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At your August 11, 2005 hearrng on Air National Guard issues, a number of matters were
discussed that warrant comment. As the\AdJutant General of the only state with an Air National
Guard unit slated for “deactivation” under the DoD BRAC report, I believe it’s important to

| ~ reinforce some of the points made ‘by the representatives of the Adjutants General Association

L and to refute some of the comments made by the Air Force: representatrves

First off, I want to agaln thank you your fellow Commlssmners and your fine staff for
. your service in undertaking the dauntlng task of reviewing and making decisions on the DoD
‘ - BRAC recommendations. Iappreciate your efforts to obtain additional input on Air National
" Guard issues and to try to reach an outhme that will take a'ccount of state and federal concerns.
- I believe Generals Lempke, Valvala Maguire and Haugen did an outstanding job of describing
* how the DoD and Air Force recommendatlons will damage the very military values that this

BRAC round was supposed ta support l :

‘ i

. The reason for the “ﬁrestorm oﬂ controversy that Admlral Gehman described is clear: It
is not that the Air Force “messed with”'the Guard; it is that the Air Force messed up the process,
the analyses and the results. While giving lip service to maintaining the Air National Guard as

" full,-partnemn the, Total E orce, thfey,,s,hﬂovged’ W?P},§Ck s%eet and understanding for the federalism
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y worded account of the Air Force s 1nteract10n w1th the
N Ational Guard Bureau djutants General on plans for Air National Guard units.

Iﬁ General Heckman S remarks C alnly illustrate the problem with the Air Force approach to, and

' understandlng of Guard-Te ; eld “[:”c{[l isilies. He said the Air Force briefed the TAGs on the “reasons
for what we’re domg alorllg i !M Ut‘ thi fundamental principles that founded our analysis.” He said
he interacted w1th the Ait D ir‘ie'”c t!c!>r!ate of the NGB more closely than he did with major

i commands. He even asserted!; 1'1t ihe went to the trouble to give the adjutants general, who are

A

major (two-star) generals ; the| ‘sam!e briefings he gave four-star generals in the major commands
and the Pentagon, as if thls Som ehow met the requirements for coordination and cooperation w1th
the Air Force’s partners in the 'Natronal Guard.
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I was hoping that one of the Commissioners would have asked General Heckman what he
told me and the other the adjutants general about plans for our specific ANG units, and when he
told us. You know the answer: Nothing and never. Why didn’t the Air Force do what the Army
did and involve state officials in a cooperative dialogue about their plans?

Commissioner Newton asked the TAG panel why the BRAC Commission should give the
Adjutants General more time to work with the Air Force on Future Total Force plans through the
normal planning processes when they have already had two years and couldn’t reach an
agreement. It’s true that the Air Force has been working on its BRAC plans for years, but the : |
TAGs were not consulted or otherw1se 1nvolved in BRAC-related dec1s1on-makmg by the A1r

he ‘he” ing, the TAGS have an excellent record of workmg with the Air Force and

’ ‘acconiphshmg programmatic changes and unit movements through the regular planning and

' budgeting process. The reason to put this back on track is simple: It’s the right way to deal with
the kind of transformation proposed by the Air Force.

The Chief of the National Guard Bureau, LTG H. Steven Blum, called on the
Commission to adopt the DoD recommendations as submitted and then let him fix them and
address the states’ concerns. General Blum is no doubt in a difficult situation: He recognizes the
Air Force recommendations have to be changed, and he urges flexibility to do so. As Chief of the
National Guard Bureau, he is under pressure to comply with the DoD positions. The way to

" accomplish the goals described by General Blum is for the Commission to reject the DoD

“recommendations for the ANG and put this process back on the right track involving future total
force planning in a coordinated manner. This is the best way to give LTG Blum, the Air Force
and the TAGs and governors, the chance to work together effectively.

Homeland defense and homeland security are issues of great importance to Pennsylvania,
to our nation as a whole and to your Commission. The Air Force representatives said the
enclaves of expeditionary combat support forces left at some ANG flying installations in the
BRAC recommendat1ons helped meet the governors needs for homeland defense and homeland
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maintain military flying operations in this key location with a well-trained, ready and reliable
National Guard force to respond to both state and federal contingencies.

Finally, Secretary Dominguez addressed General Blum’s call for a flying unit in every
state with the astonishing observation that there is a flying wing in every state and it’s called the
Civil Air Patrol. Secretary Dominguez went to some pains to insist he wasn’t saying the CAP

- had the capabilities of the Air National Guard. But the fact that he would even draw this

comparison shows just how far the Air Force is willing to go to try to justify their unsupportable
recommendations for programmatic changes to ANG units.

, support to the éAP than all but one or two other states, but the CAP does not function under state

command and control, as does the National Guard. Its volunteers, nearly half of whom are youth,
are neither trained nor equipped to respond to the kinds of contingencies we face. Finally, I
should note that DoD will close a CAP operating location in Southeastern Pennsylvania 1f you
approve the recommendation to close NAS JRB Wlllow Grove.

Thank you again for holding the hearing on August 11. I know that some of the
Commissioners expressed disappointment or frustration that the Adjutants General and the Air
Force had not come to a solution. It is grossly unfair to blame the TAGs and the states for this
situation or to expect the TAGs to produce in a period of weeks a substitute for the plan the Air
Force has developed, without consultation or coordination, over a period of years. The Air Force
told you that, “in prior rounds of BRAC, National Guard leaders could not bring themselves to
embrace the needed change,” but that “this time, that courage is evident.” In my view, real
courage is evident in the adjutants general and governors who have stood up to DoD and sought

to get this process back on the right track. I know that it will take courage and foresight for the
Commission to vote down the DoD recommendations for the Air National Guard, and I urge you

to do so.
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