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Attached are several local newspaper articles provided for your BRAC consideration. In 
summary they depict the Eglin AFB local area as expensive in terms of cost of living, 
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cutting down the competition at 
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Daily News/CRAIG TERRY 

. Walton, Okaloosa counties again top affecting the a b W  of busmess- rant IndUStrIeS. siaiiea," she sa 
es in the county to hire and "I think what's really inter- a tremendouc 

list of state's lowest 
By MORRIS FRASER 
Daily News Business Editor 

For the second straight 
month, and to the frustration 
of many employers, Walton 
County has the state's lowest 
unemployment rate. 

As determined by the Agency 
for Workforce Innovation, the 

memploymen 
May rate is 2.6 percent 
lows a 2.7 percent rate 
that also led the state. 

Okaloosa Coun 
M o m  County, in the 
keys, are tied for seco 
2.8 percent. osa Beach, said her with no 

Walton has had one o just overcome a hiring them," Gurske 
five lowest unemploymen 
rates since January, which is inc "Right now we're finally full Plea 
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& I s e d  closure 

I BRAC TU RESHUFFLE rp--1- BRAC TALK 
"I  was interested 
because my dad is 
retired military and I 

grew up in 
the military. 
Whether 
Eglin was 
affected or 
not was so 
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 

"I checked the Internet , -, , - - . . - - . . - . . . - - 

today at work to see 
what was going on . . . . 

l wondered 
how it might 
affect 
people I 
know, 
friends who 
are still at 
Hurlburt. My 

personal opinion was 
that nothing would close 
here, because Hurlburt 
is headquarters for 
AFSOC and Eglin being 
what it is," 

From A1 

"Of course, bringing in the 
Army should solidify Eglin's 
position as a joint-use base for 
many years in the future," said 
U.S. Rep. Jeff Miller, R- 
Chumuckla. 

It's not clear yet, however, 
where the Green Berets would 
set up headquarters. Hurlburt 
or Duke fields are options 
because they're home to Air 
Force special operations units, 
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 
his district. 

Rounding out the list of 
troops slated to move to Eglin 
are 83 positions from two l0ca- 
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. 

"If these recommendations 
are, in fact, approved, it would 
have a signiticant impact on 
E g h  Air Force Base," said 
E~~III's commander, Col. 
Edmond B. Keith. He figured it 
would take tens of millions of dol- 
lars to build the infrastruchrre 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 theu working spous- 
es would contribute about 
$220 million a year to the area's 
economy Eglin's current con- 
tribution has been calculated at 
about $1.4 billion annually 
"The hottom line is ... I think 

Dally News 610 photo 

Above, pilots wait for the all-clear before departing their F .15~ on Eglin Air Force Base 
after a tour in Iraq in this file photo. Under the BRAC proposal, Eglin would become a 
joint training site for the Joint Strike Fighter. Below, flag-waving residents welcome 
troops home from Iraq. 

A full listing of the military 
bases affected by BRAC can be 
found on the Daily News Web 
s~te ;a nwfdailynews.com 

in (Ikaloosa County." 
Valparaiso Mayor Bruce 

Arnold and at least another 
local mayor worried about the 
sbocketing price of real 
estate, wondering how troops 
coming from other bases 
around the country would be 
able to afford living along the 
Emerald Coast. 

~ u t  "we'll find a wav of 

we can expect that to result in a 
positive economic impact for 
the Okaloosa-Walton area," the 
economist said. 

Elut Harper acknowledged 
that more people moving to the 
area has some negatives. 

b o n g  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 H a r d 4  an 
accountant in Crestview. "But I 
t h lk  it's going to be great for 
business in C r e s h i e ~  2,200 
people will probably love living 

accommodafing them," Arnold 
added. 

Overall, Amold saw many 
more advantages than disad- 
vantages to the realjpent.  

"?asicallX for the area, for 
the lob market, for the Young 
people, this is he said. :'I 
think (most) e Y e g b ~ d ~  ~ l l  
embrace this as ;,ood news. 

There's no question about it." 

1 Business Editor Morris 
Fraser and North Okaloosa 
Editor Kelly Humphrey 
contributed to this story. 
Staff Writer Mladen Rudman 
can be renched at 
863.1 11 1, Ext. 443, or 
mladenrPnwfdaibmew!:.cn .. 

"I think it's always great 
for the community to 
grow. 
There'll be 
more 
money for 
businesses, 
and that's 
good. The 
downside is 
the traffic, but on the 
other hand it's great 
if you're selling a 
house." 

RACHEL TINKLEPAUGH 
Crestview 

"I was concerned, 
especially since I have a 

awesome 
they're 
putting jobs 
here. It's 
going to 
be great 
for our 
communitv 

business 
here, and 
one in 
Panama 
City. I 
wanted to 
know what 
was going 
to happen to both 
bases. . . . I was hoping it 
would at least stay the . 
same." 

DEVENDRA MOHAN 
Panama City Beach 

1 s  part of a military 
family, I think it's 



Anthony J. Principi 
BRAC Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suitc 600 
Arlington VA 22202 

28 Jun 200.5 

1 am writing you as n concerned citizen, retired Air Force 1.1 Colonel, an ex-Operations 
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 'I'Sj 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 Base, CA." 

All the other BRAC recomme~~dations list the military units that are moving. 111 the case 
of the Eglin recoill~lle~ldatio~l. 1.11ey cover very broad areas, and have led to conSusion and 
the possible inclusion of the 36TS's Command and Control (C2) Test and Evalualion 
(T&E) mission. I believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the 
definition of C4ISR and Infbrmation 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) C41SR 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 C41 T&E facility. A11 C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per 
AFITE direction in 1996 (See attachment I). As i t  is currently planned this wouldn't be a 
consolidation at Edwards AF13, it would be a total ~nission move, and hcnce 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 sensar and electronic warfare systems), how can Edwards AFB 
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Ecluivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does 
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we've grown about 30% LI year since then) of C4I testing 
a year compared lo $6M doll;m a year for Edwards. Obviously everyone wasn't using the 
samc definition of Information Syslems rechnology T&l<. In the case of Eglin, [he 66 
FTEs listed were only the military and governmcnL IT13s directly conducting T&E 01' 
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 42841, 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 ass~med it could be consolidated 
with legacy EW testing. 11' Air Force Manuals separate [lie C41 (AFMAN 99-1 I I) and 
Electronic Warfare (AFMAh99-1 12) 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 tlie C41SR 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 '1 S had with Edwards AFB facilities or 
personnel has been on a few datalink tests. The datalinlc portion of Eglin's C41SR 
mission involves only one of tlie 46 TS's nlne organizational areas. In addition, over the 
last 10 years the 46 TS has crcatcd detachments and located personnel  here they arc 
required LO do tlie C41SI1 1'&13 ~nission. Wc are at I-lansconi AF13 MA supporting ESC 
acquisition test managers, L;~nglep AFD VA supporting operalivnal tcsling a1 the 
Transformation Center, Maxwell-Gunter AF13 AL snppusting DISA, Pcterson Field CO 
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio 1'X 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 Evaluatio~i (T&E) military value (MV), 
Eglin (.3 174) has almost twice the M V  of Edwards (. 1 833). Why is C41SR being moved 
to a location with a lower MV? It seems "military judgement" was used (See attachment 
3), but i t  must have been applied in  error. 'l'hc BRAC reprcsentative for the Navy even 
expressed concerns about this judgenlent decision (14 Nov 2004 lssue # 1 1-1 5-04-0 1). 
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 networldbattlespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from 
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment 
(BDA). 

1f the Eglin C41SR capability is moved, who will suppor~ the sou the as^ U.S. 1.inlc-16 
training network used daily by the 48 Eglin I = - 1  5s at tlie 53 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 networlcing of the 
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to tlie software aircrews use to plan combat n~issions and 
use to program tlie aircraft conipukr and advanccd weapons, to the datalinl<s and satellite 



connectivity that allows rcal-time mission updating/retusl<ing and male 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 seplace the loss ol'this expertise and still prcscrve a C2 DT&E 
capability. Additionally. during the 1995 I3IIAC 13W realignment, only one person 
actually transferred from Eglin lo Edwarcls! I'liis will all be inlplcmcnted at a lime when 
the Air Force is accelerating th: dcvelopmcnt and liclding ol'C4ISR s>stenis. 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 ii' you have any ques~ions or need li~rtlier 
information. 

W. Scot Crookshanks 
850 897-8033 
scotcl O@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUARTERS UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

W A  SHINCTON OC 

FROM: HQ US;IF/TE 
1650 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1650 

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of 
C41 Systems 

Over the past few years, t h e ~ i r  Force has been struggling with how to 
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E 
Mission Element Boakd (ilfEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 R.TO structure as a way to improve C41 DT&E. In 
order to come to closure on this topic, I wodd like to offer some observations and 
suggest a solution for you to consider implementing. 

MEB efforts to date appear to treat RTO as a locatiodtest center versus a 
responsibility ( o r  function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test 
agencies. The C41 RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to locate a 
single C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at EgIin AFB and ESC at 
Iknscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO function-specSwlly 
how t o  ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for aircraft and munition systems. 

The AF Scientific Advisory ~ o & d  (SAB) 1994 ~ o k w a r e  T&E Study ident5ed 
inadequate DT&E as one of the primary mot 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 h c t i o n  outside the test center structure as long as we ensure 
the selected organization is quallfled to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab 
(ABL) program is a recent e,xample. 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 a t  the 
appropriate time. 

With proper oversight and management we can improve C41 DT&E by 
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C41 SFTC office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C41 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 C41 test function. This single focal point 



Section 32 Technical, Question 4284 Test Resource Usage Peak 

Eglin AFB Faciliiies/Capabilities 

oa t Oigcode (Text) 
22 4 6 W  
P 4 6 W  
22 46TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46TW 

# 
22 46 TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46 TW 
22 48 TW 
22 48 TW 
22 46TW 
22 46 TW 
22 4eTW 
22 46 TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46 TW 
22 48 TW 
2246Tw 
22 46TW 
22 46TW 
22 46TW 
22 46 TW 
22 48 TW 
22 46TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46TW 
22 48 TW 
22 46 TW 

2 Teahnlcal Capablltly (Llrt) 
Air Plafform 
Sensors, Eleclronlce and EW 
Weapons 7ech-y 
Infomation Systems Technology 
NIA 
Weapons Technoiogl 
Sensors. Electronics and EW 
Weapons Tsdmology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapone Technology 
Wsepans Tschnology 
W-parsTeChndog~ . 
Weepone Technology 
Sensors, Efectronks and EW 
Weapons Technology 
Weepans Tdudcgy  
Weapars Technology 
Weaponm Technology 
Sensors. Electronics and EW 
WaaponsTechdosy 

Weapons Techndogy 
Weapons Technok~y 
Sensora, Electnmlca and EW 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technob~y 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons T m y  

5 Peak 8 Annual Labw 
4 Tert Resource Name or Year for 6 Annual Test 7 Annual Test Events Hours expended 

3 Test Resource Category Descriptor (Include Unlque Test Hour6 Houm in Peak durlng Peak Year durlng Peak Year 
( U w  Identlllar) (Text) (Llrt) Year (Hr) (count) 
Dlgiltal Modeling and Simulatlcn SEEK EAGLE Modeling and Slmuli FY 03 8760 804 99434.6 

( W  

Hardware h the Loop Data Unk Test Facility N 02 1920 16 23993 
Hardwan h the Loop Guided Weapons Eval Faculty (Gb FY 01 8760 43207 1304724 
Installed System Tost Command end ConW OPS FY W 3000 25 643858.6 
Instelled System test McMey ChnetkLebwatory FYM 7248 302 106644.8 
installed System Test Preflight IntegraUon of Munltlons en FY 02 1298.2 259 77366 
Installed System Test Base InsbUetiwr Secwlty System FY 98 640 42 103564.3 
Meaeurement Arenas (CBOs) FY85 7600 608 568327 
Measurement. Gun Test Fecilitiea (A-22. C-64, C- FY 03 5868.8 375 62320 
Measurement Munltlone Storage Area (C-74A) FY 03 4402.8 575 32660.5 
Measurement Simulated Test Emrlromnent for Mu FY 84 3184.4 243 22992.3 
Measurement Kinetic Energy Munitions Test Fadl FY 98 2979.3 351 46773.1 
Measurement Shallow Water M i  Pond (0-70) FY 02 300.5 36 11040.4 
Measurement Chicken LMle Compound N 01 8760 1556 144717.8 
Measurement Air to Ground R m s  FY 07 8760 4078 348964.5 
Measurement Armament Systems TemVTralning E FY 97 8760 6973 53531.3 
Measurement Command Guldance Transmitter S: FY 94 686.5 222 10743.6 
Mc%aummm Electro Op t id  Evaluatbn Complex FY SS 6807.8 801 1 1 8438.1 
Measurement Eledronlc Systems Test Faciliy (A FY 98 835.5 137 17622.3 
Measurement Frequency Conbal Analysis (FCA) FY 94 5338 627 42522.3 
Measurement General Pwpose Support Systems FY 94 771.3 266 31 439.7 
Measurement Global Positioning S y s h  and Data FY 01 1661 743 58570.8 
Measurement Gulf Test Ranges FY 96 8760 6503 PlQ45.7 
Meesumment Hellfin, Production Vetifiitian Test FY 84 3579.8 320 101 702.7 
Mmurement Multi-Spectral Test and Training En FY 94 8780 650 28326Q.2 
Measurement Photo Optics Sllppwt FY 94 6863 881 124190.6 
Measurement Radars (FPS-16s) FY 94 7524.1 1729 109402.9 
Measunrment Range Communlcatlon (Bldg 44) FY 94 4663.9 1784 93165.7 
Measmoment Range Mobile targeh Support (RY FY 01 779.3 138 85582.5 
Measurement Telemetry Measurement FY 86 5429.9 1285 64727.9 





Harold W. Gehman Jr. 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suilc 600 
Arlington VA 22202 

1 am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force I,t 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 coord~nating 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 Forcc Base, FL, by relocaling Air & Space Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and 1nli)smation Syskms 'rest & Evaluation to 
Edwards Air Force Base, CA." 

All the other BRAC reco~nn~endations 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. I 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)  Hon can C4ISR testing be considered l'or consulicla[ion, if Eglin (46 TS) does 
over half of all the Air Force Nlalerial Command (AIWC) Elec[ronic Systems Conlnland 
(ESC) C41SR acquisitions, (7hey arc responsible for all new Al: C41SR acquisitions), 
and only one program out of the oher  hall' was tesled at Edwards? Eglin is the only 
AFMC C41 T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per 
AFITE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn't be a 
consolidation at Edwards AFR, 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 ksting is conducted at Edwards (But 
they do a great deal of sensor and elec~ronic warfare bystems). how can Edwards AFB 
claim manpower 01'552 Full I 'me Equivulents (I:'l'E) and 1:glin only have 66. Eglin does 
$18.9M dollars worth in FYO3 (we'vc grown about 30% a year since then) ofC41 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 certikd it had facilitics lo support Info Systems, Sensors and EW 
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated i l  only had 1;lcilitics for sensors and EW. 
(See attachment 2)  



1 believe the BRAC decision-makers were not aware ol'the major changes that have taken 
place in the last 10 years in thc area of C2 ' S U ,  and assumed i t  could be consolidated 
with legacy EW testing. If Air Force Manuals separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-1 11) and 
EIectronic 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 C41SR mission area's 
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 40 TS had with k:iiwi~rd~ AFB tkilitizs or 

, . 
personnel has been on a few dar~~linl, tests. I he datalink porl~on ol' Ilglin's C4lSR 
mission involvcs only one of tile 46 '13's nine organizational areas. In addition. over the 
last 10 years the 46 TS has created detachn~ents 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 I3wards. 111 :~ddition. of' a11 rhe Air Force C2 Combined Test Forces 
(CTF), no organization from 13,lwarcls ts a mcmbel- ol'~my ol'thenl! 

If in the area of' Inforn~ation Systems I'csr and I~valuation ('I'&E) military value (MV),  
Eglin (.3174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (. 1833). Why is C41SR 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 (1 4 Nov 2004 Issue # 1 1 - 15-04-0 1). 
Even if this judgement had imything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at 
Edwards, this is also in error, since i t  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 11ot include any MILCOM ,tt Edwarilb, and the new 
Eglin C41 l ' es~  Operation I ; ~ i l i t ~  \vas specilically designcil lo encompass end-to-end 
interoperability testing 01' nct~vork/b:~~tles~>itce C41 bqstems co\ cring h e  spuctrc~m l i u m  

strategic objective planning to thc 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 Egli~t. 

The locat~on of the C41SR rcbting a1 Lglin ,~llo\vs conlplete end-[wend tcsting of'thc C2 
kill chain from the plann~ng ol'the Air fash~ng Order (Daily plan ol'airpower support i'or 
the Joint Forces Con1batant Commander's air battle p lu ) ,  to thc 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 updatinglretasking and make time critical 
targeting possible. 

The manpower proposed to transfer is managemelit and leadership positions. The in- 
depth C2 testing and systems 1~110\vIedge is provided by the over 200 contractors in the 46 
TS. C2 testing is a techn~cally ~ntensive clisc~plinc \tit11 LI limiled expertise pool to draw 
from. A significant point is tl-r DRAC plan does not ~nclude any contractor personnel 
moves. In addition, the Office 01' Sccretaly ot' Del'ense (OSD) policy is not to move 
contractors. How can you replace thc loss ol' \his expertise and slill preserve a C2 D'I'&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 C41 systems if the only 
Squadron with the capability lo do interoperability testing is. in effect disbanded? No 
one else is doing this critical work. and we can not wall 10 years to bu~ld it again 
somewhere else. This is partici~l~~rly important as wc entel ;I more network-centric way 
of commanding and c~ntrol l in~;  our wxliglitc~s. 

This decision is wrong and bill result in ~liajor i~ilpacts to diis I I I I L ~ O I I ' S  ~on in imd  and 
control capabilities! Please contact me if you liave any questions or need further 
infor~nation. 

W. Scot Crool<shanl<s 
850 897-8033 
scotc I0(<ijaol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WEAOOUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON OC 

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

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of 
C41 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 Boaid (3EB) has been the fomm for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 R,TO structure as a way to improve C41 DT&E. In 
order to come to closure on this topic, 1 would like to offer some observations and 
suggest a solution for you to consider implementing. 

MEB eEorts to date appear to treat RTO as a locatiodtest 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 C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at E g h  AFB and ESC at 
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO function-speciEcally 
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach a s  used for aircraft and munition systems. 

The AF ScientiEc Advisory ~ o & d  (SAB) 1994 ~ o k a r e  T&E Study identified 
inadequate DTSrE as one of the primary mot causes .of problems in OT&E. The 
q d t y  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 seming 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 Iong as we ensure 
the seiected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab 
(ABL) program is a recent e-uample. Given the current phase and nature of the 
program, the SPO is presentiy best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we 
anticipate the  RTO function will transition to one of our test centers at the 
appropriate time. 

mth proper oversight and management we can improve C41 DT&E by 
infbing structure and discipiine. Establishing the C41 SFTC office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipiine to the C41 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 C41 test function. This single focal point 



Section 32 Technical, Question 4284 Test Resource Usage Peak 
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ti Peak 8 Annual Labor 
4 Test Resource Name or Year for 6 Annual Test 7 Annual Test Events Hours expended 

3 Test Resource Category Descriptor (Include Unlque Test Houm Hours In Peak durlng Peak Year durlng Peak Year 
2 Technical ~apabnUy (Ust) (Llst) Identlfler) (Text) (Llst) Year (Hr) 
Ajr Platfams 

( c o w  
Digital Modeling and Sirnulatlol SEEK EAGLE Modeling and Slmulc FY 03 

(Hr) 
8760 804 99434.6 

Sensors, Electronics and EW Hardware in the Loap Oata Unk Teat FeciIty FY 02 1 920 16 23993 
Weapons Technology Hardware In the Loop Guided Weapona Eva) Facility (GH FY 01 6760 43207 130472.4 
Information Sysbrns Technology InstaRed System Test Command end Contml OPS FY 03 3000 25 843658.6 
NIA Installed System Test McKinley Climstlc Laboratory FY 02 7248 302 106644 8 
L r̂'eapwrm Tech* installed System Twt Preflight IntegraWn of MunlUons an FY 02 1298.2 259 77366 
Sensors, Electronios and EW Installed System Teet Base lnstallatlon Securlty Systems FY 9B 640 42 

% 
103564.3 

Weepom Technology Measurement Arena, (CBOo) FY g5 7600 600 568327 o 
Weapons Technology Measurement Gun Test Faciliiss (A-22, C-64, C' FY U3 5866.8 375 82320 5 
Weapm Technology M e a m  hlunitlom, Staege Ares (C-74.4) FY 03 4402.8 575 32860.5 
Wsapcfm Tschnology Measurement Slmuiated Test Envlronment for Mu FY 94 3184.4 243 22992.3 
Weapons Technology Measurement Wnetlc Enegy Munltwns Tast Fudl FY 98 2979.3 351 4 6 ~ ~ 3  1 

i! 
3 

Weapons Techndogy Measurement Shallow Water Mine Pond (0-70) FY 02 3005 36 1 1040.4 rf 
Sosore. Electmnim and EW Measursment Chicken Little ~ o m p d  FY 01 8760 1556 144717.8 
Weapons Technology Measurement Air to Ground Ranges FY 97 8760 4078 h, 

348984.5 
Weapons Technology Measurement Armament Systana T d m i n i n g  E FY 97 8760 6973 53531.3 
Weapons Technology Measurement Command Guidance Transmitter S: FY 94 666.5 222 10743.6 
Weapons ~ n o l o e y  Meaeurement Electm Optical Emluatkn Complex FY 95 6667.8 801 1 1 8438.1 
Sensm, Electronlcr and EW Measurement Electronic Systems Test Facility (A FY 98 835.5 137 1 7622.3 
Weapons Techologl Measwetnent Frequency Control Analysis (FCA) FY 94 5338 627 42522.3 
Weapons Techndogy Measurement General Purpose Support System6 FY 94 m .3 266 31439.7 
Weapons Technobay Measurement Global Positioning Systsm and Dati FY 01 1661 743 58570.8 
Weapons Technology Measuremsnt Gulf Test Renges FY 86 8760 6503 201945.7 
Weapons Technology Meesunrment Hellfire Pmductlon VerMcation Test FY 94 3579.8 320 101 702.7 
Sensm, Electronics and EW Meesurement Multi-Spectral Test and Training En FY 94 8760 650 283260.2 
Weapons Technology Messurement Photo Optics Support FY 94 6863 881 124190.6 
Weapons Technology Measurement Radars (FPS-16s) FY 94 7524.1 1 729 109402 9 
Weapns Technology Measurement Range Comrnunlcattan (Bldg 44) FY 94 4663.9 1764 93165.7 
Weapons Technology Measurement Range Mobile Taroeta Support (RN FY 01 779.3 138 85592.5 
Weapons TechnoloOy Measurement Telemetry Measurement FYBs 5429.9 1 265 64727.9 
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. . .  For TECE-0(I06;~e Military Value mll-qy didnot cornbike ITICwd thk :4nny 
. . 

.activitim 2t Fort Hwhuca .  i i ~  Ground.T&.E, 
. . .  

For RDRD4T&E.Maritime Sensors proposed scenario to inow to D&gm violztes . . 
.. , . 

PrfilitaryValue,h -il~at.Crane l ~as  a higher h/rilita;~ Vahe SCOi.Z. However, expert . . 

.military judgment c~ncluded.D&&~'s location co-loc3tzd iu;iih. fae.flc.et.is mre 
irnporlant. 
OnIy Patuxant River's .&r (mi. maritime) Sensor work w w s  L~cluded in the Air 

. . .  Sensors RD.AT&.E scedarias 2nd. expert militan judmmt: coi~cludedthat Senxi?. 
RDATBE iji;ork shau!d be co116lidatd at 'J1",r/Space activities. - 

Time did not p r m i t  discussion of Criteria 6-S.. 

The TSCSG will meel again on Thursday, 2 December 2094 in Pentagan Rm 4E987 from 
O ~ O O -  1 f 00 hrs EST. 

Dr. Short.will rirriher develq the scenario data process to Incoqmate additional 
d e t d  and Sr&mt to thc TJ(XG at the 2 Decanl-~er 2004 TJCSG Meeting. 
The s ~ b g b u p s  will identify where any shifts in .Milj.tary Vahe have occurred, 
d o c m m t  why my changes occwxi 2nd ensue the results horn the roH-.up 
meihodolugy are rezsonablr. The subpups  wiil look at e~cteffth& scenarios to 
ensure.tl.ley sfill n ~ & e  sense given the new Military Va!ne cdcdaions.usihg.the &I- 
up methodology. h y  concerns will be presented to the TKSG at the ? Decmber 
2004 TJCSG Meeting. 
The ~hdys is  T e a .  will perform il sensirivity analysis .for the roll-~p methodology 
.and'pr~?nt.to the TJCSG zt the 2 December 2004 ~fCSG.Meeting. 
The Amy Principal wif 1 prepare il~e.justi.fic~tition. sktement fbr why Aberdcx 
d&leted:£.ow scejxarios TECH-0002, .TECH-0018, TECH-00 j 9, and.TECH-! 



Philip E. Coyle 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington VA 22202 

1 am writing you as a concerned cilizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations 
Officer from the 46 Test Squadron (46 ' 1 3 )  at l<glin AFB Florida, and a contractor 
supporting the 46 TS Businas (Jl'ficc Ibr the last 10 )ears. As the Operations Officer in 
charge of planning and coord~nating the IW5 I3RAC m o w  of thc 46 'T'S Electronic 
Warfare (EW) mission lo Edwards AFB CA. I have several mtl.jor 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 miis1 have been n complete misunderskuding ol' the 
definition of C4ISR and 1nli)rmalion Syslems that uoi~ld lcad anyone to consider 
consolidating it with EW. 'I'liree ol  h e  biggest indicators ol'this are: 

1) How can C4ISR tes~ing 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 C41 T&E facility. A11 C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per 
AFITE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As i t  is currently planned this wouldn't be a 
consolidation at Edwards AEB, i t  woi~ld be a total mission move, and hence there would 
be no return on the investment. 11 woi~ld bc a complete waste 01' money to move this 
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was alrezdy m o \ d  lo Edwards in the I995 BIUC. 

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 (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 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 governmenl I T 1 3  directly conducting T&E of 
new C41SR applicnlion or bystcii~s. 'l'licrc: are appros~mntely 300 government and 
contraclor persolmel in lhc 46 TS. 

3) Only Eglin certil-ied it had facilities to support In10 Systems, Sensors and EW 
(question 4284), however Ed\wards 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 99-1 11) and 
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack 
similarity, why would anyone assume they could bc consolidated? 111 addition, these 
manuals are over 10 years old and the C41SR impacts, processes and definitions of 
C4ISR have changed signiY~cantly and diverged trcmcndously li-om sensors and/or EW in 
that period. Eglin has been designated, and is the only Air Force base conducting 
developmental T&E of strateg~c 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 Hansconl AFB MA supporting ESC 
acquisition test managers, Langlcy AFU VA supporting operarional testing at the 
Transformation Ccnter, Maxwt-ll-Gunrcr AFl3 A1 supporri~ig DISA, Peterson Field CO 
supporting Space Command, a n d  Snn Antonlo 'I'X si~ppor~ing lnlbrmation Opcralions. 
We are where we need to be lo do rlie mission, and we lia\w't  seen a need lor a 
detachment at Edwards. 111 addition, of all the Air Force C2 Con~bined 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 (.3 174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (. 1833). Why is C4ISR being moved 
to a location with a lower MVT; It seems "military judgement" was used (See attachment 
3), but it must have been applied in error The BIUC representative for the Navy even 
expressed concerns about this judgemenr decision (14 No\, 2004 Issue k! 11-15-04-01). 
Even if this judgement had anything to do with die slightly gre'1rer F f E  cupaclty at 
Edwards, this is also in  error, since i t  didn't takc In to accounl the 50,000 square toot 
uniquely designed C2 Test C)perations facility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M 
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM at Edwards, and the new 
EgIin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end 
interoperability testing of netvrlorWbattIespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from 
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment 
(B DA ) . 

If the Eglin C41SR capability is moved. who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16 
training net~wsk used daily by the 48 Egl~n I - 15s a1 tlic 33 I:~gIikr Wing, and the 
numerous Tqndall F-22s. 'fhis capab~lity \&o~rlcl ,dso bc rcqu~red 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 Con~mander'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/retaslting and make time critical 
targeting possible. 

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in- 
depth C2 testing and systems Itnowledge 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 lo Edwards! This will all be implemented at a time when 
the Air Force is accelerating the development and lielding ol'C41SR syslems. What will 
the strategic impacts be to the  lat ti on's ability to lidd and test C41 systems if the only 
Squadron with the capabil~~y to do inleropel-nbili ly resting IS, in cl'i'cct disbanded? No 
one else is doing this critical work, and we c m  not wail 10 years to build i t  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 Crooltshanl<s 
850 897-8033 
scotcl O@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUARTERS UNIT ED S T A T E S  A I R  FORCE 

W A S H I N G T O N  OC 

FROM: HQ U S M m  
1650 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1650 

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of 
C41 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 Boaid (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 RTO structure as a way to improve C41 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 locationkest center versus a 
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test 
agencies. The C41 RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to Iocate a 
single C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at E g h  AFB and ESC at 
-corn AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO findion-specifically 
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for aircraft and munition systems. 

The AF Sden t5c  Advisory ~ o k d  (SAB) 1994 s o h a r e  T&E Study idenaed 
inadequate DTQE as one of the pixnary 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 t o  have the SPO serving as the RTO, 
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO. 

We view R T O  as a function being performed predominantb by test 
organizations such as those residing at o u r  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 e-xample. 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 C41 DT&E by 
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C41 SFTC office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C41 T&E 
mission area. Now i t  is time for our next step-to establish a single focal point with 
the overdl responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point 
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Weapons Tachnology 
Weapons Technology 
WeapomTechnology 
weepars Technology 
Sensors, Electmlcs and EW 
weap~\s T&dogy 
Weapcim Tachnotogy 
Weapons Tecilndney 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
sensors. ~lecbonl&and EW 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Techndcgy 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 

5 Peak 8 Annual Lebor 
4 Test Resource Name or Year lor 6 Annual Test 7 Annual Test Events Hours expended 

3 Test Resource Category Descriptor (Include Unk(ue Test Hours How8 In Peak during Peak Year durlna Peak Year 
(Llrt) Identitler) (Text) (Llst) Year (Hr) (Count) (HI) 
Digital W n g  and ShrmlaM SEEK EAGLE Modeling and Simuk FY 03 8760 804 99434.6 
Hardware In the Loop Data Llnk Test Facility M 02 1920 16 23993 
Hardware In the Loop Guided Weapons Evd Facility (Gh  FY 01 8760 43207 130472.4 
Installed System Test Command and Control OPS FY 03 3000 25 643658.8 
Installed System Test McKinley Climatic LeboratDry FY 02 7240 302 !06644.8 
lnetalled System Test PreRIght lntegmtion of Munitions en FY 02 1298.2 259 77366 ", 
Installed Syetem Test Base lnstallatlon Securlty Systems FY @3 640 42 103564.3 
Meawrement Arena8 (CBOn) FY 85 7600 606 58832.7 
Measurement Gun Test Faciliies (A-22, C-84, C' M (13 5866 8 375 
Measurernwlt Munitlone Storage Area (C-74A) FY 03 4402.8 575 

m2i20 3 
32660.5 

Measmment Simulated Test Envhonment Ibr Mu FY 94 3184.4 243 22992.3 
Messuremsnt Kinetic Energy Muniihm Teat Fadl FY 98 2979.3 351 46773. I 

z 
3 

Measurement Shallow Water M i  Pond (8-70) M 02 300.5 36 1 1040.4 rt 
Measurement Chicken Little Compound FY 01 8760 1556 144717.8 
Maasurement Air to Ground Ranges FY 97 8760 4078 348984.5 
Measurement Annament Systems TesVTrammg E FY 97 8760 6973 53531.3 
Meaeument Command Guidance Transmitter S: FY 94 686.5 222 10743.6 
Measurement Electro Optid Ev~lueUon Complex FY 95 6887.8 801 110438.1 
Measurement Electronic Systems Test Facility (A. FY 98 835.5 137 17622.3 
Measurement Frequency Control Anatysk (FCA) M 94 5338 627 42522.3 
Measurement Genere1 Purpose Support Systems M 94 771.3 266 31439.7 
Meswrement Global Positioning Syslwm and Oat FY 01 1661 743 58570.8 
Measurement Gulf Test Ranges FY 96 8760 6333 201945.7 
Measurement Helifim Production Veflcatron Test FY 94 3579.8 320 101702.7 
Measurement MultkSpectral Test end Trelning En FY 94 8760 650 283260.2 
Measurement Photo O w  Support FY94 6863 881 124190.6 
Meesurement Radm (FPS-169) FY 04 7524.1 1 729 109402.9 
Measwement Range Communlcatton (Bidg 44) FY 94 4663.9 1764 93165.7 
Meaeuremt Range Moblle Targeh Support (RN FY 01 779.3 1 36 95592.5 
Measurement Telemetry Measurement FY 88 5429.9 1265 64727.9 



: Key Points:. . . .  

e T i e  did not permit discussian ofthis scenario. 

4 Time did not permit discussion ofcriteria 6-8.. 
. . 

The TJCSG wi !l meel again on T'i?ursday, 2 Decsmbcr 2094 in Pen&gm Xrn 4E987 from 
0900-1 f 00 ~ I X  EST. 

. . 
1 . Dr. Short.cvill fimher develap tf;e s c e . n ~ o  &&a process to incorporate acfd.i tiond 

' . d e t d  and presmt to the TJ (3G at the 2 De.ce~nbsr 2004 TJCSG MeeGng. 
. 2. The scbgoups will identify. where any shifts in MiTjtary Value have occurred, 

document why my chznges occurrd mi ensure: &e results kom the roll-up 
merhodology are rszsonablr:. The s u b ~ ~ o u p s  will lo& at e2ch.d their scenarios to 

. . msure.they still m&e sense given the new Mifitary Value ca.l.culz~ons-usii.l.,b.the mjl- 
, 

u p  meihodolngy. . b y  oonccms ail1 be presented to the TKSG at the 2 December 
' . . 2004 TJCSG Meeting. 

- . 3. .The h d y s i s  Tem.will perform a sensitivity analysis for the rdl-tip methodoIogy 
- . .and'prssen~. to the, TJCSG at the 2 December 2004 T~CSG Meeting. 

....... 4. The Amy Phcipzl  will prepare tl~e.jus?i.ficztion. staiement for why .Aberdcr 
. . .  . . . .  

.d&kted.hn>, scekmios ECH-Ma', .TECH-0018, TECX-Wig, 2nd.TECH-! 
- .  . . . 

. . 



James E. Bilbray 
BRAC Commission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington VA 22202 

28 Jun 2005 

I am writing you as a concerned citizen, retired Air Force Lt Colonel, an ex-Operations 
Officer from tlie 46 Test Squadron (46 'I3) at 13gIin AlT[3 I.'londa, and a conlractor 
supporting the 46 TS Business Oilice for die last I0 yearh. As  lie Operalions Officer in 
charge of planning and coordinating die 1995 BRAC move of the 46 'IS Electronic 
Warfare (EW) mission to E d ~ a r d s  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 tlie military units thal are moving. In the case 
of tlie Eglin recommenda~ion. they cover very broad areas, ~ n d  have led to confusion and 
tlie possible inclusion 01' h e  46'TS's Command md  C'ontrol (C2) Test and Evaluation 
(T&E) mission. 1 believe here must have becn a complc~e misunderstanding 01' the 
definition of C4ISR and Information Sjstems that would lead anyone lo 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 h4aterial 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 C41 T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per 
AFITE direction in 1996 (See attachment I). '4s i t  is currently planned this wouldn't be a 
consolidation at Edwards AFB, it would be a total mission move, and hence there wo~ild 
be no return on the investment. 11 would be a complete waste 01' money to move this 
mission area. All Eglin EW testing was already moved to Edwards in tlie 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 (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 11iformatio1-I Systems lecluiology T&E. ln the case of Eglin, the 66 
FTEs listed were only tlie military and governmenl FTEs directly conducting T&E of 
new C4ISR application or systems. There are :~pproxima~ely 300 gover~iinent and 
contractor personnel in the 40 '13. 

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. IS Air Force Mani~als separate the C41 (AFMAN 99-1 11) and 
Electronic Warfare (AFMANW- 112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack 
similarity, why would anyone assume they coidd be consolidntcd" In additloll. these 
manuals are over 10 years old and the C41SR impacts, processes and detinitions of 
C4ISR have changed significantly and diverged tremendously from sensors andlor 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, miss~on. We .\re at l-ILu~sconi AFR MA supporting ESC 
acquisition test nmnagers, Lnngley AF13 L'A supporting operational testing at the 
Transformation Center, Mnxwell-Giunter A H 3  AL, supporting IIISA, Peterson Field CO 
supporting Space Command, and San Antonio IT>( supporting Intormat~on 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 (-3 174) has almost twice the MV of Edwards (. 1833). Why is C4ISR being moved 
to a locatioii with a lower MV" I t  s e e m  "military judgement" was used (See attachment 
3), but it n l ~ ~ s t  have been applied in erlor. l'he I3RAC ~qxesentative for the Navy even 
expressed concerns about this judgement decision (14 Nov 2004 Issue # 1 1 -I 5-04-0 1 ) .  
Even if this judgement had anything to do \ v i t h  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/battIespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from 
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment 
(BDA). 

If the Eglin C41SR capnbilit) is moved, who \ \ i l l  s up post thc Southeast U.S. Link-16 
training network used daily by the 48 1-glin 1'- 15s at the 7; 1:igh~er Wing, and the 
numerous Tyndall F-22s. T h s  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 ad\/anced weapons, to the datalinks and satellite 



connectivity that allows real-timc mission upciutingirctaslting 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 froni Eglin to Eclw:\rds! I his will all be implemented at a time when 
the Air Force is accelerating the development and ficlding ol'C41SIC systems. What will 
the strategic impacts be to the nation's ability to licld and test C41 systems if the only 
Squadron with the capability to do interoperability testing is, in el'fect 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 Crookshanlts 
850 897-8033 
scotc lO@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F132578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A O O U A R T E R S  UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

W A S H I N G T O N  OC 

FROM: HQUSAFA'E 
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 CQI systems. The T&E 
Mission Element B0ai.d (3mB) has been the forum for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 RTO stmcture as a way to improve C41 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 locationltest center versus a 
responsibility (o r  function) that may be assigned to a test center or  other test 
agencies. The C41 RTO discussion has drifked to a contest over where to locate a 
single C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC a t  Egiin AFB and ESC at 
Eanscorn AFB. We need to  refocus efforts on the C41 RTO finctioa-spdcally 
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for air& and munition systems. 

The A3 S c i e n a c  Advisoly BO& (SAB) 1994 ~ o h a r e  T&E Study identified 
inadequate DTBE 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 seming as  the RTO, 
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO. 

We view R T O  as a function being performed predominantly by test 
organizations such as those residing at otir test centers. However, i t  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 f iborne  Laser Lab 
(ABL) program is a recent e-yaxnple. Given the current phase and nature of the 
program, the SPO is presently best qualified to conduct RTO duties. However, we 
anticipate the RTO fimction will transition to one of our test centers at  the 
appropriate time. 

With proper oversight and management we can improve C41 DT&E by 
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C41 SFI'C office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C41 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 C41 test function. This singie focal point 







.T Attachment 3 
December I, 2004 BILK FOCO 

Key Points: 

r Time did not permit ~ ~ S C U S S I : O ~ ~  of tkis scenario. 

o Time did not permit discussion of Criteria 6-S.. 

The TSCSG ivi!l meet agxin on Thursday. 2 Deccmbcr 30!M in Pentagon Rrn 4E987 from 
9900-1 f OO h1-s EST. 

f . Dr. Shofi.wiil -her develop he  scenario data process to incoi-porm additiond 
d e t d  and gr?se~t to the TJCSG at the 2 December 2004 TJCSG $?leeling. 

. 2, The subgoups will idmtify where any shi?s in Mifitary Value have occurred, 
document why m y  ch.an.ges or;cuncd and enswe: the resu!cs %om the roil-up 
meihodolugy arc rmsonable, The subgsups will imli at each.of their scenarios lo 
ensure they still m.&e sense gven rhe new XiCtary Value cz.lca.latiom-usii.lg,rhc rd1.- 
, ~ p  methodofogy. h y  conccm will be presented to the XTCSG at the 2 Decembb 

. 2004 TJCSG Meeting. 
3. . The Andysis Te~m will pcrfcm a sensjiiviry attafysis for the mZ1-vLp methodology 

. wupresmtto the TJCSG at the 2 December 2004 TJCSGMedng. 
4. The Xnny Principal wi!i prepare the justificztition stalement fbr \vty Aberdct 

.dklzted fron? scicarios TECH-0002, .TECH-00; 8, TECX-00 19, and.TEC.H-i 



James V. Hansen 
BRAC Conln~ission 
252 1 South Clark Street, Suite 690 
Arlington VA 22202 

28 Jun 200.5 

0 7 0 9 e a o s  

I am writing you as a concerned citizen, rztired 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. 1 have several major concerns about the 
proposal to "Realign Eglin Air Force Base, FL, by relocating Air & Space Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Inhrmntion Systcrns Test & Evaluation to 
Edwards Air Force Base, CI\." 

All the other BRAC recom~nenclations list the military units that arc moving. 111 the case 
of the Eglin recommendation, they cover very broad areas. and have led to confusion and 
the possible inclusion of the 46TS's Coinrnand and Control (C2) Test and Evaluation 
(T&E) mission. I believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the 
definition of C4ISR and Infcrmation Systems that would lead anyone to consider 
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest indicators of this are: 

1) How can C4ISII tes:ing be considered for consolidation, i f  Eglin (46 TS) does 
over half of all the Air Force bla~cr~nl Cuni~iund (AFMC) 1:lectronlc Systems Command 
(ESC) C41SR acquisihons. ( fhcy we rcspons~ble 1'01- all nu \ \  Al- C'4ISR accluisi[ions). 
and only one program out 01' [he o ~ l w  11a11' uas tested at Ildw,~rcls'! Eglin is the only 
AFMC C41 T&E facility. All C'4I 1'&1: has nlrcady bccn consoliclated at Eglin, per 
AFITE 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 sensol and clcctronic warfitre systems), how can Edwards AFB 
claim manpower of 552 Full Time l'qi~ivalenls (1:'TE) and Eglin only habe 66. Eglin does 
$18.9M dollars worth in FY03 (we'vc grown abuut 30%" :a ycnr since then) uf C4l testing 
a year compared to $6M dollars n year I'os lid\cards. Obviously everyonu wasn't using the 
same definition of Information Systems I'echnology T&E. In h e  case of Eglin, the 66 
FTEs listed were only the lnditary 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 certif ed it had fadities to support Info Systems, Sensors and EW 
(question 4284), howeber Ed\vards indicated i t  only had Facilities for sensors and EW. 
(See attachment 2) 



1 believe the BRAC decision-mal<cs\ were 1101 aware ol '~he major changcs that have taken 
place in the last 10 )ears In the L I I ~ L I  01-C2 r&I<, and ,lssumcd I [  co~lld be consoliclated 
with legacy EW testing. 11' Air Force Manual5 sepalate the C 41 (A1;MAN 99- 1 1 1 )  and 
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) 'rest 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 Ikw datalink tes~s. l'hc dal,~llnk postion of Eglin's C41SR 
mission invol~es  only one ol thc 46 '1 S's nme organlz:ltionu1 areas In addition. over the 
last 10 years the 46 1 S has crealccl dekicliments and localed personnel where [hey are 
required to do the C41SR T&E mission. We are at 1-lanscom AFB MA supporting ESC 
acquisition test managers, Laligley 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 i11 the area of Information Syslems l'esl and Evnlualion ('I'&E) military value (MV), 
Eglin (.3 174) has almost twice [he MV of'L-,iiuards (. 1833). Why is C41SR being moved 
to a location with a lower MV? I t  seems "military judgemznt" 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 -1 5-04-01). 
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 Opera~ion l k i l i t y  was specifically designed lo encompass end-to-end 
interoperability testing of network/batllespace ('41 syslcms covcring the spec t r~~~ i i  li.0111 
strategic objective planning to [lie bomb h~tting the ~ u g c l  :111cl b i ~ t t l ~  tlalnqy a~scssment 
(BDA). 

If the Eglin C4ISR capability is moved, who will support the Southeast U.S. Link-16 
training network used daily by the 48 EgIin 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 C41SR testing at Eglin allows complcte end-to-end testing of the C2 
kill chain from the planning o l ' he  Air lasking Order ( l h i l ~  plan ol'airpower support for 
the Joint Forces Combatant (Jo~nlnandes's ,lir b~~tt lc  plan), lo the networking of' the 
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, lo LIK soli\vasc aircrews L I S ~  lo plan combat missions and 
use to program the aircraft con-~putrr and adva~iced weapons, lo the datalinlts and satellite 



connectivity that allows real-time mission updatinglretasking and make time critical 
targeting possible. 

The manpower proposed to transfer is management and leadership positions. The in- 
depth C2 testing and systems Itnowledge 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 poinl is the. I3ItAC plan does not include any contractor personnel 
moves. 111 addition, ~ h c  Ol'licc 01' Secrcusy 01' Lleli-nsc (OSD) policy is not to move 
contractors. How can )ULI replacc lh\: loss ol'111is expertise and s~ill  prcserve a C 2  D'r&E 
capability. Additionally, during the 1995 BRAC EM/' 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 Gelding of C4ISR systems. What will 
the strategic impacts be to the ~iation'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 partic~~larly important as we enter a more network-centric way 
of commanding and controlling our wal-ligl~rcss. 

This decision is wrong and will ~ C S L I ~ L  i n  major impacls LO h i s  nation's command and 
control capabilities! Please c o n t x ~  me i l '  you have any cji~estions or need Si~rther 
information. 

W. Scot Crookshanlts 
850 897-8033 
scotc 1 O@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUARTERS UNITED S T A T E S  AIR FORCE 

W A S H I N G T O N  OC 

FROM: HQUSAJ?/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 C41 RTO s h c t u r e  as a way to improve C41 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 locatiodtest 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 
Lg1e  C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at 
Earscorn AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO functioq-speciEically 
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for aircraft and munition systems. 

The AF ScientiEc Advisory ~ o & d  (SAB) 1994 ~ o k a r e  T&E Study identiEed . 

inadequate DTQE 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 t o  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 stzucture as long as we ensure 
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The &borne 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 a t  the 
appropriate time. 

With proper oversight and management we can improve C41 DT&E by 
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C41 SFTC office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C41 T&E 
mission area. Now i t  is time for o u r  next step-to establish a single focal point with 
the overall responsibility of managing the C41 test function. This single focal point 
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ERAC FOUO 

* Time did not permit cSiscnssiotl ofthis scenario. 

9 Tine did not ptmnit discussion of Criteria 6-8.. 

The TSCSG wilt meet agaia on Thursday, 2 December 2094 in Penlagon Xm 4E967 fiom 
0900-1 200 hss EST. 

Action Items: 
. . 

, I .  Dr. St~ortwill r;Urther develop ~e scen;ti+o data process to incorporate add.itional 
. detrril md p ~ s e n t  to the TJCSG at the 2 D e ~ a i l b ~  22004 TJCSG Meeting. 
. 2. The subgoups will idzntifj whcrt any sflifis in k4ilitary Value itwe occ'i~rred, 
. docuri~ent why my changes occutrd and enswe. ~e rWhs fiain the roll-up 
: meihodology a.rc reamable. The sub~~ouups will tmli at e2ch.ef their scenarios io 

mv:e.they sfill m&e sense given the new 3liGtary Vdue caida~oos-usiilgthe rail- 
,tip methodok~gy. .by concerns will be prcsenred to the TJCSG the 2 Decembs 

. . 
. . 2004 TJCSG Meeting. 

, 3. - The Aadgsis Tern. will perform a sensitivity analysis for the roll-tip methado logy 
- . m d . p r ~ s e ~ . t o  the: TJCSG at the 2 Decem'ber 2004 ~jCSG.Meetin. 

. 
, 

4 ~ h c  Army Principzl will prepare ?he jusiificztion stxiiment for why Aberdw 

. . .  . . .  
.d&leted:£mn~, scmarios TE.CH-00023 ,TECH-0018, TEC'H-OO. 9, znd,TECH-! 

- .  . .. 



Claude M. Kicklighter 
BRAC Comn~ission 
252 1 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 l3lIAC move ol '  h c  46 I'S L<lectronic 
Warfare (EW) mission to Eclwasds AF13 CA, 1 Ilaw scvcsal major concerns about the 
proposal to "Realign Eglin Air Force Base, Fl,, by rclocaL111g i l l s  & Space Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and information Sys~ems 'I'cst & 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 comple~e misunderstanding of the 
definition of C41SII and Information Systems that would Icad anyone to consider 
consolidating it with EW. Three of the biggest inclicators ol' h i s  xc . :  

1) How can C4ISR ~esting be considered lor  consolidu~ion. il' 1;glin (46 fS) does 
over half of all the Air Force Material Conlnland (AFMC) Electronic Sys tem Conmand 
(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 C41 T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per 
AFITE 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  he invesment. It would be a co~npletc. wask ol' moncy 10 move this 
mission area. All Eglin EW tesliug was already moved to I<dwartls In ~ h c  I995 13RAC. 

2) Since basically none of the  L?SC C41SC testing is concluctccl at Edwards (But 
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic warfare sys~ems), 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 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 militxy and government FTEs directly conducting T&E of 

r 7 new C4ISR application or systems. Illere are approximately 300 government and 
contractor personnel in the 46 ' 1 3 .  

3) Only Eglin certilied i l  had I'acili~ies to support Inti) S!'skrils, Sensors and EW 
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated i~ only Ilacl Ihcilities I'or 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 99-1 11) 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 C41SR impacts, processes and definitions of 
C4ISR have changed signilicantly and diverged tremendously H.um sensors and/or EW in 
that period. Eglin has been design~ued. ~und is thc only Air I:orce base conducting 
developnlental T&E of strategic C2 syslems. Since ~ h c  L:glin C41SR mission urea's 
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had wit11 Edwards AFB facilities or 
personnel has been on a few clatalink tests. The datalinlt portion of Eglin's C4ISR 
mission involves onIy 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 Comm~und, and S ~ I  ihlonio I'X s~~pporling 1nli)rrnation Operations. 
We are where we need to be lo do thc mission, and we  haven'^ seen a need for a 
detachment at Edwards. I11 addition, ol' all h e  Air 1:orce ( ' 2  Combined 'I'csl Forces 
(CTF), no organization from Edvvards is u member ol'any ol '~hem! 

If in the area of Information Systems Test and Evaluation ('T&E) military value (MV), 
Eglin (.3 174) 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 (1 4 Nov 2004 Issue # 1 1 - 15-04-0 1). 
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at 
Edwards, this is also in error, since il didn't lake in lo accounl the 50,000 square foot 
uniquely designed C2 Test Operations facility, a recenlly comple~ed, 5 year, $20M 
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MlLCOM LII Ecl*ards, and the new 
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed LO encompass end-to-end 
interoperability testing of networklbattlespace 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 capabilily would also be required by the .]SF training 
plailning 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 datalinlts and satellite 



connectivity that allows real-time mission updatinglretasking and niake time critical 
targeting possible. 

The manpower proposed LO ~ra~isl'cr is munagemcnl and Ie:~dership posi~ions. The in- 
depth C2 testing and systems knowledge IS provided by h e  o\er 200 conmc~ors  in  lie 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 impleniented at a time when 
the Air Force is accelerating the development and tielding of C41SR systems. What will 
the strategic impac~s be lo [he nation's abili~y lo lield and t e s ~  C'41 systems if [he only 
Squadron with the ci~pubili~j ~o do i~i~croperubility ~csling 15, i l l  c1'li.c~ clisb;~nded'? No 
one else is doing h i s  ~ 1 . 1 t i ~ i l l  L L O I ~ ,  L ~ n ~ i  wc can 1101 \mil I0 !e;1r5 LO bi111d 11 again 
somewhere else. This is part~ci~:arlj impor~an~ as we c n w  a 111ol-c nelworlt-centric way 
of commanding and controlling our warfigliters. 

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 Crookshanlts 
850 897-8033 
scotc lO@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

FROM: H Q U S S A ' E  
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, t h e ' ~ i r  Force has been struggling with how to 
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E 
Mission Element Boakd (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 RTO s h c t u r e  as a way to improve C41 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. 

&EB efforts to  date appear to treat RTO as a locatiodtest center versus a 
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test 
agencies. The C41 RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to Iocate a 
single C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Egiin AFB and ESC a t  
Eanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO findion-specScally 
how to ensure this function is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for aircrafk and munition systems. 

The AF Scient5c Advisory ~ o & d  (SAB) 1994 ~ o k w a r e  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 s e a  as the RTO, 
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO. 

We view RTO as a function being performed predomindntly by tes t  
organizations such as those residing at o u r  test centers. However, it is permissible 
to assign the RTO function 0utsid.e the test center structure as Iong as we ensure 
the selected organization is quaMed to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab 
(ABL) program is a recent e-uample. 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 centen at the 
appropriate time. 

With proper oversight and management we can improve C41 DT&E by 
infusing structure and discipline. Establishing the C41 SFTC office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C41 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 C41 test function. This single focal point 
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,- 7 Attachment 3 ' .  ' " .  

December I;. 2004 

o Time did not p m i t  discussion dCriteria 6-5.. 

The TJCSG i&!l meet ag in  on Thursday, 2 December 3004 in Penlzgm Xm 3E9S7 *om. 
0990-1 f 00 51s EST. 



Samuel K. Skinner 
BRAC Con~n~ission 
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 B~~siness  Oftice Sor the last I0 years. As the Operations Officer in 
charge of planning and coordinaling thc 1995 13RAC' move ol' the 46 1's Elcctronic 
Warfare (EW) mission to Edwards AI:H CA. I have scveral myjor concerns about the 
proposal to "Realign Eglin Air Force Base, I:L, by reloca~ing Air & Space Sensors, 
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Iniormation Sys~ems Sest & 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. I believe there must have been a complete misunderstanding of the 
definition of C41SR and 1nti)nnation Systems that would lead anyone to consider 
consolidating it with EW. 'Sliree of'rhc biggcsr indicarors ol'~liis arc: 

1) How can C41SK testing be considered i'or consoliclation, if Eglin (46 13) does 
over half of all the Air Force Mal.erial 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 half was tested at Edwards? Eglin is the only 
AFMC C41 T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per 
AFITE direction in 1996 (See attachment 1). As it is currently planned this wouldn't be a 
consolidation at Edwards AFB, ir would be a total n1issio11 move, and hence there would 
be no return on the investment. 11 \vould be a comple~c waste of' money to move this 
mission area. All Eglin EW t e s ~ i ~ ~ g  \\.as already moved lo 13In,ards in llic I995 HIIAC'. 

2) Since basically none v f  the ESC C41SC testing is conducleci at Edwards (Bul 
they do a great deal of sensor and electronic warfare syslems), 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 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 arc approximately 300 governn1ent and 
contractor personnel in the 46 'I'S. 

3) Only Eglin certiiied i t  had ti1ci1i~ic.s to suppol-t Inli, Syslems. Scnsors and EW 
(question 4284), however Edwards indicaled i t  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 99-1 11) 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 tlie C41SR impacts, processes and definitions of 
C41SR have changed signilicantly and diverged tremendously from sensors andlor E W in 
that period. Eglin has bccn d~signated. and is 11ic only Air I;orce base conducting 
developmental 1'&E oi' str~~tegic C 2  systems. Since tlie Eglin C41SR mission area's 
creation in 1995, the only intelaction 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-Gimter AFB A L  supporting DISA, Peterson Field CO 
supporting Space Command, and S m  Antonio I'X supporting Information Operations. 
We are where we need to be lo C I O  h e  mission, and \ \ e  havcn'l seen a need l'or a 
detachment at Edwards. In d(lilion. 01' dl tlic Air Force C2 Combined T ~ S I  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 # 11-1 5-04-01). 
Even if this judgenlent had a n > d ~ i ~ i g  to do ~ i t h  the slightly greater FTE capacity at 
Edwards, this is also in error, since ~t didn't ~ a k e  in to account the 50,000 square foot 
uniquely designed C2 'rest Operations Ihcility, a recently completed, 5 year, $20M 
MILCON. The BRAC plan does not include any MILCOM al Edwards, and the new 
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end 
interoperability testing of networklbattlespace 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 ~ ~ s e d  daily by the 48 Eglin F-15s at h e  33 Fighter Wing, and the 
numerous Tyndall F-22s. 'l'his cupability would also be required by tlie SSF training 
planning to be moved to Eglin. 

The location of the C'4ISR tcsting a1 Eglin allows complcte 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 datalinlts and satellite 



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

The manpower proposed to ~ra~lsl'er is ~nanagement and leadership positions. The in- 
depth C2 testing and systcms knc)wleclgc is provided by the ober 200 contractors in the 46 
TS. C2 testing is a technlcdly i,itensive discipline with a limited exper~ise pool to draw 
from. A signiiicant point is the B I U C  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 C41 systems if the only 
Squadron with thc capability to do ~nteroperabiliry ~esting is, in effect disbanded? No 
one else is doing this critical \~ , /o~k.  and \YC mi 1101 \ \ : l i t  10 years LO build i t  again 
somewhere else. I'his is part~cularly imporrant as ive e11ic.1 a mow ncr\\lork-centlic waq 
of co~nma~lding and controlling our warligli~ers. 

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 Crooltslianlts 
850 897-8033 
scotc 1 O@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOOUARTERS UNITE0 =ATE5 AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON OC 

JIEMORLYDLTX FOR HQ Iu;J.ICAO 

FROM: HQUSAFAZ 
1650 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1650 

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

Over the past few years, t h e ' ~ i r  Force has been struggiing with how to  
improve developmental test and evduation (DT&E) for C4I systems. The T&E 
Mission Element Boai-d (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 RTO stmcture as a way t o  improve C41 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 locatiodtest center versus a 
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to a test center or other test 
agencies. The C31 RTO discussion has M e d  to a contest over where to locate a 
single C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at Eglin AFB and ESC at 
Eanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO functiop-specScally 
how to ensure this function is peribnned with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for aircraft and munition systems. 

The A.F' ScienMc Advisory ~ o & d  (SAB) 1994  oha are T&E Study identSed , 

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 seming as the RTO, 
even though the proper test expertise did not reside in the SPO. 

We view RTO as a funetioi  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 q u d e d  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 wiLr transition to one of our test centers at the 
appropriate time. 

With proper oversight and management we can improve C41 DT&E by 
iPfusing structure and discipline. EstabIishing the C41 SFTC office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C41 T&E 
mission area. Now it is time for our nest step-to establish a single focal point with 
the overall responsibility of managing the C41 test function. This single focaI point 



Section 32 Technical, Question 4284 Test Resource Usage Peak 

Eglin AFB Faciliiies/Capabilities 

ml i Orgcode (Text) 
22 46TW 
22 46TW 
22 46TW 
22 48 TW 
22 48TW # 
22 46 TW 
22 46 nv 
22 46 TW 
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P 46TW 
n 4 e w  
22 46TW 
22 48TW 
22 46 TW 
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22 46 TW 
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22 48 TW 
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22 48 TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46lW 
22 46TW 
22 46 TW 
2246TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46TW 
22 46 TW 
22 46 TW 

2 Teohnkd CapeMltiy (Llst) 
Air Platform 
S m m .  Eledronica and EW 
Weapons Technology 
Infwmetiwc Systems Techoology 
NIA 
Weapons Technolog/ 
Sensors. Electronics and EW 
Weapona Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapom T=+mlogy 
Weepom Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Sensors. Elecbonics and EW 
Weepons Technology 
Weapone Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weepons 'Fechnology 
Sensors. Electronics and EW 
Wuapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapans Technology 
weapons ~echnolo& 
Weepons Technology 
Sen-, Electmntcs and EW 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 

6 Peak 8 Annual Labor 
4 Test Resource Name or Year for 6 Annual Test 7 Annual Test Evenb Hours expmded 

3 Test Resource Category Desotlptor (Include Unique Test Houra Houm In Peak durlng Peak Year durlng Peak Year 
(Mat) Identlfler) (Text) (Lbt) Year (Hr) (count) 
Digital Modeling and Slrnulatiol SEEK EAGLE Modeling and Simul~ FY 03 

(Hr1 
8760 804 99434.6 

Hardwere In the Loop Data Unk Teet Facility FY 02 1920 16 23993 
Hardware In the Loop Guided Weapons Eval Facility (Oh FY 01 8760 43207 130472.4 
Installed System Test Command and Control OPS FY 03 3000 25 693858.6 
Installed System Test McK!mley Clmetic Leboratury FY 02 7248 302 106644.8 
Installed System Tea Preflight Integretion of Munitions an FY 02 !IXJB.2 259 77366 
Installed System Test Base Installation Security Systems FY SB 840 42 103564.3 * : 
Measrurement A r e m  (CMIs) FY 85 7600 608 56832.7 
Measurement- Gun Teat Facilities (A-22. C 4 4 ,  C- FY (I3 5868.8 375 
Mmsurement Munltlons Storage Area (C-74A) FY 03 44W.8 575 

- 3 -  
32660.5 

Measunrment Simulated Test Envimnment for Mu FY 84 3184.4 243 22992.3 
Meawrsmsnt KlnetIc Energy Munltim Test Fadl FY 88 2979.3 351 46773.1 

2 
3 

Measurement Shallow Water Mine Pond (6-70) FY 02 300.5 36 1 1040.4 d- 
Measumrnent Chkken Little Canpound PI 01 8760 1556 144717.8 
Measmment Air to Ground Rangee FY 97 8760 4078 348964.5 
Memamrnent Amwment Spbm TesVTraining E FY 97 8760 6973 53531.3 
Measurement Command Guldance Transmitter S FY 94 688.5 222 1 0743.6 
Measurement E k h  Optical Evaluetlon Complex FY 96 6887.8 801 110438.1 
Measurement Electronic Systems Test Facility (A. FY 90 835.5 137 17622.3 
Measurement Frequeooy Control Analysls (FCA) FY 94 5338 627 42522.3 
Measurement General Purpose Support System FY 94 771.3 266 31 439.7 
Measurement Global Positioning System and Dab FY 01 1661 743 58570.8 
Measurement Gulf Test Ranges FY 86 8760 6503 201945.7 
Meesmment Hellfire Pmductlw, VwRation Test FY 94 3579.8 320 101702.7 
Measurement Multi-Spechl Test and Training En FY 94 8760 660 283260.2 
Measurement ~~ Optics  SUP^ FY 94 6863 881 1241 90.6 
Measurement Radars (FPSlGs) FY 04 7524.1 1729 109402.9 
Measurement Range Communlcatbn (BMg44) FY 94 4663 9 1784 93165.7 
Measurement Range Moblle Targeh Support (RN FY 01 779.3 136 85592.5 
Measurement Telemetry Mmaummmt FY 06 5429.9 1265 64727.9 



: Key Potnts:. 

Key Points: 

* Time did not pernit discussion ofcriteria 6-8.. 

The TJC.SG will meet agaia on Thursday, 2 December 2094 in Pentagon Xm 4E987 from 
0900-1 I00 h~ EST. 

1. Dr. Short will Further develop d ~ e  scenar;;o data process to Incorporate additional 
' . d e t d  md pmmt to the TSCSC'T at the 2 Decsnbsr 22004 TJCSG Meeting. 
. . 2. The stibgbup will ideatif11 wbwe any &if$ in MiGtsrry Value have occ-xred, 

docement why zny cha?.ges occtlrrd and ensm the results horn the roll-.up 
: rneihodology are rezsanable. The subgoups fill1 look at e2ch.d the?r scenarios to 

msure.they sfiIl mzke sense &yen thenew 3fiXtar-y Va!tae caldauom-usib.g.the ml'l- 
,up xncthodology. -byconccms will be presented to the I"JCSG the 2 December 

. . 2004 TJCSG Meeting. . . .  

. 3. .The Andys-is T e r n  will perform a sensitivity mafysis for the roll+? methodology 
- mcipesent. to fhe: TJCSG at the 2 December 2004 TJCSG.Mc&ng. 

.- . 
, 4. The Army Principal will prepart: ?he just.fication s12temenf for why Aberdu 

. . . . .  ddeted:from sca;srios TE.CH-0002, .TECH-001 8, TECX-00 i 9, and ,TECH-! 
. . .  . . 



James T. Hill 
BRAC Commission 
2521 South Clark Street, Suite 600 
Arlington VA 22202 

I am writing you as a concerned ciliren, relircd Air 1:orce I.[ Colonel, an ex-Operations 
Officer from the 46 'Test S q i d r o n  (46 'I'S) at Egli~i AF13 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 lnforrnation Systems Test & Evaluation to 
Edwards Air Force Base, CA." 

All the other BRAC recommcnd;~tions lisl  lie military mils that arc moving. In the case 
of the Eglin recommcnclalion, lhcy cover very broad ~u-eas. a id hm,e led lo conl'i~sion and 
the possible iilclusion of' the 46TS's C'ommmd and Control (C2) I'cst and Evaluation 
(T&E) mission. I believe there must have been a complete mis~u~~derstandingg 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 C41SR 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 acquisit~ons. ( I'licy ,ue respons~blc li)r all lie\\ Al- C-iISR acquisitions), 
and only one program out of thc o ~ h c ~  hall' \\,is rcslccl ,I[ I ~ l \ \ ~ ~ c l b ' !  I:glln is h e  only 
AFMC C41 T&E 1:uc111~~ A11 C'41 l'ctl: h,lj ,rl~catlq been ctr~~~ollcl~ulecl at Lglin, per 
AFITE direction 1 1 1  1996 (See at t~cl imen~ 1 )  As 11 is cirrrcnlly 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 IZY03 (we've grown uboul 30% ~u year since then) of C4I testing 
a year co~npared to $6M dollars a year lo r  I:cl\\x~ds. Obviously ~ V C I . Y O I I C  \,vas~i'l using the 
same definition of Inf'orma~ion Yys~cms I'cchnology 'l'&l3. In  ~ h c  case 01' Eglin, the 66 
FTEs listed were only the mili~ary 2nd gover~lment I2'I'Es 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-malters were not aware 01' the major changes that have taken 
place in the last 10 years in the area ol'C2 'I'&L<, and assumcci i t  could be consolidated 
with legacy EW testing. I f '  Air I;orce Manuals separak the C'4l (AFMAN 99- 1 1 1 )  and 
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-1 12) 'lest and Evaluation processes because they lack 
similarity, why would anyone assulne 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 C41SR mission area's 
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 TS had with Edwards AFB facilities or . personnel has been 011 a L'ew datalink ~csls.  I he du~olink porlion of Eglin's C41SR 
missioii involves only one ol' the 46 13's nine organizatiunal areas. In xidition, over the 
last 10 years the 46 I'S has crc:~tcd detacli~ne~lts and located personnel where they are 
required to do the C41SR 'I &11 mission. We ;IIY a1 I lanscom A1:13 MA supporting ESC 
acquisition test managers, Langleq AFU V A  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 1.0 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 Informa~ion Sysle~iis 'l'csl ,mi Evduation (T&E) military value (MV), 
Eglin (.3174) has almost [\\ice 1l.e MlV ol'I,cl\\:~rds ( 1833). Why is C4ISR being nlovcd 
to a location will1 a lower MV'! lt seems " m l l i l q  j~~dgc lncn~"  was used (See attachment 
3), but it must have been applied in error. 'l'lie B1UC 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 01' netv~oi-klb~~tlespace C41 systems covering the spectrum from 
strategic objective planning to the bomb hitting the target and battle damage assessment 
(BDA). 

If the Eglin C41SR 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 combat an^ Commander's air battle plan), to the networlting of the 
aircraft Wings and Squadrons, to the sol'tware aircrews use to plan combat missions and 
use to program the aircraft compllter and advanced weapons, to the datalinlts and satellite 



connectivity that allows real-time mission upclating/retasI<i~~g 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 ol' Defense (OSD) policy is not to move 
contractors. How can you rcplace the loss ol'this expertise and still prcserve a C2 DT&E 
capability. Addi~ionally, durmg [he l995 I3lLAC EW rcalignn~cn~, only one person 
actually transferred li-om 13glin to I;,clwards! 1111s will all be i~nplcmen~ed at a ~ i m e  when 
the Air Force is accelerating the development ,mi jiclding ol'C'-+ISI< systems. What will 
the strategic impacts be to the riation's ability to lield 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 il',ou 11~1vc any qucs~ions or need fi~rther 
information. 

W. Scot Crookshanks 
850 897-8033 
scotc 1 O@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

WASHINGTON OC 

FRO?& HQUSAFfIZ 
1650 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1650 

SUBJECT: Responsible Test Organization (RTO) for Test and Evaluation (T&E) of 
C31 Systems 

Over the past few years, the Air Force has been struggling with how to 
improve developmental test and evaluation (DT&E) for C41 systems. The T&E 
Mission Element Boaid (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 RTO stmcture as a way to improve C41 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 C41 RTO discussion has drifted to a contest over where to Iocate a 
single C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at  Eglin AFB and ESC at 
Hanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO finctioq-spec5cally 
how to ensure this firnction is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for aircraft and. munition systems. 

The AF ScientiEc Advisory ~ o & d  (SAB) 1994 ~ o & a r e  T&E Study ident3ed . 

inadequate DTBE 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 firnction outside the test center stmcture as Iong as we ensure 
the selected organization is qualified to serve as an RTO. The Airborne Laser Lab 
(ABL) program is a recent e-uample. Given the current phase and nature of the 
program, the SPO is presently best q d e d  to conduct RTO duties. However, we 
anticipate the  RTO finction will transition to one of our test centers a t  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 C41 T&E 
mission area. Now i t  is time for our nest step-to establish a single focal point with 
the  overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This single focal point 



Section 32 T ethnical, Question 4284 Test Resource Usage Peak 

~glin AFB ~~~ili~ies/~apahilitirs 

5 Peak 8 Annual Labof 
4 Test Resource Name or Year For 8 Annual Test 7 Annual Test Events Hours expended 

3 Test Resource Catqwy Descriptor (lnclude Unlque Test Hours H o w  In Peak during Peak Year durlng Peak Ycar 
1 Orgoode (Text) 2 Teahnlwl CapilMltly (Llsy (Urt) IdenHfler) (Text) (LlsQ Year (Hr) 

22 46 TW Air fJ(affwms 8760 804 99434.8 
(Count) 

Mnital Modeling and Simulatlol SEEK EAGLE Moddine and Slmuk FY 03 
(HI) 

22 46TW Smm, Elsctronlce and EW Hardware in the Loop 
22 46 lW Weapons Technofogy Hardware In the Loop 
22 46TW 4( Information systeme~~echdcgy Installed System ~ e &  

NIA 
Weapons Tech- 
Sensonr. Ekcbwriar and EW 
W W n s  T d n o l o g ~  
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Ted~nology 
Weapons Techndogy 
Weapons Technology 
SM~OOIS, Elecbonin, and EW 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technulogy 
Weapars Techndogy 
Weapons Technology 
Samore. Electmnh and EW 
Wbapons Thndogy 
Weapons Technofogy 
Weapom Tectlroloey 
Weapons Technology 
W e a m  Techndogy 
Sencore, Elechoni end EW 
Weepons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weapons Technology 
Weepons Technology 
Weapons Technology 

Installed System Test 
Installed System Test 
!nstalled System Teat 
M-ment 
Measurement. 
Messursmmt 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Mmsursment 
Mwurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Meesurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Measurement 
Meesurement 
Measurement 
Memumment 

Data Unk Test Facifity - FY 02 
Guided Weapons Eval Facilky (Oh FY 01 
Command and Control OPS FY 03 
McKinley Cllmetic Ceboratory FY 02 
PrefligM Integration d Munltbs an FY 02 
Base Installation Security Systems FY 96 

(m) FY 85 
Gun Test F a c l l i i  (A-22,CB4, C- FY 03 
Munltiona S m  Area ('2-744 FY 03 
Simulated Test Environment (or Mu FY 94 
Klnetlc Energy Munltiana Test Fpdl FY 88 
Shallow Water Mine Pond (B-70) FY 02 
Chicken LltUe Compora\d N 01 
Air to Ground Ranges FY 97 
Armament Syatems TestiTreinlng E FY 97 
Command Guldance Transmitter S: FY 94 
Elech Optical Evaluatkm Complex FY 95 
Eledrwrk: Systems Test Facility (A. FY 08 
Frequency ConW Ana\y&s (FCA) M 94 
General Purpose Support Systems FY 94 
G)obal Poeitionlng System and Dab FY 01 
Gulf Test Renges FY 96 
Hellfire Pmductlon Verification Test FY 94 
Multi-Spectral Test and TraIning En FY 94 
Photo Optics Support FY 04 
Radars (FPS-16s) FY 94 
Range Communlcatlon (Bldg 44) FY 94 
Rango Moblls T argets Support (RU FY 01 
Telemeiry Measursment N W  



: Key Points: 
. . .  

. e For TECE-&Iog;the h.fi]it;q;Val~e rolCupdidaot ir.mrnbi;ie JT~CC wd tk ?iXt~y 
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Key Points: 

* Time did not permit ctiscussisn of this scenaiio. 

Criteria 6-8 0 v c n - k ~  - CDR J G c h e  

* Time did not p m i t  discussion ofcriteria 6-8.. 

The TJCSG wi!l meet again on Thursday, 2 December 2004 in Pe&gan Zrn 4387 from 
0900-1 100 htus EST. 

. . 

I .  Dr. Short.wili Fclnher develop Ihe scenaijo ddta process lo Incorporate add.;tionzl 
' . detail and 3ese33t to the T J a G  at the 2 Decmbsr 20004 TJCSG 4i;leeing. 

. 2. The S E ~ ~ T O U ~ S  will idenfSj W ~ C X  aay sfif!! in Mif j tary Value have occurred, 
. document why any chznges occumd and enswe the remits f ioa  the mu-.up 

methodology arc rezsonable. The subgroups will Iok at e8ch.d their scen3rios to 
, . ensure-they still make sense &en the new Military Value caEculations.usifi.~.the mH- 

,tip rne!hodotogy. - k y  cwcems will be presented to the TXCSG ar the 2 Deceizbe? 
. . 

, . . 2004 TKSC Meeting. 
, 3. . The ~ h d y s i s  T e m  will perform a sensitivity analysis for the mI1-y  methodology 
. - 

. wdpmenr to the TJCSG at the 2 December 2ON 'rjCSG,X4eeting. 
........ 

, 4. The Amy Prho,:psl will prepare d~ejus~,fic~tion. skzternent for why Aherdcr 
. . .  . . . .  . . .  

d&lded:£.om, s c ~ a r i o s  TECH-0002, .TECH-0018, TECH-001 9, andTECH-! 
. - 



Sue E. T ~ ~ r n e r  
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 I0 years. As the Operations Officer in 
charge of planning and coordinating the I995 L3RAC move of' the 46 '1's Electronic 
Warfare (EW) mission to Ed\.viisds AFL3 CA. 1 have several major concerns about the 
proposal to "Realign Eglin ,\if I;'orcc Base. I:\.., by  reloca~ing Air & SppL~ce Se~lsors, 
Electronic Warfare & Electronics and Inlbrmation 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 r n ~ ~ s t  have been a conlplete lnisunderstanding of the 
definition of C41SR and Inlbrmation Systems that M ' O L I ~ ~  lead anyone to consider 
consolidating it with EW. 'Ihrec ol 'd~c b~ggcst indica~ors of tllis are: 

1) How can C41SR testing be considered Ibr consolidation, iS Eglin (46 13) does 
over half of all the Air Force Material Cornnland (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 C41 T&E facility. All C41 T&E has already been consolidated at Eglin, per 
AFITE 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. I t  would be a complete waste of money to move this 
mission area. All Eglin EW tesling was already movcd to I3lwards in the 1995 BRAC. 

2) Since basically none of the ESC C41SC tcsting is cond~~cted a t  Edwards (13~11 
they do a great deal 01' sensor a~ld electronic warfhre systems), how can Edwards AFB 
claim manpower of 552 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) and Eglin only have 66. Eglin does 
$1 8.9M 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 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 'I3 

3) Only Eglin certificcl i t  had fi~cilities to support InSo Systems, Sensors and EW 
(question 4284), however Edwards indicated i t  only had facilities for sensors and E W .  
(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 99-1 11) and 
Electronic Warfare (AFMAN99-112) Test and Evaluation processes because they lack 
similarity, why would anyone iissullle they could be consolidated? In addition, these 
manuals are over 10 years old and tlie C41SR impacts, processes and deiinitions of' 
C41SR have changed significantly and diverged ~ ~ w w n d o u s l y  li-om sensors andlor EW in 
that period. Eglin has been clcsignntccl, and is the only Air Force base conducting 
developinenla1 1'&E 01' s tr~~tegic C 2  s ~ s t c ~ i i s .  Since thc Lglin C41SII ~nission area's 
creation in 1995, the only interaction the 46 1 3  liad with Edwards A t B  l'acilities or 
personnel has been on a few tlatalinlt tests. The datalinlt 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 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, w d  Sari Antonio 'rX supporting Information Operations. 
We are where we need to be ro do tlie mission. m d  wc haven't seen a need Ibr a 
detacl~ment at Edwxds. In acl.lition, ol' : i l l  the Air Force C2 Combined l'cst I:orceb 
(CTF), no organi~alion ii-om Eri\\wds is ;I member o f m j  ol'tliem! 

If in the area of lnfornlation Systeins Test and Evaluation (T&E) military value (MV), 
Eglin (.3 174) 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 ( 1  4 Nov 2004 Issue # 1 1-1 5-04-0 1). 
Even if this judgement had anything to do with the slightly greater FTE capacity at 
Edwards, this is also in en-or, since it didn't take in to nccocunt the 50,000 square loot 
uniquely designed C2 T e s ~  Operations I'icili~y, a reccntly completed, 5 year, S20M 
MILCON. The HIIAC plan does 11o1 include any MILCOM a1 Edwards, and the new 
Eglin C41 Test Operation facility was specifically designed to encompass end-to-end 
interoperability testing of networWbattlespace C41 systems covering the spectrum froin 
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 tlie 33 Fighter Wing, and the 
numerous Tyndall 1:-22s. l'his tcapubility wo~~lcl also be required by the JSF training 
planning to be moved to Eglin. 

. The location ol'the C4ISR testing at Egli~i allows complete end -bend  tcs~ing 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 datalinlts and satellite 



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

The manpower proposed to trans1L.r is management and leadership positions. The in- 
depth C2 lesting and syslems lin~.)\vlctlge is pro\iicleii by  h e  ovcr 200 conisactors in the 46 
TS. C2 testing is a lechnicully intensive discil~line with a limited expertise pool to draw 
from. A significant point is h t :  BliAC 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 mtion's ability lo field and test C41 systems if the only 
Squadron with the capability to do in~eroperabili~y testing is, in effect disbanded? No 
one else is doing this critical \v01k. mcl \.vc c a n  not \mil 10 years lo build i~ again 
somewhere else. 1 his is par~iculusly i~nportiui~ as wc enkr il more n e l ~ o r l ~ - ~ e n t r i ~  way 
of commanding and controlling our wurf?gIiters. 

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 O@aol.com 
13 18 Rosewood Cove 
Niceville F1 32578 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEAOQUARTERS UNITED R A T E S  AIR FORCC 

WASHINGTON oC 

FROM: HQ USAFA'E 
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 C41 systems. The T&E 
Mission Element Boaid (MEB) has been the forum for healthy discussions 
concerning establishing a C41 RTO structure as a way to  improve C41 DT&E. In 
order to  come t o  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 locatiodtest center versus a 
responsibility (or function) that may be assigned to  a test center or o ther  test 
agencies. The C41 RTO discussion has drifked to a contest over where to locate a 
single C41 RTO, with the key contestants being AFFDTC at  Egin AFB and ESC at 
Eanscom AFB. We need to refocus efforts on the C41 RTO findion-spec5dy 
how to ensure this fundion is performed with the same structured and disciplined 
approach as used for aircraft and munition systems. 

The A3 S c i e n a c  Advisory ~ o & d  (SAB) 1994 ~ o k a r e  T&E Study idenaed 
inadequate DTSEE as one of the primary mot 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 s e a  as the RTO, 

7 

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

We view RTO as a function being perf'ormed 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 q u a e d  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 C41 DT&E by 
infusing structure and discipline.. Establishing the C41 SFTC office was an 
important step towards bringing this structure and discipline to the C41 T&E 
mission area. Now it is time for our next step-to establish a singIe focal point with 
the overall responsibility of managing the C4I test function. This singie focal point 
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W e e m  Technology Measurement Shallow Water Mlne Pond (6-70) FY 02 500.5 38 11040.4 * 
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Key Polnts: 

* Time did not permit discuss-NI ofthis scenario. 

-- 
Criteria 6-8 0 v c n - k  - CDE hd'etone 

Key Points: 

* Time did not p m i i  discussion ofCriteiia 6-8.. 

Dr. Shofl.wiIl enher develop b e  scenario data pracess to incorporate add.itiond3 
detd  stnd presmt to the T J G G  at the. 2 Decsnbsr 2004 TJCSG Meering. 
The s~bgoups will idmtifjr ~i3cre aiiy d~i& in Mitrary Va1u.e inve occurred, 
document why my chmges occzlrrd and ensure. the results &on Lhe roll-up 
meihodology ate rmsonable. .The su'ss~oups wiiI Imli at each.of th&r scenarios to 
ensye.they still m&e sense gi3c.en  he new 34ibtary Value cdcirlaioos.usibg.the roll- 
,up methodoIogy. -.?lay concerns wiIl be presented to the TKSG a the 2 December 
2004 TJCSG Meeting. 
T'he Analysis T m .  wifi perfonn a sensitivity analysis for the roll-qi mthcldology 

. md'pr?s?nt. to fbe TJCSG et the 2 December 20M TJCSG ,Meeting. 
The A m y  Principal will prepre the jus6frcation. mlement for why .Aberdcc 
de1eted:frorn scecsrios TE.CH-0002, .TECH-OOI 8, TEC'H-01)i 9, and,TECH-! 



FAX: 1 I Pages including cover 3 1 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 (IJT) Site 

Ma'am. 

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

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



GEORGE H. NEWMAN 
33 5 Ruckel Drive 

Niceville FL 32578 
(850) 729-0924 

newman@cox.net 

May 26,2005 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
255 1 South Clark Street Suite 600 
Arlington VA 22202 

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

This feedback is in response to the Secretary of Defense's May 13,2005 BRAC 
recommendations regarding Eglin ,4ir 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-I 5 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 takeoffllandings in the Eglin AFB area have almost doubled from 54,007 
landings in 1988 to 102,171 landings actuallprojected for 2005 (Attachment 2). 

Eglin AFB Total airline landings (actual and projected) Dec 2004-Nov 2005: 8 149 
Eglin AFB Total airline landings (actual) 1988: 3670 
Destin Airport (actual) Jan 2004-Dec 2004: 94022 
Destin Airport (actual) Jan 1988-Dec I 988: 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 i n  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 137' and 33rd Fighter Wing's F-15 operations be 
locatedhe ocated to a less air traffic. congested military base. b 
GEORGE H. NEWMAN Attachments: 

1. Air Forcc Form 707A 
2. Civil Aircraft Landings (Provided 

by FAA & County) 
3.  Safety Assessor's Biography 
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. RATEE IDENTIFICATION D A T A  (Reoh .,FR 36.10 corefully before filling in any iten., - 
. NAME (I,ast, Fml ,  M~ddle  Initial) 2. SSN 3. GRADE 4. DAFSC 

N E W M A N ,  GEORGE H. 4 4 6 - 4 6 - 7 2 1 6  ~a jor  X145SY 
I. PERIOD OF REPORT 6. NO. DAYS SUPERVISION 7. REASON FOR REPORT 

From. 1 Dey 8 7  I T h r u .  I _ , 1 7  A u ~  88 2 6 1  CRO 
9. PAS CODE 

EDOHFB7H 

I. U N I T  MISSION D SCRIPTION 
Numbered A #  J?orce3$va1enk r  opment, t e s t ,  and 
e v a l u a t i o n  of DOD nd a l l i e d  Eo e systems and 
a s s o c i a t e d  equipment. Manages a c q u i s i t i o n  of 
weapons sys tems,  subsystems,  and r e l a t e d  equip 
II. JOB DESCRIPTION 1. DUTY TITLE: C h i e f  of F l i g h t  S a t e t y  
!- K E Y  TASKS-AN0 RESPONS'B'L'T'ES' Led  the  F l i g h t  Safe ty  program a t  t h e  l a r g e s t  A i r  
Force base i n  t he  f r e e  world.  p r o v i d e d  t h e  s a f e t y  guidance needed t o  
accomplish muni t ions  t e s t i n g  on 4 3  d i f f e r e n t  t e s t  a i r c r a f t  inc lud ing  F-16,  
F -15 ,  A - 1 0 ,  - 1 1  F-4, T-38, UH-1, and C-130. D i r e c t s  coord ina ted  s a f e t y  
e f f o r t s  of s i x  d i f f e r e n t  major f l y i n g  o rgan i za t i ons  from t n r e e  major commands 
t o  ope ra t e  i n  t h e  most congested a i r s p a c e  i n  the  USAF. F l i e s  photo chase 
mission i n  t he  T-38 t o  the  very edges oE the opera t ing  envelope.  
V. IMPACT ON MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT 
--Provided changes t o  Air Force procedures  to  monitor F-100 eng ines  i n  t h e  
F-16 t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  r e l i a b i  

V .  PERFORMANCE FACTORS DOES NOT MEETS 
MEET STANDARDS STANDARDS 

I. Job K n o w l e d g e  
I a s  knowledge  required to per form duties effectively. 
i t r ives to improve th is  knowledge.  
Npplies knowledge  to handle nonrout ine situations. 

2. Leadership S k i l l s  
je ts  and enforces standards. Mot ivates subordinate!;. Works wel l  
~ i t h  others. Fcster; t c a n ~ ; ~ i k .  Disp!~y: initia?i?re. Self-confident. 
4as respect a n d  confidence of subordmates. Fair and consistent 
n evaluat ion of subordinates. 

3. Professional Qual i t ies 
h h i b i t s  loyalty, discipline, dedication, integri ty,  and honesty. 
qdheres to Air Force standards. Accepts personal re!.ponsibility. 
s fa i r  and  objective. 

1. Organ iza t iona l  Skills 
Plans, coordinates, rchedules, a n d  uses resources effectively. 
Scheduler w o r k  fo r  self a n d  others equitably and effectively 
Ant~c ipates and  solves problems. Meets suspenses. 

5. Judgment  a n d  Decisions 
Makes t imely and accurate decisions. Emphasizes logic i n  
decision making. Retains composure i n  stressful situations. 
Recognizes oppor tun i t ies and acts t o  take advantage o f  them 

6. Commun ica t ion  Skills 
Listens, speaks, a n d  wri tes effectively. 



J I I 1 
VI. RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT 

Major Newman has provided exce l l en t  management and l eade r sh ip  Of t he  F l i g h t  
Safe ty  Divis ion.  He has provided inpu t s  t o  over 3 0  d i f f e r e n t  tes t  p r o j e c t s  
t h a t  were e s s e n t i a l  t o  the completion of a l l  t h e s e  t e s t s  without l o s s  of l i f e  

v o r  a i r c r a f t .  His i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  of i n c i d e n t s  t h a t  occur i n  the a i r  t r a f f i c  
c o n t r o l  system of the  busiest  Air Force base  i n  t h e  f r e e  world have been 
thorough. He provided changes t o  o p e r a t i o n s  t h a t  have continued t o  improve 
t h e  opera t ions  of a i r  t r a f f i c  i n  the Eglin  area.  ~ecommend s e l e c t i o n  f o r  

I 
Senior  Se rv i ce  School. 

NAME, GRADE. BR OF SVC. ORGN, COMD, LOCATION DUTY T I T L E  DATE 

JAMES A. SAMPSON, L T C ,  USAF Direc to r  of Base Safe ty  6 Sep 88 
SSN 

NAME, GRADE, ER OF SVC. ORGN, COMD, LOCATION 

E D W A R D  L .  HUBBARD, C O L ,  USAF 
Armament Div is ion  ( A F S C )  
Egl in  AFB FL 

VIII. REVIEWER 

Instructions 

NAME. GRADE, BR OF SVC, ORGN. COMD, LOCATION 

GLENN E. MESSERLI, Colonel, USAF 
Armament Divisi~n ( A F S C )  
E g l i n  AFB FL 

All: Recommendations must be based on performance and the potential  based on that  performance. Promot ion 
recommendations are prohibited. Do not consider or comment an completion of or enrol lment in ?ME, advanced 
education, previous or ant~cipated promotion recommendations on AF Form 709, OER indorsement levels. family activities, 
marital status, race, sex, ethnic origin, age, or rel ig~on. 

Rater: Focus your evaluation i n  Section IV on what the officer did, how well he or she did i t  and h o w  the  officer 
contributed t o  mission accomplishment. Write i n  concise "bullet" format. Your comments i n  Section VI may include 
recommendations for augmentation or assignment. 

D U T Y  TITLE DATE 

Chief of Staff 6 Oct 88 

Additional Rater: Carefully review the rater's evaluation t o  ensure it is accurate, unbiased, and uninf lated.  I f  you 
disagree, you may ask the rater t o  review his or her evaluation. You may not direct a change i n  the evaluation. I f  you still 
disagree w i th  the rater, mark 'NONCONCUR" and explain. You may include recommendations for augmentation or 
assignment 

ss N 

3su-=m3 

Reviewer: Carefully review the rater's and additional rater's ratings and comments. I f  their evaluations are accurate, 
unbiased, and uninflated,,mark the form "CONCUR" and sign the  form. If you disagree w i th  previous evaluators, you may 
ask them to review their evaluations. You may not direct them to  change their appraisals. If you still disagree w i t h  the  
additional rater, mark "NONCONCUR" and explain i n  Section VIII. Do not use "NONCONCUR" simply t o  provide comments 

. an  the report. 
. - - - - . - .  .-.a - -  .- 
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George H. Newman 
Mr. Newman is a former Senior Flight 
Safety Auditor for the SAIC ESOHCAMP 
program. He was responsible for assessing 
the flying safety programs of ANG bases 
throughout the Unitcd States, ensuring their 
compliance with DoD, USAF, and AN(; 
compliance directives. He was the Kirtlantl 
AFB Inspector General, responsible for 
assessing readiness, discipline, efliciency 
and economy of wing units, and 
implementing IG policies and programs. A'j  
Logistics Group Commander at Princc 
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 i n  
contractual responsibilities, ensured combat 
readiness of % 1.1 B of conventional 
munilions. He was responsible for a $10M 
budget. As Chief of Flight Safety. 
Armament Division, Eglin AFB, he led tht: 
tlight safety program directing coordinated 
safety efforts of six separate major tlying 
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 
DClD 1/14 SBIISSBI-PR 950623 Security 
Clearance upon military retirement 

Masters Degree. Management, Troy Sfufe 
University. 1 988 
Bachelor of Science, Aeronautical 
Technology, Okla. State Univ, 1974 
Graduate, USAF Senior Officers, Aircraft 
Maintenance Course, 1992 
Graduate, USAF Flight Safety, Officers 
Course, 1986 
Commercial Pilot Rating, FAA 
Aircraft Airframe Mechanic, FAA 
Aircraft Powerplant Mechanic, FAA 

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY 
r Senior Flight Safely Auditor, SAIC, 

2002-2004 
Inspector General, Kirtland Air Force 
Base 1998-2000 
Commander, Logistics Group, Saud~ 
Arabia 1997-1998 
Chief of Flight Safety, Armament 
Division 1987- 1988 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 

ANG, ESOHCAMP, Nationwide 

Scnior Flight Safety Aud~tor 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 basc in the free world by directing coordinated 
safety efforts of six separate major flying organiirations 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 
lest 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 a 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 dcpots under 
his assessment purview. 


