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Geographic Comparison Between Nevada Counties and U.S. States

A Sampling of Five Counties out of 17
| (Listed in Square Miles)

Nevada Geography Nearly Equal To
Clark County 8,090 © New Jersey
| Elko County 17,202 | ~ Maryland + Connecticut
Lincoln County 10,636 Massachusetts
Nye County 18,158 | New Hampshire +
| New Jersey

Washoe County 6,551 Connecticut +
o | Rhode Island

U.S. States
8,721

17,950

10,554

18,071

7,088
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C-130 AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT

-58% CHANGE
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Military Value = Effective Recruiting and Retention
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! Governor of Nevada SR

’_Iflelstlmony before the BRAC Commlssmn

Ref: Reno-Tahoe Intern‘atlonal Airport/Air Guard Station and Hawthorne Army Depot
i Clovis, N.M.

June 24, 2005

Mr. Chairman and members of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission, I would like
to begin by thanking you for your commitment in facing the tough challenge of reviewing and
validating the recommendations made by the Department of Defense in the 2005 Base Realignment
and Closure process. Nevadans appreciate and support the efforts of Congress and support the
concept of the BRAC process.

However, in reviewing the recommendations released in May, it is clear there was no
objective review or application of any standard criteria to many of the locations identified for
realignment or closure. In particular, the recommendations call for the realignment of the One
Hundred and Fifty-Second Airlift Wing of the Nevada Air National Guard and closure of the
Hawthorne Army Depot. These recommendations require your close scrutiny for many reasons.

Review of the data collected and the conclusions supposedly based on that data reveal the
information is either incorrect or the format of the “data call” prohibited a true picture of these
facilities. Several key leaders in the state are with me today and will provide more detail, but I'd like
to start by addressing how the BRAC process failed.

Regarding the Nevada Air National Guard, not only was the call for information flawed in
the way it was gathered and analyzed, it made conclusions that are categorically wrong. Others here
today will identify some specific errors in this part of the process, including “skewed data calls” that
failed to present a true picture of the land, logistics, and capabilities of the Nevada Air Guard base,
but I would like to talk to you about issues that appear to have been omitted from the process
altogether.

First and foremost is the department's failure to comply with the federal law that requires
both consultation and concurrence with the Governor of a state before acting to close or move a
Guard unit assigned in a state. Our founding fathers understood the need for the federal government
to provide support and resources to the militia of the states. They also recognized states must have
the authority to ensure the safety and best interest of its citizens. The department's failure to
recognize any Governor’s role in this process is simply unacceptable.

I do not believe the BRAC process gave any consideration to the vast state mission the
Nevada Guard performs. In a state with yearly wildfires, annual flooding ... one which lies on
hundreds of fault lines ... one with the largest dam in the United States ... one with hundreds of
miles between metropolitan centers ... and one with cities and tourist attractions that are very
attractive targets to terrorists ... it is apparent that BRAC process disregarded the National Guard's
Constitutional obligation to the State of Nevada.

Unless called to federal active duty service, the Nat10na1 Guard is under the control of the
Governor, the commander-in-chief. In Nevada’s situation, the C-130s are an invaluable asset to such
a geographically large state.

The Air Guard ... at state expense ... transports personnel and equipment to assist our
citizens when their homes are in danger of being flooded.

The Air Guard ... at state expense ... trains our city, county, and state first responders,
helping keep Nevadans safe. ' ‘

’ The Air Guard ... at state expense ... serves as part of our Nevada emergency response plan,
and delivers medical supplies in the most expeditious manner, should a mass casualty event occur.

- The Air Guard ... at state expense ... fights raging wildfires and keeps flames away from
homes and families.
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The Guard C-130s are a resource the State of Nevada depends upon heav11y . and simply
cannot do without.

Basing the realignment decision on flawed data collection and analysis methods, then
disregarding one half of the Guard's dual state and federal mission, idoes great injustice to our
military as a whole and the c1tlzens of our state. But I ask you to take a careful and thoughtful look at
what Nevada and the nation stand to lose in the BRAC process and to also examine how the
information was obtained. I thmk you'll see what a disservice this BRAC process did to the Nevada
Air National Guard.

I am also compelled to bnng your attention to the severely ﬂawed data and incorrect analysis
in the Army BRAC Report Wthh recommends closure of the Hawthorne Army Depot. The process
considering Hawthomne seems to have followed the same pattern of flawed data calls and erroneous
conclusions.

From a macro view, the Army report is unsound in five areas 1) Statistical data on
employment and production capabilities, 2) Joint DoD activity and potent1a1 activity associated with
the base, 3) Cost of base closure, 4) Encroachment and 5) Analysis of alternate scenarios.

Regarding employment data, DoD measured employment d1splacement resulting from the
base closure to the total employment of the Reno/Sparks Metropolitan Statistical Area. It determined
the loss of jobs represented less than 0.1% of total employment. In fact, Hawthorne is 133 miles
from the Reno/Sparks area. The loss of employment from the closure represents more than 30% of

.the jobs in the entire county. Add in indirect jobs lost and the figure rises to more than 50% of the
current employment in the county. The recommendation has the potential to change this community
forever. We all know the damage that a 50 percent drop in employment can do to a community, and
in particular, what impact it could have on such a small community like Hawthome

The Army report also does not take into account Joint DoD act1v1ty at Hawthorne such as the
Navy Special Forces High Desert Training and Navy Undersea Warfare Center, Marine Corps
Sniper Team training and weapons testing, Army Ranger high desert training, nor the processing of
range scrap from Air Force and Navy bombing ranges. Of note, more than 80 percent of this
nation's live ordinance is dropped on Nevada bombing ranges.

DoD estimates the cost of closing the depot at approximately $1 80 million. Additional costs
such as retiring outdated military munitions, creating duplicate m111tary capability elsewhere, and
such costs such as environmental remediation could well exceed $840 million.

Encroachment issues face many military facilities nationwide.! However, the Hawthormne
Army Depot has the largest, most diverse, environmentally comphant state-of-the-art military
munitions dismantling facility in the depot system. It encompasses 230 square miles of
unencumbered land surrounded by other federal lands of the Bureau of lLand Management and the
U-S Forest Service. The town of Hawthorne is situated with no threat of encroachment. Meanwhile,
other depots that will have to absorb Hawthorne's mission do not enjoy such relief from
encroachment. In fact, it will take 5 to 7 years to complete env1ronmental permitting necessary to
build similar capabilities at other facilities that are already suffering encroachment issues.

There was no analysis done considering alternate solutions such as closing another facility
and moving its function to Hawthorne. I believe the BRAC process requlres such an analysis.

I also believe the statistical data concerning Hawthorne is sufficiently flawed to warrant full

re-consideration of the decision to close the depot. Additionally, several current joint functions of -

the Hawthorne Army Depot were not cited and are assumed to have not been considered in the
process. Finally, the proposal to close a munitions base that does not suffer encroachment issues and
move the functions to a base that does, inherently counters the BRAC mlssmn I ask you to give
serious consideration to my remarks, and the more detailed remarks' of the following Nevada

partrc1pants
Thank you.




P B L SR AT
vt "
19 1y
"

' Giles E. Vanderhoof
Nevada Homeland Security Administrator
Testin\;lolin[y before the BRAC Commission
Ref: Reno-Tah{“oé International Airport/Air Guard Station
' June 24, 2005
- Clovis, New Mexico

Good Morning. I am Giles Varilderhoof, Nevada’s Homeland Security Administrator.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Base Realignment and Closure Commission, I thank you for
the opportunity to present informgt\ion that will demonstrate how very serious and dangerous it
would be if the recommendation to remove the Nevada Air Guard’s C-130 aircraft and associated
personnel is implemented. 1 ca.nn(‘pt| begin to understand how the Department of Defense gave no
consideration whatsoever to homeland defense and security, especially when our national security
policy establishes the security of our homeland as priority number one.

Nevada is the seventh largest state and has great distances between metropolitan areas. Notice
the two slides that demonstrate the;‘ éize of Nevada compared to states in the eastern U.S. Imagine
the logistical nightmare these vast distances present in the face of a disaster, whether man-made or

natural. '
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Geographic Comparison Between Nevada Countles and‘U S. St te[

A Sampling offFix‘rg Counties out of 17

(Llsted~

Nevada Geography
Clark County 8,090
Elko County 17,202
Lincoln County 10,636

Nye County 18,158

Washoe County 6,551
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ecause every year we have serious floods and wildfires.
BN Lo .
populated areas and a dam site in Nevada are considered
. b}}' terrorists. Addltlonally,‘ Nevada is rated number three in

the nation for serious earthquake poter tlal‘ ionly behind California and Alaska.

There are two absolutely essen :

situation: immediate airlift to move
video with infrared capability. !

t1a1 functions the C-130s pr‘ov1de Nevada in an emergency
tpeople and critical resources and full motion, down-linked

'l]’

Immediate airlift is essential and if BRAC recommendations are implemented, there will only

be one Guard C-130 unit west of the H
is not a signatory to the Emergency |
valuable time would be lost.

.o\cky Mountains. That smgle}umt resides in the only state that

Mgnagement Assistance Compact The unit may help, but

Notieé the before BRAC and after BRAC slides that graphically

LN

display C-130 coverage for our country and the west in particular.
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-58% CHANGE

PRE-BRAC DISTRIBUTION OF
AIR NATIONAL GUARD
C-130 AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT

PosT-BRAC DISTRIBUTION OF
AIR NATIONAL GUARD
C-130 AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT

-38% CHANGE

+23% CHANGE
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Active duty and Reserve units are not allowed to assist until a federal disaster is declared.
Consider the loss of life and property if a major disaster occurred in one of our two primary
population centers, Las Vegasjand Reno, or another remote Nevada city. With the Nevada Air Guard
C-130s’ immediate availability, the governor can deploy the following assets and more from a safe
area to an emergency area: "} ‘ '
military and civilian medlcal personnel, equipment, and medicine
mobile medical facilities: including the Air Force Expeditionary Medlcal Support equipment
our world-class urban search and rescue team
the superb, high-tech; Nevada National Guard Civil Support Weapons of Mass Destruction
Team with their five C1130 loads of equipment
the National Guard’s { Quick and Rapid Response Teams, trained to assist civilian law
enforcement personnel! b
e the Centers for Dlsease Control Strategic National StOCkplle “push package”, which would

only be distributed at: the Nevada Air Guard base in Reno or the Nevada Army Guard
Readiness Center in Ndrth Las Vegas
¢ thousands of sand bagsfand other equipment for potential or actual flooding

P

Nevada loses hundreds of thousands of acres to wildfire and the west as a whole loses millions of
acres each year. The Scathe View system on Nevada’s C-130s is an invaluable asset in minimizing
the ravages of these fires. Scathe View’s infrared camera can take and immediately send video of
the fire to mobile ground statlons ‘The infrared camera looks through the smoke, allowing fire
bosses to see exactly where the fire i is, where it is going, and the hot spots, allowing them to deploy
personnel and equipment in thLe most effective manner. This system has also been deployed many
times to other western states ‘to aid in their firefighting efforts. It should also be noted that the
Nevada C-130s are in the plan to receive Modular Airborne Fire Fighting Systems (MAFFS), whlch
air drops fire retardant slurry on fires.

The Scathe View system and the Nevada Air Guard airborne i 1magery analysts (the only ones in
the entire U.S. Air Force) have also saved lives in search and rescue operations involving downed
aircraft or lost individuals. ;

I could go on and on, but I& think the point is made — without our C-130s being available to the
governor for emergencies, life and property is at an unacceptable risk. I cannot understand why the
DoD did not even consider the| Humque capabilities of these aircraft and designate Reno as a location
for additional aircraft. !

I thank you for listening and considering the awesome loss if our aircraft are relocated to become
mere trainer aircraft. ' :

Thank you.
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Brlgadler General Cindy Kirkland.
The Adjutant General Nevada National Guard
Testimony before the BRAC Commission
Ref: Reno-Tahoe xInternatlonal Airport/Air Guard Station
© June 24, 2005
Clovis, New Mexico

Mr. Chairman and members of the commission, please let me start by thanking you for
giving me the opportunity to talk to you today and share some information that I think is critical to
this process. The recommended realignment of the Nevada Air National Guard unit located at the
Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS in Reno is flawed and simply does not make sense.

It seems clear that the Air Force BRAC process was flawed and skewed against the efficient
and cost effective Air National Guard bases. The Air Force used a one-size-fits-all approach while
the other components all considered the unique attributes of the active, Reserve and Guard forces.
The fact that a senior Air Force BRAC official told The Adjutants General at their meeting in May in

- Omaha, Nebraska that “they (the TAGs) were intentionally excluded from the process” tells me that

this was not an open and sound process.

In rev1ewmg the report and justification for realigning the Reno Air Guard Station, there are
many flaws in data as well as complete omissions. Because of the format and skewed data call,
many attributes of the base were not considered and the military value calculated much lower than it
should have been.

The primary justification used to support the recommendation was based on the fact that the
Reno base could not park more than 10 aircraft. Records show that both the National Guard Bureau
and the Air Force acknowledged at one point that we could in fact park a larger number of planes,
but the report and recommendation fail to recognize it. In fact, as you can see from this slide we can
currently park up to 12 aircraft.

RCALE 17 = 3¢
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With a no-cost land swap that was approved by the Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority and forwarded to
the National Guard Bureau more than four years ago, we could actually accommodate 16 aircraft.

In addition, the military value rating given to Reno Air Guard Station did not take into
consideration resources available at minimal or no cost to the Department of Defense, resources all
Air Guard stations co-located with a commercial airport enjoy. '




Fuel storage capacity got us no points because we only have capacity on our facility for 150K

gallons, though across the airfield we have unlimited access to the airport tank farm which is directly
pipeline fed. We have unlimited fuel access.




We could also not iderlllfy olir access to the world’s most diverse and complex series of
ranges and training areas because gheyu are not physically located on our facility. Yet within minutes
of taking off from the Reno baseI that we have the ability to train in some of the world’s finest
training environments. A
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Had we been able to 1derH1t1fy these resources in the data call, we would surely have received

a much higher military value rating.

Keep in mind that by be%ng co-located on a commercial airfield the DoD is not respons1b1e
for the maintenance and operational cost for the airfield infrastructure which runs many millions of

‘dollars each year.
There are many more areas regarding infrastructure and surge capacity that were not
considered by the DoD process because it did not fit their model. We received no points for our

operating characteristics since we do not control the airspace and could not report that we have no

take-off delays. We could not report that we have an agreement with the airport to accommodate a
 significant increase in aircraft pa“rkmg to support surge or diversion requirements. And, by the way,
there is no cost and we do not have to maintain additional ramps in a surge situation.” In the report
we have provided, you will find #nuch more detail on specific flaws in the data and application of the

established criteria.

Along with many other 'Iﬁ)oints of skewed data, the process failed to recognize the unique
nature of the C-130s assigned to ﬁthis unit. All eight aircraft have been modified at great expense to
support one the Air Force’s key intelligence gathering platforms. Only these eight planes can carry
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araiderhoof spoke. War theater comn~1anders have identified

.l*llf the C-130s are sent t\o thtle Rock or elsewhere as is
raft will still have to return to Reno on a regular basis to

II” ] N
|‘ }u\:i i ggulull*‘ gence airmen remalqlng! in ‘Reno Due to the intensive
f |
jénd

the Scathe View system of which§|M1l"
this system as one of their top. ﬁvé‘l ot I
now being discussed, those modlﬁ
train and maintain proficiency w Hl
training required to maintain profi ”“” n Hyl d coordination between ‘tfle ﬂlght crew and the imagery
analysts, loss of this capability in » i ,‘; mEL cans this key system w111 be mgmﬁcantly compromised.

The BRAC Report doesn’t even t4KA intdlconsideration the fact that| the Air ﬁorce cost to frequently

deploy the aircraft back to Reno :lli ‘1' ”silzil r;t}i;’#almng will cost mllll?r:ls JThere are many additional
costs for maintaining support o hwu}\‘i;‘yw‘lc‘eml Ha'nd the people who operate it that were also not taken
into cons1derat10n Those costs are 'l I’ ﬂe t I'vn the report we have pr0v1ded

huals to ensure the nation’s ability to respond to threats

ANG ﬁﬁemdtxraphics
Recruiting and Retention

' 24 Green: => 96.7% 1k {i\{vnitezi'« 96.6%
10 With Yellow Border = Losing Strength 7 With Red Border = Gaining Strength’
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1ve components are challenged with meeting end strength.
The Reno unit has consistently been\latior above the National Guard Bureau’s strength goals and with
a growing population, has no con ;‘w1th‘ recruiting to future strength needs. Yet both General
John Jumper and Mr. Michael D ”I%l éu \have indicated “installation characteristics” should be
stressed and the Air Force can recrlc"%a tfle world class skills of the Guard.

Of the more than 500 pe 0p1||u MI‘ humt‘ will lose, about 90% have indicated they will not move
to another state or location. The Air | 1 F rce BRAC Report says that number is 20%. Our airmen have
jobs in the local community and| famlly a‘nd community ties will keep them at home. Guard
members traditionally do not re locat‘HII 'th}o ghout their career like active duty and Reserve members.

Replacing just one 6-year] It %erm airman is estimated by the Air Force to cost $65,000.
Multiply that by the vast numbers of ‘alrmen affected in this unit alone and the price tag is enormous.
Add to that the combat and 11fet1me1expenence of senior members who will lose their positions and
it will take the Air Force years tof } m“coup expenence lost through this Guard realignment. We’ve
already received calls from unit mer]llnbers in southwest Asia asking if they’ll have a job when they
return. I offer that empty bases w1ll\i Hot p prov1de for the defense of our nation.

Governor Guinn and Mr. V. ‘Mderhoof ‘have already talked to you about the 1mpact to Nevada
and the nation if we cannot resp“ 1 ;1mm‘ed1ate1y within the state during a major emergency.
i ﬁ;rllt)g| in lour National Security Strategy and National Military

respon51b111ty to support the governor and state was not even

The active component and som

Strategy, yet the Guard’s Const1tut1 hal
considered.




Governor Guinn also spoke to you concerning the T1t1e 10 reiqiuilrellnent touconsult and gain
concurrence of the governor before affecting units in his state. The fallure of the JA1r Force and DoD
to follow the requirements of the U.S. Constitution and the simple ‘obhgatlon to all the men and
women in uniform is not acceptable. We ask again that this comm1ssmn[100k Ivery closely at the
evaluation and skewed criteria applied to the 152™ Airlift ng \m Réno tNevada and consider
increasing our assigned aircraft to support our growing missions. Thank you for your time.




| Shelley Hartman
Mineral County Economic Development Authority Executive Director
Testimony before the BRAC Commission
Ref: Hawthorne Army Depot
June 24, 2005
Clovis, New Mexico

- We wish to thank the Base Realignment and Closure Commission for this opportunity to clarify
the erroneous facts which have been used as the basis for closing the Hawthorne Army Depot. Our
appearance before the commission has three purposes this morning. The first is to cast doubt on the
Hawthorne data and evaluations provided to the commission. The second is that based on the doubt
cast, the commission will reevaluate the reasoning and the Hawthorne Army Depot data and conduct
a site visit of the Hawthorne Army Depot facilities. The third point is that following the
- reassessment of the data coupled with physical evaluation, the commission will remove the
Hawthorne Army Depot from the closure list. We believe that if a decision is made to close the
Hawthorne Army Depot the decision should be made on a determination of sound military value and
not incorrect data and eschewed information.

Our case to cast doubt on the Hawthorne Army Depot data and evaluations provided to the
commission will be made by asking five questions. The factual back-up data to these questions is
provided to the commission in our information binders. _

The first question. Can the military really afford in cost and time to recreate the storage and
demilitarization capability and lose: the strategic location of the Hawthorne Army Depot?

The initial evaluation calculated that it will cost $180 million to empty the Hawthorne Army
Depot and relocate the munitions|and recreate the demilitarization capability at the Tooele Army
Depot. We believe that the cost w111 be closer to $1.3 billion and will take approximately seven
years. :
In 2003 the Army conventional munitions storage in the continental United States was nearly
70% full and yet large quantities lof munitions were still located overseas. Currently the military
~ intends to bring nearly 600,000 tons of munitions from foreign countries to be consolidated back into
the continental United States depot system. By 2007 the depot system will be at 98% occupancy.
These storage computations includé the 10 million square feet at the Hawthorne Army Depot, which
has the capability of holding 600 000 tons of munitions. The computations do not take into
consideration losing the 10 m1111on square feet and relocating the nearly 600,000 tons of material
currently stored at the Hawthorne Army Depot. Tooele Army Depot, which is already full, will need
to build 1,000 magazines, at a cost of about $500 million, simply to hold the Hawthorne Army Depot
munitions. \

Hawthorne Army Depot has 'a full complement of conventional munitions demilitarization
capabilities for recycling munltlons including furnaces, plasma systems, wash-out, melt-out and
decontamination facilities. Tooelel Army Depot has only one furnace and is under-equipped to
handle the wide variety of demilitarization processes currently available at the Hawthorne Army
Depot. To recreate the demilitarization capabilities of the Hawthorne Army Depot facility at the
Tooele Army Depot it will cost $1157 million and approximately seven years of construction and
permitting. Additionally the community of Tooele has twice forced the Army to interrupt the
construction of new demilitarization facilities at Tooele Army Depot. And the state of Utah EPA,
because of Tooele's current environmental permits situation, may not even allow for the permitting
processes to be completed. 5

Hawthorne Army Depot is strateglcally located to provide overnight shipping to the west coast
ports and training facilities. anr to the BRAC announcement the Navy was preparing to
strategically locate 200,000 tons of conventional munitions to service their Pacific Carrier Groups.
Also due to our centralized location and capabilities, the Navy had also signed a Memorandum of
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Agreement with the Army |to process range and target scrap from the Navy's bombing ranges at
Fallon, Nevada, solving a \"c‘ntlcal state and federal environmental issue. The Army has signed
another Memorandum of Agreement w1th the COE to process scrap from other BRACed activities.
Hawthorne Army Depot wlﬁs alsc'i) workrng 'with the Defense Logistics Agency to become the
national repository for Defense Mercury Stockplle

The second question. Wﬁy wals mlhtary judgment used in place of military value?

Moving the Hawthorne !lArmy !Depot mission and capabilities to Tooele Army Depot would be
moving from an 1nstallat10n‘h\of hlgh m111tary value to a location of low military value. Hawthorne
Army Depot is ranked as nunlber 2 our of the 23 storage and distribution depots. Hawthorne Army
Depot is ranked 1 out of theh‘{m fac}111t1es with demilitarization capabilities. Hawthorne Army Depot
is ranked number 1 of the 1nstallat10ns for future military value.

Hawthorne Army Depot 1is pr‘esently demonstrating its multi-functional joint services value.
Hawthorme Army Depot currently snpports a Navy Undersea Warfare Center, a Marine Corp
munitions and weapons testlng fa0111ty, and troop training for high desert, mountain, and water
operations. In the last two years Hawthorne Army Depot has had a nearly permanent contingent of
Navy SEALs for sea, air, and land pre-deployment training. This spring we had over 1,000 U.S.
Marines at Hawthorne Army”» Depot for] pre-deployment training because Hawthorne Army Depot is
one of the few places in the||U.S. where the Marines can practice live fire training, and the Marine
Snipers practice on the only H1gh Angle firing range in the United States. The Army Rangers use
Hawthorne Army Depot for 1'1gh altitude desert training.

Will the military ever \)e able to replace 230 square miles, with 2,400 munitions storage
structures, that has no encro 1chment and because 98% of the land in Mineral County, Nevada is
under the control of federal goyernment agencies, there will never be any encroachment. Prior to the
BRAC announcement the A'rmy was undergoing a land swap to acquire another 129,000 acres*of
land adjacent to the depot from the Bureau of Land Management to expand the training and test
capabilities of Hawthorne Army Depot. !

The third question. Was\tHawthome Army Depot pre-selected to be closed?

By closing Hawthorne Arrny Depot the military will be able to reduce the property books of a
large footprint including infrastructure and structures. The military will also be able to reduce
employment by 500 contractors who simply go away when relieved of their jobs and do not require
relocation, early outs, or costl‘yibuy—outs

The fourth question. Who manipulated the Hawthorne Army Depot data?

Why does the employment reflect only 199 people impacted rather than the real number which
is 585? Why is the Hawthorrfe Army Depot employment included in the Reno/Sparks Metropolitan
Area as 0.1% of the workforce when! {Reno/Sparks is 140 miles from Hawthorne Army Depot?
Hawthorne Army Depot has shlpped 712 000 tons and received 862,000 tons in the last 20 years, so
why was the shipping and”“ 'recelvmg capability at Hawthorne Army Depot incorrect, when

Hawthorne Army Depot has recently sp]ent several million dollars building state of the art shipping

T

1

- and receiving facilities? Haw‘thome Army Depot has demilitarized over 19,000 tons of munitions

|

between 2002 and 2004, ”‘ re than any other depot in the organic base, so why was the

demilitarization capability llsﬁe‘d as zero“’ If the Army estimated that it would cost $180 million to
empty Hawthorne Army Depbt and turn the depot over to commercial development, why is the
actual cost nearly $1.3 billion? Why was Hawthorne Army Depot the only depot considered for
closure and why were no othleln scenanos calculated such as the closing and relocating the missions

of Tooele, Letterkenny, Blue Grass, or Anlston”

The fifth question. Why @v‘as the economic impact to Mineral County not addressed?

The real impact to the depot is 585 jobs. The real impact to Mineral County will be 970 jobs.
Mineral County has a total of 1,860 jobs, and the depot represents one half of all the county jobs.
Was any consideration given! ito the employment impact? Mineral County is 70 miles from Fallon,

the next closest town with employment, and so people in Mineral County who lose their jobs are
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forced to move out of the community. This means that Mineral County will lose its human asset
base. The cost of running the county government, infrastructure mamtenance utilities, and mandated
expenses will be spread over a reduced number of people. Serv1ces Jsuch as the hospital, the only
active hospital in central western Nevada, will be reduced to a |ﬁrst aid station, eliminating
Hawthorne's viability as a retirement center. The school will lose a |s1gmﬁcant number of students,
since most of the families in the community work at the depot, forcmg class consolidation and the
lay-off of teachers. Issues such as the school bond will go into default without the tax base to support
it.

Eventually with the reduced tax base of Mineral County will be forced into receivership and
taken over by the state. Hawthorne will become a ghost town. B

As mentioned in our opening statement, we would understand llf the Hawthorne Army Depot
was being closed because it did not represent military value to the future of our armed services. But

with our multi-functional capabilities ranging from logistics, to mumt‘lons recycling, to range scrap

processing, to joint services training, we feel Hawthorne Army ]Depot is a future asset to the

Department of Defense. Based on the above information, the corﬁrhsswn should reevaluate the
reasoning and data used to place the Hawthorne Army Depot on the BRAC list, as well as conduct a
site visit of the Hawthorne Army Depot. We believe once the reevaluatlon and site visit occur, the
commission will see fit to remove the Hawthorne Army Depot from thé BRAC list.




Bernie Anderson o
Nevada State Assemblyman i ]
Testimony before the BRAC Commlsswn“
Ref: Reno—Tahoe International Airport/Air Guard Station and Hawthorne Army Depot
Clovis, N.M.
June 24, 2005

Nevada’s Air National Guard has had a long and outstanding history serving the United
States and the State of Nevada. Established in 1948, it originally operated out of the Reno Army Air
Base (later renamed Stead Air Force Base). The unit later entered into various leases and
agreements in 1953 and 1954, to use a portion of Hubbard Field (now the Reno-Tahoe international
Airport). Through these early agreements, the Air National Guard agreed to spend $1 million for a
25-year lease on 29 acres of land. Supplemental agreements extended the lease to the year 2054, and
added 35 acres of land. , ‘

Over the next 50 years the unit’s mission changed from a fighter squadron to a bomber
squadron, to a reconnaissance unit, to its present mission of an air mobility wing. Such mission
changes have often resulted in changes to the aircraft assigned. With ‘thje introduction of the highly
versatile Hercules aircraft in 1995, the mission of the Air National Guard changed dramatically. The
current mission now encompasses several support functions including airlift and airdrop capability
for cargo and personnel during wartime and peacetime. Using the C- 130\ as a tactical reconnaissance
platform, the unit also provides timely, accurate intelligence in support of national security.

The C-130 aircraft proposed for realignment from Nevada’s Air Nat10na1 Guard are currently
the unit’s only planes. The loss of these assets would expose the state’ \s residents to dangers from
both natural disasters and potential terror attacks. It would profoundly change the unit’s mission and
capabilities. Members of the Air National Guard have played a critical role in essential airlift
support for this country including the Korean Conflict; Operations Desert Shield, Desert Storm,
Noble Eagle, Enduring Freedom, and Iraqi Freedom; and the continued Global War on Terrorism.
Through highly developed technical expertise, the people and equipment of the Air National Guard
also play an essential role in Nevada and the western states by providin‘g’ airlift support in times of
crisis, such as fire fighting and flood relief. Removal of this presence from Nevada to Arkansas
would leave Nevada and western states without a critical airlift capability. Additionally, it is
estimated that loss of the C-130s and the personnel and functions involved with them will cost the
Reno economy about $22 million per year. ‘

In closing, the State of Nevada has long been an important contnbutor to our national
defense. Nevada’s military installations have served have served our. state and nation proudly and
effectively, and are of great importance to their local communities. The\Alr National Guard unit in
Reno is a critical asset to the community, the state, and the nation. The unlt s continued operation in
its current from and location is critical. From the propeller driven P- 51 Mustang in 1948, to the
current four-turbo prop C-130 Hercules transport aircraft, the 1 ,100 members of the Nevada Air
National Guard have performed with dedication and profess1onahsm .

In response to the Department of Defense recommendations, the Nevada Legislature recently
adopted Assembly Joint Resolution No. 17 which cites the 1mp0rtance of Nevada’s military
installations and urges the Base Realignment and Closure Commission to reconsider certain
recommendations, including the proposed changes to Nevada’s Air Nat10nal Guard. Each member
of the commission will receive enrolled copies of this resolution when they are printed. I brought
copies of the first reprint with me today for your reference, which will be identical to the enrolled
version.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment.




i |
Pl i{andolph Townsend
i Nevada State Senator
Testlmony before the BRAC Commission
Ref: Reno-Tahoe Internatlonal All'pOl't/All‘ Guard Station and Hawthorne Army Depot
1} June 24, 2005
‘ tClov1s, New Mexico

Ladies and gentlemen of the comm1ss1on thank you for hearing us today. I am Randolph
Townsend, Nevada State Senator Washoe County Senatorial District 4 and I appreciate the
opportunity to talk with you today II| am extremely concerned about the 2005 BRAC Report’s
recommendation to relocate the flying portion of the 152" Airlift Wing, located in dy district.

The unit has been a member ‘of our community since 1948 and the 152" Airlift ng s
participation in our city through volunteer activities and military service in times of crisis is
unmatched. i '

In the last few months alone the Air Guard’s C-130 aircraft provided valuable assistance in
fighting a number of wildfires that threatened homes, families, and small businesses. The Air Guard
not only assisted with their ﬁre\ trucks and well-trained firefighters, but with their Scathe View
camera sensors. Those sensors gave oﬁf fire commanders the most intimate knowledge of the large-
scale fires, allowing them to ﬁght the ﬁre more effectively than ever before.

The aerial photos prov1dehd during a flood in downtown a Reno a few years ago gave county
emergency managers unprecedented v1ews of the entire flooded region. They knew which roads and
bridges were washed out, which way}to direct emergency crews, and how to best rescue stranded
citizens. :

If the several hundred _]ObS are lpst from the 152nd, the economic impact to our community
can be gauged in dollar figures 'and it would be significant, but the emotional impact and the
dependability we rely on are so much 'glteater I urge you to look closely at this realignment and look
closely at this unit. I believe what they|bring to us as a community and as a state far outweigh any
cost savings that may be realized down the road.

Their availability to us as 1eader§ of our state, though, is my biggest concern. The unit is able
to provide tremendous airlift capablhty, so necessary to our large state. Reno is geographically
distant from Las Vegas and the other populat1on centers in the state. In times of crisis, our citizens
cannot depend upon ground transportatlon for necessary response. It would be too slow and too
dangerous to have to wait..

The recommendation to reahgn this unit and take away that necessary capability from
Nevada leaves the state and my communltles vulnerable to the myriad of natural disasters inherent to

Nevada.
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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

~ Availability and Condition of Land Facilities

BRAC Recommendatlon‘ Realign Reno-Tahoe International Airport Air Guard Station, NV.
Distribute the eight C- 130H aircraft of the 152d Airlift Wing (ANG) to the 189th Airlift
Wing(ANG), Little. Rock A1r Force Base, AR. Flying related Expeditionary Combat Support
(ECS) moves to Channel Islands Air Guard Station, CA (aerial port), and Fresno Air Guard
Station, CA (fire fighters). ' The remaining ECS elements and the Distributed Common Ground

System (DCGS) remain in E)lacc.

BRAC Justification: This recommendation distributes C-130 force structure to a higher military
value base. Because of limitations to land and ramp space, Reno was unable to expand beyond
10 C-130s."

Response Fact: Justiﬁcation was incomplete. Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS is capable of supporting
12 C-130s on existing land and growing to 16 C-130s with ramp development.
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Availability and Condition of Land Facilities

Response in Detail

Air Force confirms Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS can robust to 12 aircraft, yet BRAC Report says unit
unable to expand beyond 10 aircraft.

The BRAC Report failed to take into account a land acquisition agreement approved by the
National Guard Bureau and the Air Force providing space for up to 16 C-130s at this
installation.: (See page 2a, 2b)

Reno-Tahoe Airport Authority has spent millions revamping their existing infrastructure to
accommodate the land swap.

Available acreage (for expansion) did not take into account scheduled demolition of several
existing structures or approved land swap deal, which would increase Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS
available real property to 9 acres.

« Land acquisition agreement includes existing buildings suitable to accommodate any
projected increase in manpower.

The BRAC Report states, “No base of lesser military value by Mission Capable Index (MCI) is

“allowed to host force structure by Mission Design Series (MDS) until higher military value bases

are at capacity limits defined by user input.”

As a result of this unit’s invalid military value rating, the BCEG failed to follow their above

noted imperative and inconsistently applied the rule of utilizing military value to make BRAC
recommendations.

Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS is listed as a contingency facility for Fallon Naval Air Station. The 152™
Airlift Wing is also a supporting agency for Fallon’s mass disaster plan.

Reno-Tahoe IAP has demonstrated space availability and willingness to house additional C-130
squadrons for training and contingency operations. :

BCEG minutes dated April 30, 2004, slides 25 and 27

Ralph Conti, National Guard Bureau

Base Closure and Realignment Report, vol. 1, part 2 and 2, detailed recommendations, May 2005, Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS NV BRAC 2005 Recommendations, page
C-15
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

|Cost of Operations and Manpower Implications

BRAC Recommendation: Realign Reno-Tahoe International Airport Air Guard Station, NV.
Distribute the eight C-130H aircraft of the 152d Airlift Wing (ANG) to the 189th Airlift Wing
(ANG), Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. Flying related Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS)
moves to Channel Islands Air Guard Station, CA (aerial port), and Fresno Air Guard Station, CA
(fire fighters). The remaining| ECS elements and the Distributed Common Ground System
(DCGS) remain in place.

BRAC Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the DoD to implement this
recommendation is $22.9M., y The net of all costs and savings to ‘the DoD during the
implementation period is a': cost of $12.2M. Annual recurring savings to the DoD after
implementation are $3.6M, with' a payback expected in nine years. The net present value of the
‘cost and savings to the DoD over 20 years is a savings of $22.7M.

“T

Response Fact: Eliminating: the entire aviation program, aerial port, and fire department at
Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS incurs inaddressed costs of nearly $100M in 2005 dollars over a 20 year
period to support the remaining Expeditionary Combat Support and other joint missions. This is
a significant departure from DoD’s cost savings analysis outlined in BRAC Report.




Cost of Operations and Manpower Implications

Response in Detail

e The Department of Defense estimates the one-time cost to realign this unit at $22.9M, but the net
present value of the cost and savings over 20 years is only $22.7M.

e However, shutting down the aviation portion of this wing incurs costs of $96M in 2005
dollars over the same 20 year period. (See page 4a, 4b) The BRAC Report did not take
into account the cost analysis of aviation support for the remaining intelligence unit’s
Scathe View mission. The Scathe View mission is a capability that provides a live
television picture and direct communication to the soldiers on the ground. Replicating
the loss of the wing’s resources means an annual personnel cost of about $2.6M annually
to the 152™ Intelligence Squadron. There will also be additional annual training costs of
about $2.2M annually. There will also be an initial resource cost of $1.6M with annual
maintenance costs of about $60K. Losing aircraft from the Reno-Tahoe JAP/AGS will
actually cost the DoD money.

e The Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS has a no-cost land lease-and-license until the year 2054. Current
annual joint-use costs for the use of the facilities (runways, taxiways, tower, and navigational
aids) total only $59K per year, 25 percent of which is paid by the State of Nevada. Also, 25
percent of all utility costs incurred by the base are paid by the state. The Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS
is extremely cost effective because it has use of a multi-million dollar airport facility that places
zero restrictions on the unit, for only about $45K a year. That dollar amount is unmatched by any
active duty base whose runway and facility maintenance costs range in the millions.

e The cost to replace one 6-year-term airman is $65K.c Losing 578 positions, 430 traditional and
148 technician/Guardsmen, means a minimum replacement cost of $28M. Factor in additional
training costs for officers and experienced Non-Commissioned Officers and the price tag is
significantly higher. Nearly 90 percent of the 578 positions are combat veterans and 91 percent
indicate they would not relocate to other units due to the extreme distances involved.

e Other unaddressed costs to realign the Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS include $1.5M for fire truck
support to Amedee Airfield in Herlong, Calif., airdrop support to joint training taking place in
Herlong, aerial port services to Sierra Army Depot and all related personnel costs.

o The Air National Guard will lose more than half the assets but will only save about one-tenth the
cost. According to the BRAC Report, 60.5 percent of the cuts to Air Force flying missions come
from the Air National Guard. Conversely, the result only accounts for 10 percent of the DoD-
purported savings. ’

4. BRAC Report, Volume 1, Part 2 of 2, Detailed Recommendations
5. Reno-Tahoe International Airport Joint Use Agreement

6. Air National Guard Recruiting Directorate

7. Unit Compilation from BRAC Report




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Current and Future Mission Capabilities

i

BRAC Recommendation: Realign Reno-Tahoe International Anport Air Guard Station, NV.
Distribute the eight C-130H aircraft of the 152d Airlift Wing (ANG) kto the 189th Airlift Wing
(ANG), Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. Flying related Expedltlonary Combat Support (ECS)
moves to Channel Islands Air Guard Station, CA (aerial port), and Fresno Air Guard Station, CA
(fire fighters). The remaining ECS elements and the Distributed Common Ground System
(DCGS) remain in place.

P
\ i
I

BRAC Justification: Thjs recommendation distributes C-130 force structure to a higher military
value base. Because of limitations of land and ramp space, Reno was lunable to expand beyond
10 C-130s. This recommendation realigns Reno’s (101) C-130s to the Air National Guard at
Little Rock Air Force Base AR, (17), where a larger, more effective squadron size is possible.
This larger squadron at Little Rock also creates the opportunity for an association between active
duty and the Air National Guard, optimizing aircraft utilization. = -

Response Fact: The BRAC report’s Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS military value rating of 101 failed to
take into account a significant portion of the Nevada Air National Guard’s missions, capabilities,
and desirable training environment. Before traveling to Southwest Asia to participate in the
Global War on Terrorism, the majority of Naval and Air Force aviation units train in Nevada.




Current and Future Mission Capabilities

Response in Detail

According to the director of the Air National Guard, Lieutenant General Daniel James III, in
testimony before the U.S. Senatel Appropriations Committee April 7, 2004, “The ANG is
transforming its force structure to meet escalating intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance
mission requirements and ever-increasing demand for Air Guard capabilities.”

The Nevada Air National Guard currently conducts a transformational mission with the
Scathe View C-130 and 15{ optimized by the 152" Airlift Wing working shoulder to
shoulder with the 152" Intel ligence Squadron.

The Scathe View C-130 has been declared a high-priority aircraft by U.S. Central
Command to support the Global War on Terrorism and the Nevada Air National Guard is
the only place where the technology is funded and applied.:

The chief of staff of the A1r Force, General John Jumper, directed the Nevada Air
National Guard in January to do whatever it takes to provide this high demand
intelligence C-130 asset to U S. Central Command.’

The Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS contmues to support war fighters in Iraq and Afghanistan by
providing both intelligence and airlift capabilities, many times concurrently.

This high-demand, high-value asset has been credited with 30 anti-Coalition forces killed
in action, 350 anti-Coalition forces captured, six weapons caches found, the identification
of numerous improvised exploswe devices, and the prevention of two fratricides.’

Scathe View used in conjunctxon with the Rover ground receiver unit provides real-time
streaming video and voice éommumcatlons to combat-engaged soldiers and Marines and
saves lives. Every other system incurs a time delay, a delay that can be deadly in a
combat situation. ‘

Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS Scathe View C-130s are DoD's only aircraft from which the
Predator unmanned aerial vehicle can be flown.

Re-assignment of these elght like-configured aircraft would mean a loss of the combat-
proven synergy inherent only when the aircraft are collocated with the 152" Intelligence
Squadron, even though in B:RAC Report, vol. 1 of 2, section 3, page 4 says, “Air Force
flying units will be restructured into a smaller number of fully-equipped squadrons to
increase operational effectlveness and efficiency. In the process, aircraft of like
configuration (i.e. block) w111 be based together.”

The 152™ Intelligence Squadron commander says reassigning 152™ AW aircraft will
result in 50% mission degradatlon

The Air Force will lose oﬁeratlonal capability for several months if the Scathe View
aircraft are reassigned. Reno Tahoe IAP/AGS Scathe View C-130 crews are qualified in
advanced survival training and the officers have the top secret clearances necessary for
Scathe View operations. The Air Force will incur a large cost in training new Scathe
View C-130 crews and w1th the substantial waiting period for clearances, lose trained,
capable crews for a s1gmﬁcant amount of time. Given the high demand of the Scathe
View operation, can the Dc'>D afford to lose this capability for even a short amount of
time in the Global War on Terrorlsm‘7

8. Personal conversation between Gen Jumper and Maj Gen Glles Vanderhoof, Nevada Adjutant General
9. LtCol Gregory Harbins, Deputy Commander, 609® Combat Operations Squadron




Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS is one of only ”l\;‘b um S ]
S inte ]i‘éence collection asset currently employed

platform Senior Scout is a high-dema ¢ sig

gnal

in the Global War on Terrorism and a lﬁﬁve bem

alignment in the BRAC process. i
 Senior Scout provides a reach|ba

it

Tahoe IAP/AGS allowing globa] mteroper

Stations. This reach-back canabrhtv requlre

1

‘:‘Lk d”ta-‘

L.

“erymg the critical Senior Scout intelligence

hior $cout-capable units are scheduled for re-

¢'to both Salt Lake JAP/AGS and Reno-
1ty with the Air Force Distributed Ground

dedicated modified C-130.

ll
ab
Ik

— i\s"-‘"

IR

e The Salt Lake City IAP/AGS has. a' requlrem

Scout-capable C-130s which wi 1 requlre: a

The BRAC report did not address Neva

]

s unique;
I

e Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS aircraft are Do]D'

i

1 H‘for a replacement training unit for Senior
sigr 1f' cant increase in dedicated flight hours.

;

Ag

;%C

B*

m 1s‘§ion capabilities:
s only dual-mission combat C-130s providing

Scathe View and airlift/airdrop eapablhtles ll lc,athe View is an intelligence collection and

dissemination system mounted ontspemally

U

c‘lulpped C-130s and used extensively in its

combat application for force protectron 1"n the Global War on Terrorism.
o The Air Force has vahdated the requlre nent for Scathe View technology and

demonstrated its value, but only the N vada
mans the operations. As there al e no 0ther|

i

A1r National Guard’s budget pays for and
ts funded to take the Scathe View platform

and no other trained airborne ima 'rerv analvsts in the entire U.S. Air Force, relocating the

Reno C-130s and subsequently los mg this capablhty will have far-reaching effects on our

Kl

nation’s ability to defend ours elves and|¢ our ability to successfully provide superior
intelligence in the Global War on Terronsm! R

"

The BRAC report did not address Nevada’s C-

Program with Turkmenistan, a key emergm
Afghanistan. (See page 7a) While U S ‘”Central Command Air Forces have been unable to

facilitate exchanges with the nation, Turkrh P
Department that Nevada Air National G uard C-13

13

to_routinely operate in Turkmenistan. The Reho
state border service in securing this geographlcally tlmportant region. This capability loss would

TS

)
0l role in the National Guard State Partnership

state lin Southwest Asia bordering Iran and

i

ident t Saparmurat Niyazov, told the U.S. State
44l are the only U.S. military aircraft authorized

T ahoe IAP/AGS C-130s assist the Turkmen

s_a._.

b ldl

substantially damage U.S. relationships;jin this. strate gic region.

\ l

il

The BRAC report did not even address Reno Tahqe TAP/AGS unrivaled training environments:

e Nearly 90 percent of Nevada 1s fede

training." t|

1
e Ten joint-use drop and landmg zones w1!thin‘ |
zones within 150 miles, with terram greatl"y I

I
(See page 7b) ' ‘ ‘_

il
e Within a 150-mile radius there are elght ) i
these extensive complexes is an/ exceptlonal}a

Reno-based C-130s.:(See page 7c)

10. Bureau of Land Management
11. USAF Air Mobility Command Zone Availability Report
12. FalconView Airspace Overlay
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e The Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS routinely trains jointly with the majority of the west coast DoD
military organizations and provides support to all U.S. armed forces as well as Allied nations’
military forces training in this superior training environment.”

e The Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS acts as a future mission test and evaluation location for future
reconnaissance and intelligence missions associated with Scathe View, Senior Scout, Predator
aircraft, and other unmanned aerial vehicles.

e The 152" Aerial Port Flight provides critical joint support for Sierra Army Depot (Herlong,
Calif.), a major logistics base about 50 miles from Reno. Relocating the aerial port flight means
100 percent of the depot’s airlift requirements would have to be supported by a unit hundreds of
miles away.

o In 2004, the 152™ Aerial Port Flight performed a six month, 24/7 surge operation at
Herlong processing and moving vital war support equipment housed there. While the
surge is over, the depot still requires support on a monthly basis and is slated to expand-
its Department of Homeland Security emergency management agency resources,
configured loads, reusable war fighting stocks, and a medical stockpile for 26 active duty
mobile hospitals. This expansion represents a nearly 50% increase in the depot’s
operations. If the Reno unit is realigned, the depot’s ongoing requirement would task
units from more than five hours away to support their function. Due to Herlong’s
location, those units would have to be housed in Reno. Taking housing and per diem into
consideration, the cost to bring in a unit other than Reno is prohibitive.

13. Joint Airborne Air Transportability Training After-Action Report
14. Sierra Army Depot
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Homeland Sécuritleefense Issues

0

BRAC Recommendation: Realign Reno-Tahoe Intematlon}zltl A1rport Air Guard Station, NV.
Distribute the eight C-130H aircraft of the 152d Airlift ng (ANG) to the 189th Airlift Wing
(ANG), Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. Flying related Expedmonary Combat Support (ECS)
moves to Channel Islands Air Guard Station, CA (aerial port)H }eimd Fresno Air Guard Station, CA
(fire fighters). The remaining ECS elements and the Dlstnbuted Common Ground System

(DCGS) remam in place. ';i

‘l
BRAC Justlﬁcatlon This recommendation distributes C- 130 xtorce structure to a higher military
value base. Because of limitations to land and ramp space, Reno ‘was unable to expand beyond
10 C-130s. This recommendation realigns Reno’s (101) C \1‘305 to the Air National Guard at
Little Rock Air Force Base (17), where a larger, more effectxve squadron size is possible. This
larger squadron at Little Rock AR also creates the opportumty for an association between active
duty and the Air National Guard, optimizing aircraft utlhzatlon* !

|
]
i
|
1

Response Fact: The Nat10na1 Security Strategy lists homelartld defense as our nation’s number
one priority.* BRAC calculations did not address Nevada’s uguque requirements and location for
homeland defense. Eliminating the C-130s from this state xabsolutely cripples its ability to
respond to any large-scale emergency. :

‘| I t
Due to the fact that Nevada is a geographically large state (see p;,ge 10a) with annual flooding,
large-scale wildfires, major fault lines, the largest dam in the nation and a tourist destination
unlike any other in the world, the Nevada Air National 'Guard’s support of these diverse

characterlstlcs 1s paramount.

15. United States National Security Strategy, 2002




curity/Defense issues

/1

Response in Detail

If BRAC recommendations are- imple nlyt aﬂne C- 1\30 tactical airlift unit west of the
Rocky Mountains will remain.* This area represe nts:u}early 23 percent of the Continental United
States.” } ; !‘ R

1 |
Nevada’s Homeland Secunty/Defense1 assets re’qum"ﬁé? airlift ‘support include:

e The Reno-Tahoe MP/AGS bzlaltsed Cs 13|0§F ‘”«‘ire written into the Nevada Emergency
Response Plan, the Jomt‘ Emergency €

"-'*1|uons M‘P‘lan and the Emergency Mutual
Assistance Compact with 48 other states.' | '] o

i "
Nevada Weapons of Mass Destructlon ClVil ‘Snppo‘rt Team and teams from three other
states |

| o } Wl il
World-class Urban Search and li{escue Team || .
152nd Medical Group Emergency Medllcal Sy em personnel
Nevada National Guard’s q‘ulc]k Ilreactlon fdrce {14-hour r response time
Nevada National Guard’s rap1d reaction force< : 24-ho‘ur response time

Support to the Centers for! ]Dlsease Contr[o (CDC) Strategic National Stockpile.

According to the CDC, dunng]l‘a cn51s thlw“wt'nergency medical stockpile will only be

delivered to one location {m ‘each U. S. state i Each state must then provide logistic
support to deliver it to strlcken areas. Deh;\L ery tlmes are always crucial when this

stockpile is requested. H N I

H | R | .
nE Iy
Nevada is the fastest growmg state and has bee‘ni[‘for the \last ten years. Southern Nevada is
L \ 1§ \
identified as one of the most: ‘mgn ﬁcant areasL 1 requm\ng homeland defense.®* McCarran
International Airport in Las Vegas ‘was' listed the 6t} Ebu51eslt anport in North America in 2004
and 11" busiest in the world, with 5 1. 5 million pa< sengers each year.»
. ‘ : [f
Given the size and distances in the State of Nevada ( C page{ 10a), the loss of the Reno-based C-

130 aircraft shatters the ability ‘of the state to respond with' cntlcal personnel and equipment in
S ! il
support of Homeland Securlty/Defense missions. ’ !'. : ?‘

» Nevada contains more than 109|826 sqﬂare mlles of wtemtory, nearly twice the size of all

six New England states' and the ‘dlstancf: t%et‘w een metropohtan areas is 485 mlles v This
could represent a nine hour ‘delay in proYldmg s|upport
IR |
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16. BRAC Report

17. U.S. Geologic Survey o
18. U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services ) i
19. 2004 FBI Threat Assessment . i
20. McCarran International Airport :
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The state of Nevada 1s part of Federal ‘Emergency Managemen
consists of California, Nevada and Arizona.
Civil Support Teams from th
assigned to this region. :

The National Guard is umquely \sulted to perform homeland

=se three states as well as Emerge
l i

Nevada C-130s aré
.l?

t Agency s region nine. This
currently tasked to support
?y Medical System personnel

|

i

eLurlty The slow process of

requesting active duty support for homeland security versus the r
Guard units emphasizes the needi for local community-based C- 13
the security of this state and the large -Federal Emergency Manaé
we reside. |

The capabilities requ1red for homeland defense are the same capab

ap1d response of state assigned

0 ‘Air National Guard units for

ement Agency region in which

i lt
111t1es needed in forward areas.

Homeland defense operatlons lare mherently multi-agency, multl-Jurlsdlctlonal efforts.

TNl
i
l\

“Secure and defend our homeland here and abroad is mission nur
principle. » |

i;

1ber one,” is a National Guard

21. National Guard Bureau J-3 document
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Loss of Fire ;I-v;

it
BRAC Recommendation: Realign Reno-Tahoe Intematl!o"
Distribute the eight C-130H aircraft of the 152d Airlift \M’ g (A
(ANG), Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. Flying related' E)}(‘f)‘edt
moves to Channel Islands Air Guard Station, CA (aerial p’o”rt),‘ and|
(fire fighters). The remaining ECS elements and the Dls‘tnbu

(DCGS) remain in place.

BRAC Justification: This recommendation distributes C- 130 forc‘
value base. Because of limitations to land and ramp space, Reno
10 C-130s. This recommendation realigns Reno’s (101) C- 130<

N n m}
4 ‘,,

«',!‘u‘ AN
e
B Pl

XECUTIVE SUMMARY

. nd Support Capability |

Aurport Air Guard Station, NV.
N

onary

G) to the 189th Airlift Wing
Combat Support (ECS)
IFresno Air Guard Station, CA

eld Common Ground System

e structure to a higher military
was unable to expand beyond
to the Air National Guard at

Little Rock Air Force Base AR, (17), where a larger, more effect-we squadron size is possible.

\ [

This larger squadron at Little Rock AR, also creates the opportumty for an association between

active duty and the Air National Guard, optimizing aircraft utilization.
-
Response Fact: The BRAC list gave no consideration to the | Nevada Air National Guard’s

Scathe View-enhanced fire support capabilities or its ability to 1
extensive fire fighting requirements. The realignment of the
includes the reassignment of the 152™

wildfire qualified. Eliminating these capabilities from Nevada w1hl
danger.

12

”’Fspond to the western states’
Nel\‘z?da Air National Guard also
Civil Engineer Squadroh fire personnel who are all

put lives and homes in grave




Loss of Fire Fighting Support Capability

Response in Detail

The Reno-based C-130 Scathe View-modified aircraft is a high-value asset in fire fighting due to
its many cameras and infrared sensors enabling it to see through smoke day and night. Moving
the modified aircraft from Reno would mean a complete loss of this state capability. '

Scathe View missions have recently been flown in support of large fires in California, Idaho, and
Nevada. During the day Scathe View aircraft provide real-time fire-assessment data. At night
. Scathe View aircraft provide data to the fire command, allowing it to survey fire movement and
develop an accurate action plan.

‘Reno has been identified as a prime candidate for the Mobile Airborne Fire Fighting System
(MAFFS) = because of its unique proximity to the largest national forest in the contiguous United
States (Humboldt-Toiyabe at 6.3 million acres). A MAFFS regional support center is slated to
open 10 miles away from Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS.

e Scathe View will leverage MAFFS, giving the ability to drop slurry through smoke
directly on hotspots, fire lines and most importantly, endangered firefighters.

During the last five years, the state of Nevada lost 1.5 million acres to wildfires.» As part of the
state mission, the Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS fire personnel and Scathe View aircraft are credited
with protecting lives and homes with these modified C-130s.

The 152™ Civil Engineer fire department, in addition to supporting 152™ Airlift Wing air
operations, is tasked to support Travis Air Force Base C-17 aircraft operations at Amedee Army
Airfield. Travis has proposed a long-term contract for this specific support. The wing’s fire
fighting organization is the only agency that allocates time, personnel, and equipment to support -
flying operations at this facility. If the wing’s fire fighting capability is realigned, Travis’ C-17
assault training operations will be severely curtailed.

Twenty-five percent of the 152™ Civil Engineer Squadron fire fighters are State of Nevada
employees, whose job loss positions were not identified in the BRAC process.

22. National Guard Bureau Operations Plans Office
23.. Nevada Division of Forestry
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'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
E

Recruiting

BRAC Recommendation: Realign Reno-Tahoe International ‘\Airport Air Guard Station, NV.
Distribute the eight C-130H aircraft of the 152d Airlift Wing (ANG) to the 189th Airlift Wing
(ANG), Little Rock Air Force Base, AR. Flying related Expedltlonary Combat Support (ECS)
moves to Channel Islands Air Guard Station, CA (aerial port), apd Fresno Air Guard Station, CA
(fire fighters). The remaining ECS elements and the Dlstnbuted Common Ground System
(DCGS) remain in place.

BRAC Justification: This recommendation distributes C-130 f(che structure to a higher military
value base. Because of limitations to land and ramp space, Reﬁo was unable to expand beyond
10 C-130s. This recommendation realigns Reno’s (101) C- 130s to the Air National Guard at
Little Rock Air Force Base AR, (17), where a larger, more effectlve squadron size is possible.
This larger squadron at Little Rock AR, also creates the opport'unity for an association between
active duty and the Air National Guard, optimizing aircraft utilization.

Response Fact: Nevada continues to outpace the nation’s population growth. With one of the
best recruiting rates in the Air National Guard, the unit has proven it can easily meet all future

manning requirements with the marketability the C-130s bring! The majority of young enlisted
recruits indicate interest in working on or around the aircraft at Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS.* Loss of

the flying portion of this unit will negatively impact the recruiting and retention success and
inclusion on BRAC list alone has already cost new recruits and experienced airmen.* :

i

152™ Aidift Wing Recruiting

14
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Recruiting

Response in Detail

The Nevada Air National Guard has the mavnning.to meet all current mission requirements as
well as the ab111ty to recruit to either 12 or 16 primary aircraft ass1gned

The Air National Guard falled to meet its first half FY 2005 recruiting goals by 21 percent.»
conversely the Nevada Air National Guard is the o only C-130 Guard unit west of the Mississippi
to meet the 97 percent recruiting threshold set by the National Guard Bureau.

Reno has not only been able to maintain, but increase its manning level during the last several
years. With a current population of over 385,000 and a five-year growth rate of 13 percent, Reno
is projected to reach 442,000 residents by the year 2015.x

While the BRAC Report actually shows a plus-up of military personnel in southern Nevada, the
additions are not indicated as Air National Guard positions. Even if there is a plan to grow the
- Nevada Air Guard’s presence in southern Nevada, Las Vegas is 485 miles away from Reno-
Tahoe TAP/AGS and in individual conversations with those set to lose their Reno positions, 91
percent said they would not relocate to southern Nevada.

A direct correlation has already been made between the elimination of a flying mission and
Nevada Air National Guard’s ability to maintain its manning. Within the first three weeks of the
BRAC announcement, three members left the unit and several potential recruits expressed
concern over whether they would have jobs in two years and have since declined to enlist:

25. U.S. Department of Defense News Release dated June 10, 2005
26. Economic Development Authority of Western Nevada, 2005

15




| ' nE
Fu ndan|1enta| Differences Between Guard and Active Duty

Inappropriate Methodology: BRAC gave no considerati‘(;n? for Air Guard entities that are
inherently different from active duty missions and cost structures.

Response Facts:

Active Duty — The mlssmn of the active duty Air Force is to defend the United States and
to protect its interests through air and space power.

National Guard — As per the Constitution of the United States, the Guard has equal
obligations to the country and to the state in which 1t“re§1des Each state’s governor is the
commander-in-chief unless the Guard is called to fedﬁral active duty service. For the vast
majority of day to day missions, the Guard’s obligations lie with the state’s homeland
security, support to state entities, and assistance in Mmes of crisis, at which time, all
expendable supplies, fuel, flight hours, and personnel costs are reimbursed to the federal

government. | ‘

The Guard provides l:the Department of Defense fuli%trained units capable of going to
war at a moment’s notice for 1/3 the personnel | éo§ts of an active duty unit and
substantially lower operating costs. Those savmgs‘ ‘ongmate with community basing
structures allowing the Guard to share operating fac111t1es with local airports and ranges
with other DoD ent1t1es Additionally, no costs are mcurred for housing, hospitals and
other infrastructure found on active duty bases. ‘

16




Errors in BRAC Methodology

Erroneous Analysis: In the Secretary of Defense’s BRAC selection process, the Air Force
analysis was shaped by three underlying rules: military value, both quantitative and qualitative,
was the primary factor; all installations were treated equally; and installation military value was
determined on a base’s current mission, but also on its capacity to support other core missions.”

Response Fact: The preceding pages have illustrated why the Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS’s military
value was quantitatively gathered in a subjective manner, that our current and future missions
were not taken into consideration, and that the “equal treatment” of installations was inherently
flawed.

27. Base Closure and Realignment Report, vol. 1, part 2 and 2, detailed recommendations, May 2005, Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS, NV BRAC 2005 Recommendations,
AirForce page 2. '
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from iBRAC Criteria by BCEG

Substantial Dev’iauo

Deviation: Contradictory Data Used for Selec ion Crlteria by Base Closure Executive Group

Response Facts: ‘ i ‘ |

The BRAC Report states, “I\o base of lessle I htary‘l value by M1ss1on Capable Index (MCI) 1s
allowed to host force structure by, Mission IDesrgn Serles (MDS)lluntﬂ higher military value bases
are at capacity limits defined jby user 1nputl N

As a result of this unit’s 1nva11d mrhtary’l! valu Jratmg, the BCEG failed to follow their above
noted imperative and 1ncon51stently apphed‘ theg rule lof utllrzmg military value to make BRAC
recommendations. ‘

l
o l
Throughout the BRAC selection | process R o s'current and future mission capability was never
addressed, though current anld future missid

capablhty is the number one priority accordmg to
the BRAC Final Selection Cr1ter1a » “l i

The BRAC Report identified patterns that ! “;_

units will be restructured into 'a smaller li
poces
u

operational effectiveness and efﬁcrency I th :
will be based together.”» Movmg;the erght'\l ”Iq ely spemahzed aircraft to the 189™ Airlift Wing
as| gen errc C-130 t}ramers directly contradicts this

ocess aircraft of like configuration, (i.e. block)

at Little Rock Air Force Base to be used
statement. | i I f
Contradictory Personnel Loss Numbers H “(‘; '
e The BRAC Report hsts three dlfferejn:t 1numbers in three locations regarding displaced
Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS personnel i ‘

e In volume 1, .part 2 of 2, !ﬂ “ m‘lacomjmendationy shows a loss of 148 full-time
positions and 430 drill pos1t1'o '

. | l
e Involume 1, part 1l of 2, the !frleeicimmendatlons shows a loss of 124 civilian and 23
military positions.: | k

I
s In volume 5, part l of 2 shows 'ai reductlon of 263 jobs (147 direct jobs and 116
P |

indirect jobs). | { IRRER
nd umt mannrng document shows the loss of 453

e Our examination of the 152
tenance, aerial port flight, and the civil engineer

S

w*’“ﬁf

i
positions from operations, n!la[i“: e
fire department. It does not|ir clude functions whose training ability will be lost
with loss of the aircraft. THE fubls section’ with |18 airmen is a prime example

The BRAC Report|does not a ””dgryjsls these positions so affected.

1

Equal Treatment of Active DL ity and Reserve i“ lrlponent installations

e Many BRAC data call questlons ( ‘9”;‘1’ i |l1 92,/1.101, 1. 1102 1.103, 1.138, 1.139, 1.141,
1.142, 14.87 through 14. 137) preven e(l lumerous Air Guard locatrons from answering if
they did not have an undergradua “ %})lr'} graduate tralmn’g program in place or did not
~ locally own ranges or fac::llrtles A:: M‘i' lduty‘ locations | frequently have those training
eS| 'or facilities. Few Air Guard locations have those

programs in place and own those range
training programs and most of Nevada’s ranges are federally owned, though still

l

Vsl

3_00 <-+__

||Il| s
available every day to the Reno Taho 1 IAP/AGS
i ‘
28. Base Closure and Realignment Report, vol. 1, pan 2 and 2, detailed recc ]!;‘[ } J : ions, May 2005, Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS, NV BRAC 2005 Recommendations,
page C-15. i iin ' i
29. Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recc dations for BRAC: 2005; V(EJ]. S, part 1 and 2, May 2005, page 149
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¢ BRAC Report identified Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS as only having two runways. In fact,
Reno IAP has six runways: 16R, 16L, 34R, 34L, 25, and 07. The BRAC question
number nine failed to elicit complete information on the number of runways at
installations.

e Numerous questions elicited “N/A” or no responses. One such question» regarding air operations

departure delays gives Reno Tahoe IAP/AGS an “N/A” for a response. The criterion to receive
full credit, 100 points, is “zero percentage delayed.” Did Reno Tahoe IAP/AGS receive any
credit when the answer recorded was “N/A”? In the BRAC Report, Section 3, Vol. 1, Part 2 of
2, Air Force Section 3, page 3, the BCEG Scenario Development states the Air Force cueing tool
was used in the data calculations. The BCEG removed “first look™ results that the cueing tool
was unable to recognize. Did this include “N/A” responses? The actual fact is Reno should have
received 100 points for this question. The data released does not reveal what value this’
installation received in this area.
e Below are some of the other areas that give us concern regarding the undervaluation of
this installation:

undercounted drop zones, uncounted landing zones v

undercounted navigational aids

extremely favorable flying weather conditions

zero electromagnetic interference/restrictions at Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS

favorable geography

community basing

The BRAC Report failed to take into account the Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS’ transformational
mission: Scathe View and Senior Scout, It also failed to account for the use of the 152" Airlift
Wing as a test bed for numerous emerging intelligence assets, even though those missions and
assets have been widely proclaimed as the future of the Air Force and the Air National Guard
and evidenced by Lieutenant General Daniel James III, the director of the Air National Guard
before the U.S. Senate Committee on Appropriations on April 7, 2004.

“The Air National Guard’s Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance personnel and systems
play an increasing important role in the defense of our nation.”

* “Due to a significant increase in AF mission requirements, the ANG continues to expand its
intelligence collection and capability. Other developing AF capabilities entrusted to the ANG
include... the C-130 Scathe View tactical imagery collection system. Scathe View provides a
near-real-time imaging capability to support humanitarian relief and non-combatant evacuation
operations. To support 'signal intelligence collection requirements, the ANG continues to
aggressively upgrade the SENIOR SCOUT platform. SENIOR SCOUT remains the primary
collection asset to support the nation’s war on drugs and the Global War on Terrorism in the
southern hemisphere.” '

“The ANG is transforming its force structure to meet escalating intelligence, surveillance and

reconnaissance mission requirements and ever-increasing demand for Air Guard capabilities.”
>

Scathe View since November 2003 has been used in Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation
Enduring Freedom as a close-air-support asset and is among the top five priorities requested by
the CENTCOM combatant commander.

30. Department of the Air Force Analysis and Recommendations BRAC 2005, vol. 5, part 2 of 2, May 2005, question 1242, column five, Percentage Delayed for ATC
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e This was also evidenced through testlmony of Lieutenant General H. Steven Blum, the chief of

the National Guard Bureau in his te$ tlmony before the U.S. House Armed Services Committee

subcommittee on Total Force on Mal‘rch 31, 2004.

“Additionally, the Air National Quard’s continued acquisition of the AN/APN-241 Low Power
Color Radar, continued mstallat‘lwo‘n‘ of the Night Vision Imaglng System, and the Air National
Guard-driven development of S“é‘athe View to include various technological spin-offs having
application in a myriad of c1v1h‘:% \and military efforts. Other Air Guard programs include the

AN/AAQ-24 (V) Directional Inwfrgred Countermeasures System, propeller upgrades like the
Electronic Propeller Control System and NP2000 elght-bladed propeller, and a second
generation, upgraded Modular Al{borne Fire Fighting System.”

Of the eight above-listed aircrafti mwenhancements seven are current and future upgrades
specifically for Reno-Tahoe IAP/AGS'C 130 aircraft because of the close relationship between
them and the co-located mtelllgence| squadron It will be years, if ever, that most other C-130s
will have this superb equipment.
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raI and Substantive Legal Issues in the BRAC
Process and Recommendations

Procedu i

i
L
\

The BRAC recommendatrc‘n to relocate the 152™ Airlift Wing violates both the specific
language, as well as the intent, of Bthe U.S. Constitution, several federal statutes, and the direction
of the U.S. Supreme Court. By focnsmg on federal active duty needs, and i ignoring the state role
of the National Guard, the Department of Defense failed to acknowledge and recogmze the
‘unique, hybrid nature of the Natiour

51 Guard.

The United States Constitution and federal statutes

The National Guard is a hybnd federal and state organization, and has been since the
inception of the country. The Umted States Constitution states, at Article I, Section 8 (known as
the “militia clause”), that the federal Congress will provide for organizing, arming, and
disciplining, the militia, but specrﬁcally reserves “...to the state’s respectively, the appointment
of officers, and the authority of tramrng the M111t1a according to the discipline prescribed by

Congress.” In recognition of thrs Constitutional basis that the militia (now National Guard) is a

hybrid Federal-State entity, the feheml Congress has passed several statutes to ensure that the
Guard is treated in a consntunonal\fashlon and to ensure that the National Guard can carry out
its dual roles of serving as a reserve component of the federal military and as the militia of each

state. I,

One statute recognizes the authority of the Governor on the specific issue of the
relocation of Guard units. Title 10 [USC 18238 states:

A unit of the Army National Guard of the United States or the Air National Guard of the United
States may not be relocated or. w1thdrawn under this chapter without the consent of the Governor
of the state or, in the case of the District of Columbia, Commanding General of the National
Guard of the District of Columbra.

This plainly worded statute clearly requires that a Governor provide his or her prior consent

before relocating a unit of the An['
- relocation of the 152" Airlift ng
Guinn, has expressed his concern a

National Guard and would prevent, and in this instance, the
from the State of Nevada. The Governor of Nevada, Kenny
bout this in a letter to Secretary Rumsfeld, a copy of which is

located at the beginning of this package

Another federal statute was violated in the BRAC recommendation process

Section 10501(b) requires that|
communication” between the Depa
the several states on matters | pertar

10 USC
the National Guard Bureau serve as a “channel of
rtment of the Army and the Department of the Air Force and
ning to the National Guard. This statute recognizes the dual

responsibilities of each state’s Guhrd and is designed to ensure that the interests of each state
would be adequately consrdered and protected. NGB failed to fulfill this statutory responsibility,
in that no information on the, BRA”C process was provided to the Governors of the states (or to
The Adjutants General of any, states) by the Department of Defense during the BRAC
recommendation process. This prohrblted the states and Governors from being actively involved
in the DoD recommendation, contrary to 10 USC 10501(b).
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The U. S. Supreme Court

9

I
i

=

—

I |
The United State Supreni’L1}Court ‘

i

lin the case of Perpich v. Department of Defense, 496 U.S. 334, 110

S.Ct. 2418 (1990), also rez,:o]gmzed the dual role of the National Guard and the legal right and
responsibility of the Goverrlllor

[

Perpich recogmzed the GOVernor’s nght to veto certain federal training missions if those federal

)

training missions mterferec

Sections (b) and (d) of 10 EIJ'H [ ’

members of the Army Na
United States” to active
Montgomery Amendment
state Guard soldiers and ail

]

:r{,:“y “wrthout the consent of the governor of the State..”. The
{now codified at 10 USC 12301(f)} was passed by Congress to allow

“v&“uth the state Guard’s capacity to respond to local emergencies.

SC 12301 prohibit the Secretary of Defense from ordering “units and
ional Guard of the United States or the Air National Guard of the

|

L

men to tram overseas without obtaining the consent of the Governor.

The Montgomery Amendn

The consent of a Governc 1
in part) with regard to)
because of any objection

While the U.S. Supreme (
Court recognized that the‘ l

,;:,,Z__, ==

| "ht states!

or descnbed in subsections (b) and (d) may not be withheld (in whole or
ctrve duty| outside the United States, its territories, and its possessions,
o} the location, purpose, type, or schedule of such active duty

Ir

i

fourt upheld the Montgomery Amendment in the Perpich case, the

L

1] |

the Governor retained th

1e”ndment only deprived the Governor of certain veto powers, while
rest. The Court upheld this Amendment because of its narrow

application, and the factth

affect the Governor’s ablhty

at depnvmg the Governor of these specific veto powers would not

t? respond to local emergencies. The Supreme Court stated that a

Govemnor retains the veto |power if federal training missions substantially impact the Governor’s
ab111ty to respond to local ¢ erinergenmes The U. S. Supreme Court stated:

dozen, or at most a few‘

g

The Minnesota Unit, wh

[

]hiymcludes about 13,000 members, is affected only slightly when a few

rlrrdred soldiers are ordered into active service for brief periods of time.

Neither the state’s basic trammg ‘responsrbrhty, nor its ability to rely on its guard and state

interfere with the stae|

emergency situations| sl

—V)

1gn1ﬁcantly affected. Indeed, if the federal trammg mission were to

&(‘uard’s capacrg to respond to local emergencies, the Montgomery

Amendment would. pern

i
The Supreme Court has clea
to local emergencies. In tl

Il
elsewhere in this document

1
Nevada has a drastic effect] Q

,_;r“e

i tﬁe Governor to veto the proposed mission.
i - :
1

, ;‘ Perpich at 351 (emphasis added)

y‘ stated that a state Guard must be left with the capacity to respond

case, the complete removal of any air lift capacity for the State of
0 the Govemor s ability to respond to local emergencies (as argued

=2

<

wmg in Nevada violates the|P. rpzch case.

Policy Considerations

\
i
1l
ik

|

This particular BRAC reco rnendation also violates the 1973 Total Force Policy issued during

Secretary of Defense Melvm Lalrd’s term. That Total Force Policy was designed to involve a

large portion of the Amer:r da
locations throughout the U i

l
'
|

: ‘\pubhc by mobilizing the National Guard from its thousands of

Imted States when needed. The Total Force Policy required that all

l
“E‘
it

|
2
i

3
f
i
|
:K)t i
.
|
A
|

1 Thus the BRAC’s recommendation to relocate the only Air Guard



active and reserve military organizations. of the United States be treated as a single integrated
force. The benefit of the Total Force Policy approach is to pefmit elected officials to have a
better sense of public support or opposition to any major mllltary operation. The Total Force
Policy follows the intentions of the founding fathers for a small standlng army complemented by
citizen-soldiers. Again, the recommendation of BRAC that removes the entire airlift capacity of
an entire state violates the Total Force Policy, a policy which has never been retracted.

Summary '
The DoD recommendation to eliminate all Air National Guard aircraft from the State of
Nevada is contrary to the historical role of the National Guard : ﬁls a hybrid state/federal entity.
The DoD failed to involve the State of Nevada in the process of making its recommendation (as
is expected by 10 USC 10501), and this failure led to the DoD ignoring the Constitutional and
statutory role of the state. The requirement of obtaining the consent of the Governor (as
- required by 10 USC 18238) was by-passed. By removing all Air;Guard airlift capacity from the
State of Nevada, the DoD recommendation inhibits the Governor of the State of Nevada from
carrying out his responsibility to respond to local emergencies (contrary to the direction of the
U.S. Supreme Court as revealed in the Perpich case).

Finally, Congress has recognized the unportance of mamtammg the strength of the

National Guard. 32 USC 102 states, in part:

In accordance with the traditional military policy of the United St%ltes, it is essential that the
strength and organization of the Army National Guard and the Air National Guard as an integral
part of the first line defenses of the United States be maintained and assured at all times.

The DoD recommendation to eliminate all Air National Guard axrcraft from the State of Nevada
clearly affects the strength and ability of the Nevada Air Nat1ona1 Guard to be an integral part of
the first line defenses of the United States.
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Increase the 152" A1rllli|’t 'Wing’s assigned aircraft by at least four to support
growing transformational mlssmns and valuable homeland defense responsibilities.
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