It has been established that Eglin AFB's air traffic control system is the busiest AF
system in the free world and Eglin's air traffic becomes more congested every day. High speed
fighter aircraft operations in this congested military-civil-air carrier flight environment contribute
to an increase in mid-air collision mishap potential at Eglin AFB Florida.

Recommendation: both the JSF IJT and 33rd Fighter Wing's F-15 operations be
located/rejocated to a less air traffic congested military base.

GEORGE H. NEWMAN Attachments:
1. Air Force Form 707A
2. Civil Aircraft Landings (Provided
by FAA & County)
3. Safety Assessor's Biography
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ll.‘i PR . R o LS 3¢ ok ]888

I. RATEE IDENTIFICATION DATA (Reaw ..FR 36-10 carefully before filling in any item,

1. NAME (Last, First, Middle Initial) 2. SSN 3. GRADE 4, DAFSC
NEWMAN, GEORGE H. 446-46-7216 Major X1455Y

5, PERIOD OF REPORT 6. NO. DAYS SUPERVISION 7. REASON FOR REPORT
From: l De(; 87 lTth: ., _;\17 Aug 88 261 CRO

8. ORGANIZATION, COMMAND, LOCATION 7 ™~ / 9. PAS CODE
HQ ARMAMENT|DIVISION, AFSC, E(NIN AFB FL/_\ /\ EDOHFB7H

II. UNIT MISSION DESCRIPTION fl .
Numbered Aifr Force equivalent responsyble foX research development, test, and
evaluation”of DOD gndfallied force onnucleaY arplament, range systems and

associated equipment. Manages acquisition of \dopestic \and foreign military
weapons systems, subsystems, and related equipment as directed by USAF.

11l. JOB DESCRIPTION 1.outy iTLe: Chief of Flight Safety

2. KEY DUTIES, TASKS. AND RESPONSIBILITIES: 1 o3 the Flight Safety program at the largest Air
Force base in the free world. Provided the safety guidance needed to
accomplish munitions testing on 43 different test aircraft including F-16,
F-15, A-10, F-111, F-4, T-38, UH-1, and C-130. Directs coordinated safety ‘

efforts of six different major flying organizations from three major commands
to operate in the most congested airspace in the USAF. Flies photo chase
mission in the T-38 to the very edges of the operating envelope.

V. IMPACT ON MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT

--Provided changes to Air Force procedures to monitor F-100 engines in the

F-16 to increase the reliabiljytw of the engine.

--Provides development completely elimi-

nated a [potentia L lopment test.

--Invest have been

adoptedjair FOTce-wid|

--M&nag am wiile being 25

per

V. PERFORMANCE FACTORS DOES NOT MEETS
MEET STANDARDS STANDARDS

1. Job Knowledge

Has knowledge required to perform duties effectively.
Strives to improve this knowledge.

Applies knowledge to handle nonroutine situations.

2. teadership Skills

Sets and enforces standards. Motivates subordinates. Warks well I
with others. Faosters teamvcrk. Displays initiative. Self-confident.
Has respect and confidence of subordinates. Fair and consistent S

in evaluation of subordinates.

3. Professiona) Qualities

Exhibits loyalty, discipline, dedication, integrity, and honesty.
Adheres to Air Force standards. Accepts personal responsibility.
Is fair and objective.

4. Organizational Skills ’
Plans, coordinates, schedules, and uses resources effectively.
Schedules work for self and others equitably and etfectively.
Anticipates and solves problems. Meets suspenses.

5. Judgment and Decisions

Makes timely and accurate decisions. Emphasizes logic in
decision making. Retains composure in stressful situations.
Recognizes opportunities and acts to take advantage of them.

6. Communication Skills
Listens, speaks, and writes effectively.

AF Form 707A, AUG 88 FREVIOUS EDITION IS DBSOLETE FIELD GRADE OFFICER PERFORMANCE REPORT
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VI. RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT
Major Newman has provided excellent management and leadership of the Flight
Safety Division. He has provided inputs to over 30 different test projects
that were essential to the completion of all these tests without loss of life
or aircraft. His investigations of incidents that occur in the air traffic ‘

”control system of the busiest Air Force base in the free world have been
thorough. He provided changes to operations that have continued to improve
the operations of air traffic in the Eglin area. Recommend selection for
Senior Service School.

NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE

JAMES A. SAMPSON, LTC, USAF Director of Base Safety 6 Sep 88
Armament Division (AFSC) SSN SIGNATURE a E; ,
Eglin AFB FL )& . i }?’""“ n O }

VII. ADDITIONAL RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT, '

Major Newman Has led the Flight Safety division i His
safety guidande resulted in e 3247 Test i est

test and evalyation unit in/AFSC. Challeng
Senior Service School.’

NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN, COMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE
EDWARD L. HUBBARD, COL, USAF Deputy for Safety,/”7 , 6 _Sep 88
Armament Division (AFSC) SSN SIGAZURE '
Eglin AFB FL s 9 _

VI, REVIEWER CONCUR NONCONCUR

NAME, GRADE, BR OF SVC, DARGN, COMD, LOCATION DUTY TITLE DATE

GLENN E. MESSERLI, Colonel, USAF| Chief of Staff 6 Oct 88

Armament Divisicn (AFSC) SSN SIGNATIMAE N
Eglin AFB FL SR /RQD-M/ 8. 72[ /

instructions

All:  Recommendations must be based on perfoermance and the potential based on that performance. Promotion
recommendations are prohibited. Do not consider or comment on completion of or enroliment in PME, advanced
education, previous or anticipated promotion recommendations on AF Form 709, OER indorsement levels, family activities,
marital status, race, sex, ethnic origin, age, or religion.

Rater: Focus your evaluation in Section IV on what the officer did, how well he or she did it and how the officer
contributed to mission accomplishment. Write in concise "builet” format. Your comments in Section VI may include
recommendations for augmentation or assignment.

Additional Rater: Carefully review the rater's evaluation to ensure it is accurate, unbiased, and uninflated. If you
disagree, you may ask the rater to review his or her evaluation. You may not direct a change in the evaluation. If you still
disagree with the rater, mark “NONCONCUR" and explain. You may include recommendations for augmentation or
assignment.

Reviewer: Carefully review the rater’s and additional rater’s ratings and comments. |f their evaluations are accurate,
unbiased, and uninflated, mark the form “CONCUR" and sign the form. If you disagree with previous evaluators, you may
ask them to review their evaluations. You may not direct them to change their appraisals. If you still disagree with the
additional rater, mark "NONCONCUR" and explain in Section V!Il. Do not use "NONCONCUR" simply to provide comments
.on the report. ’
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CAVOK, INC.

AIRPORT ACTIVIJP¥—REPORT
CALENDAR YR 1988
MONTH : SINGLE TWIN TURES.__ JET HELI. __TOTAL
JANUARY 2368 400 196 72 18 3054
FEBRUARY | 2479 .} 361 _ | 204 _61 . 52 3157
MARCH 3100 | L 5A# EE . 108 35 . 4104
APRIL 2995 609 491 142 15 43]2
MAY 4250 713 552 191 109 5815
JUNE 3666 827 510 132 69 5204
JULY 4260 735 511 206 73 5785
_AUGUST 3755 641 348 142 87 4973
SEPTEMRER | 2347 188 314 % 93 3338
OCTOBER 3052 550 316 86 64 4068
NOVEMBER 2749 457 221 66 61 3554
DECEMBER 2242 394 215 74 48 2973
TOTAL: 37,263 . 6,609 1 4,215 1,378 784 50,337
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Flight Safety Auditor-

George H. Newman

Mr. Newman is a former Senior Flight
Safety Auditor (or the SAIC ESOHCAMP
program. He was responsible for assessing
the flying safety programs of ANG bases
throughout the United States, ensuring their
compliance with DoD, USAF, and ANG
compliance directives. He was the Kirtland
AFB Inspector General, responsible for
assessing readiness, discipline, efficiency
and economy of wing units, and
implementing IG policies and programs. As
Logistics Group Commander at Prince
Sultan Air Base, he was responsible for
aircraft maintenance and logistics for the
largest composite combat wing in the
USAF. His group executed over $45M in
contractual responsibilities, ensured combat
readiness of $1.1B of conventional
munitions, He was responsible for a $10M
budget. As Chief of Flight Safety,
Armament Division, Eglin AFB, he led the
flight safety program directing coordinated
safety efforts of six separate major flying
organizations operating in the most
congested airspace in the USAF. He is a

Command Pilot with more than 34 years of

civilian and military experience and held
DCID 1/14 SBI/SSBI-PR 950623 Security
Clearance upon military retirement.

EDUCATION/REGISTRATIONS

e Masters Degree, Management, Troy State
University, 1988

e Bachelor of Science, Aeronautical
Technology, Okla. State Univ, 1974

o Graduate, USAF Senior Officers, Aircraft
Maintenance Course, 1992

e Graduate, USAF Flight Safety, Officers
Course, 1986

¢ Commercial Pilot Rating, FAA

e Aircraft Airframe Mechanic, FAA

e Aircraft Powerplant Mechanic, FAA

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY

e Senior Flight Safely Auditor, SAIC,
2002-2004

e [nspector General, Kirtland Air Force
Base 1998-2000

¢ Commander, Logistics Group, Saudi
Arabia 1997-1998

® Chief of Flight Safety, Armament
Division 1987-1988

85@ 729 B924 To:180850639511465603774 P.11

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE

ANG, ESOHCAMP, Nationwide

Scnior Flight Safety Auditor for SAIC ESOHCAMP program
where he has evaluated the compliance of MACA, BASH, and
Mishap Response plans, HATRs and other issues relating to
airfield and flight safety.

Air Force, Armament Division, Eglin AFB, FL

As Chicf of Flight Safety, he led the flight safety program at the
largest USAF base in the free world by directing coordinated
safety efforts of six separate major flying organizations operating
in the most congested airspace in the USAF. He conducted
mishap prevention program activities involving a mix of 45 test
and test support aircraft, evaluated test plans, flight profiles and
test aircraft modifications. He flew safety chase on test missions
involving developmental munitions.

Air Force, Prince Sultan Air Base, Saudi Arabia

As the Logistics Group Commander, he was responsible for
command safety oversight of 2 1000 person logistics operation
that included aircraft maintenance, vehicle operations &
maintenance, supply, and contracting. There were zero Air Force
aircraft maintenance related mishaps, and there were zero logistics
personnel injuries during his command.

Air Force, Kirtland Air Force Base, NM

As Inspector General, he assessed readiness, discipline, efficiency
and economy of wing units, and implemented IG policies and
programs for 22,800 employees. The thoroughness of his
assessments is reflected in the excellent ratings received during
Air Force evaluations of two priority “A” munitions depots under
his assessment purview.




